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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION

Cortland Remote Holder Site
City of Cortland, Cortland County, New York
Site No. 712012

Statement of Purpose and Basis

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedy for the Cortland Remote Holder Site.
The selected remedial program was chosen in accordance with the New York State Environmental
Conservation Law, 6 NYCRR Part 375, and is not inconsistent with the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300), as amended.

This decision is based on the Administrative Record of the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (the Department) for the Cortland Remote Holder Site and the public’s
input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the Department. A listing of the
documents included as a part of the Administrative Record is included in Appendix B of the ROD.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based on the results of the remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) for the Cortland
Remote Holder Site, and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the Department has
selected surface soil removal, cover and institutional controls. The components of the remedy are as
follows:

1. A remedial design program will be implemented to provide the details necessary
for the construction, operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial
program.

2. A site cover will be installed on the properties comprising the site to allow for

restricted residential use of the site. This cover will consist of either buildings,
pavement/sidewalks or a soil cover in areas of exposed surface soil. The soil
cover will consist of a minimum of two feet of soil, meeting the restricted
residential requirements for cover material set forth in 6 NYCRR Part 375-6.8(d),
placed over a demarcation layer. The upper six inches of the soil will be of
sufficient quality to maintain a vegetation layer.

3. Existing surface soils will either be removed for off-site disposal or may be
consolidated on-site beneath the site cover. Up to two feet of soil will be
removed, as needed in areas of exposed surface soil, or as needed for
pavement/building construction in order to maintain existing grades at the site.

ii



4.

To maximize the net environmental benefit, Green remediation and sustainability
efforts are considered in the design and implementation of the remedy to the
extent practicable, including;

. using renewable energy sources

. reducing green house gas emissions

. encouraging low carbon technologies

. fostering green and healthy communities

. conserving natural resources

. increasing recycling and reuse of clean materials

. preserving open space and working landscapes

. enhancing recreational use of natural resources

. designing cover systems to be usable for habitat or recreation

. designing storm water management systems to recharge aquifers

Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement
for the controlled property that:

(a) requires the remedial party or site owner to complete and submit to the
Department a periodic certification of institutional and engineering controls in
accordance with Part 375-1.8 (h)(3).

(b) allows the use and development of the property for restricted residential use,
subject to local zoning laws,

(c) prohibits agriculture or vegetable gardens on the controlled property; and
(d) requires compliance with the Department approved Site Management Plan.

Since the remedy results in contamination remaining at the site that does not
allow for unrestricted use, a Site Management Plan is required, which includes the
following:

(@) an Institutional and Engineering Control Plan that identifies all use restrictions
and engineering controls for the site and details the steps and media-specific
requirements necessary to assure the following institutional and/or engineering
controls remain in place and effective:

Institutional Controls: The Environmental Easement discussed in
Paragraph 5 above.

Engineering Controls: The soil cover discussed in Paragraph 3 above.
This plan includes, but may not be limited to:

Q) Soil Management Plan which details the provisions for
management of future excavations in areas of remaining
contamination;

(i) descriptions of the provisions of the environmental easement
including any land use and groundwater;
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(i1) descriptions of the provisions of the environmental easement
including any land use and groundwater;

(i)  provisions for the management and inspection of the identified
engineering controls;

(iv)  maintaining Department notification; and

(v) the steps necessary for the periodic reviews and certification of the
institutional and/or engineering controls;

(b) a Monitoring Plan to assess the performance and effectiveness of the remedy.
The plan includes, but will not be limited to:

(1) monitoring and inspection of the cover to assess the performance
and effectiveness of the remedy; and

(i1) a schedule of monitoring and frequency of submittals to the
Department.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

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

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and
Federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action to
the extent practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment or resource recovery technologies, to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the
preference for remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Date ‘ Dale A. Desnoyers Dlréétor
Division of Env1ronmental Remediation
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RECORD OF DECISION
Cortland Remote Holder Site
City of Cortland, Cortland County, New York
Site No. 712012
March 2010

SECTION 1: SUMMARY AND PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (the Department), in consultation
with the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), has selected this remedy for the above
referenced site. The disposal of hazardous waste at the site has resulted in threats to public health
and the environment that are addressed by this remedy in this Record of Decision (ROD). The
disposal of hazardous wastes at this site, as more fully described in Sections 5 of this document,
have contaminated various environmental media. The remedy, discussed in detail in Section 8, is
intended to attain the remedial action objectives identified for this site in Section 6 for the protection
of public health and the environment. This ROD identifies the selected remedy, summarizes the
other alternatives considered, and discusses the reasons for the selected remedy. The Department
has selected a final remedy for the site after careful consideration of all comments received during
the public comment period.

The Department has issued this ROD in accordance with the requirements of New York State

Environmental Conservation Law and Title 6 of the Official Compilation of Codes, Rules and
Regulations of the State of New York, 6 NYCRR Part 375.

SECTION 2: SITE DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

2.1:  Location and Description

The Cortland Remote Holder Site is located in the City of Cortland on Charles Street (see Figures
land 2). The site is less than a quarter acre in area, and consists of two adjoining land parcels and
part of the city street, in an urban residential setting. The parcels are currently unoccupied
residential properties at 43 and 45 Charles Street. The site is surrounded on three sides by
residential properties and the St. Mary’s School is located across Charles Street to the west. The
single family residences that formerly existed on the site were demolished in December 2009.

This site was the location of a former remote gas holder, which was a tank used for storage prior to
distribution of manufactured gas that was generated elsewhere. The tank foundation was likely set
below the soil surface. The underlying soils consist primarily of clayey silt with cobbles, gravel and
fill material (See Figure 3). The fill material consists of ash, bricks, firebrick, coal, glass, bottles and
cinders and extends to approximately 10 to 13 feet below the ground surface. A thin darkly stained
silt and ash layer (0.2 to 1.0 foot thick) was present from 9 to 12 feet below ground surface in some
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soil borings. Groundwater at the site was observed at a depth of about 14 to 15 feet, with flow
towards the east.

2.2:  Operational/Disposal History

In 1858 the Homer & Cortland Gas Light Company constructed and operated a manufactured gas
plant (MGP) at 216 South Main Street, in the Village of Homer, New York, just north of the City of
Cortland. The plant made combustible gas from coal and operated from approximately 1858 until
1935. The gas was provided to homes, businesses and industries in much the same way natural gas is
used today. In 1867 the Homer & Cortland Gas Light Company acquired property at the Charles
Street location to construct a 22,000 cubic foot gas holder as part of their gas distribution network.
The former tank was called a remote gas holder. Sometime between 1915 and 1926 the former
remote gas holder was removed, and houses were constructed at 43 and 45 Charles Street. In 2007
NYSEG acquired the 43 and 45 Charles Street properties from the previous owners.

2.3: Remedial History

Between 2005 and 2007, NY SEG conducted a Preliminary Site Assessment (PSA), which involved a
geophysical survey; test trenching; monitoring well installation; groundwater and soil sampling; and
sub-slab soil vapor and indoor air monitoring of the two homes at the site.

Sub-slab soil vapor and indoor air monitoring performed found that volatile organic compounds
were present at levels that were consistent with homes not affected by environmental contamination.
The Department and NYSDOH determined that no action was needed at that time to address the
potential for soil vapor intrusion in the two residences. The PSA was completed in November 2007.

SECTION 3: LAND USE

The Department may consider the current, intended, and reasonable anticipated future land use of
the site and its surroundings when assessing the nature and extent of contamination. For this site
alternatives that may restrict the use of the site to restricted residential criteria as described in Part
375-1.8 (g) are being evaluated in addition to unrestricted SCGs because, the two properties are
currently zoned by the City of Cortland as R-4 which would allow multifamily dwellings; personal
and professional services; single-family and two-family dwellings. The future use will remain
consistent with the City of Cortland’s R-4 designation. The Department will evaluate the
unrestricted and restricted residential Soil Cleanup Objectives found in Part 375-6.8(b) in assessing
the nature and extent of contamination.

A comparison of the appropriate SCGs for the identified land use against the unrestricted use SCGs
for the site contaminants is included in the Tables for the media being evaluated in section 5.1.2.

SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsible parties (PRPs) are those who may be legally liable for contamination at a
site. This may include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.
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The Department and the New York State Electric and Gas (NYSEG) entered into a multi-site
Consent Order on March 30, 1994 and subsequently modified that order on March 26, 2007 to
include the Cortland Remote Holder Site. The Order obligates the responsible parties to implement
a full remedial program.

SECTION 5: SITE CONTAMINATION

A remedial investigation has been conducted to determine the nature and extent of contamination
and to evaluate the alternatives for addressing the significant threats to human health and the
environment.

5.1: Summary of the Remedial Investigation

The purpose of the Remedial Investigation (RI) was to define the nature and extent of any
contamination resulting from previous activities at the site. The RI was conducted between May
2008 and March 2009. The field activities and findings of the investigation are described in the RI
Report.

The RI included collecting and analyzing surface and subsurface soil samples to further define the
nature and extent of contamination resulting from the operation of the former remote gas holder.
This information further delineated the soil contamination beyond the limits identified in the
Preliminary Site Assessment Report. Groundwater samples and soil vapor samples were taken
during the site characterization.

The following general activities are conducted during an RI:

. Soil borings,

. Sampling of surface and subsurface soils,
. Sampling of groundwater,

. Human Health Exposure Assessments.

5.1.1: Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs)

The remedy must conform with promulgated standards and criteria that are directly applicable, or
that are relevant and appropriate. The selection of a remedy must also take into consideration
guidance, as appropriate. Standards, Criteria and Guidance are hereafter called SCGs.

To determine whether the contaminants identified in various media are present at levels of concern,
the data from the RI were compared to media specific SCGs. The Department has developed SCGs
for groundwater, surface water, sediments, and surface and subsurface soil. The NYSDOH has
developed SCGs for drinking water and soil vapor intrusion. The tables found in the following
Sections list the applicable SCG in the footnotes. For a full listing of all SCGs see:
http://www.dec.ny.gov/regulations/61794.html
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Based on the RI results, in comparison to the SCGs and potential public health and environmental
exposure routes, certain media and areas of the site require remediation. These are summarized in
Section 5.1.2. More complete information can be found in the RI Report.

5.1.2: Nature and Extent of Contamination

This section describes the findings of the Remedial Investigation. As described in the RI report,
waste/source materials were identified at the site and are impacting groundwater and soil.

This section describes the findings for all environmental media that were evaluated. As described in
the RI report, soil samples were collected to further characterize the nature and extent of
contamination beyond the information gathered in the PSA.

For each media, a table summarizes the findings of the investigation. The tables present the range of
contamination found at the site in the media and compares the data with the applicable SCGs for the
site. The contaminants are arranged into four categories; volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides/ polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and
inorganics (metals). For comparison purposes the SCGs are provided for each medium that allows
for unrestricted use. For soil, if applicable, the Restricted Use SCOs identified in Section 3 are also
presented.

Groundwater

Groundwater at the site was observed to occur at a depth of about 14 to 15 feet, with flow to the east
with a low horizontal gradient. The first set of groundwater monitoring results, from the site
characterization, showed no detections of site related contaminants. The second set of results
identified one well (PZ-3) with detections of several site related contaminants at low levels. This
monitoring well sample was more turbid than the other groundwater samples, suggesting that the
contamination is associated with particles of soil entrained in the sample. The groundwater
contaminants found were not found in the down gradient wells, which indicates that the
contamination is not moving beyond the area of the former remote gas holder.

Table 1 - Groundwater

Detected Constituents Concentration Range SCG” Frequency Exceeding

Detected (ppb)? (ppb) SCG
SVOCs
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.27 0.002 1/2
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.27 ND 1/2
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.27 0.002 1/2
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.34 0.002 1/2
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a - ppb: parts per billion, which is equivalent to micrograms per liter, ug/L, in water.

b- SCG: Standard Criteria or Guidance - Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values
(TOGs 1.1.1), 6 NYCRR Part 703, Surface water and Groundwater Quality Standards, and Part 5 of
the New York State Sanitary Code (10 NYCRR Part 5).

Based on the findings of the RI, the presence of the remote holder has not resulted in the
contamination of groundwater.

Soil

Surface and subsurface soil samples were collected at the site during the RI. Surface soil samples
were collected from a depth of 0-2 inches to assess direct human exposure. Figure 4 shows the
surface soil locations which exceed the unrestricted soil cleanup objectives for PAHs and metals.
The PAHs and metals that exceeded their SCOs for unrestricted use in on-site surface soil samples
were benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, chrysene,
dibenzo(a,h) anthracene, indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene, lead and mercury. Subsurface soil samples were
collected from a depth of 2 - 20 feet to assess soil contamination impacts to groundwater. The
presence of a darkly stained ash and silt layer was found 9 to 12 feet below the ground surface. The
concentrations of SVOCs in this layer ranged 4.3 to 7,300 ppm. See Figure 3. The results indicate
that soil at the site exceeds the unrestricted and restricted residential SCOs for volatile and semi-
volatile organics and metals.

Table 2 - Soil
Detected Constituents | Concentration | Unrestricte Frequency Restricted Frequency
Range Detected d SCG” Exceeding Residential Exceeding
(ppm)? (ppm) Unrestricted | SCG® Restricted
SCG (Ppm) Residential SCG
Metals
Arsenic 2.3-25 13 2/74 16 2[74
Barium 23.9-404 350 174 400 /74
Cadmium ND-4.2 2.5 1/74 4.3 0/74
Chromium, trivalent 5.8-77 30 1/74 180 0/74
Copper 7.3-72.9 50 1/26 270 0/26
Lead 3.6-3320 63 29/74 400 374
Total Mercury ND-2.3 0.18 16/74 0.81 274
SVOCs
Dibenzofuran ND-200 7 8/93 59 3/93
Cortland Remote Holder Site 712012 March 2010
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Acenaphthene ND-230 20 3/93 100 1/93
Acenapthylene ND-150 100 2/93 100 2/93
Anthracene ND-620 100 4/93 100 4/93
Benzo(a)anthracene ND-670 1 38/93 1 38/93
Benzo(a)pyrene ND-410 1 36/93 1 36/93
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND-610 1 39/93 1 39/93
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND-140 100 2/93 100 2/93
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND-200 0.8 27/93 3.9 12/93
Chrysene ND-650 1 36/93 3.9 18/93
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene ND-69 0.33 30/93 0.33 30/93
Fluoranthene NA-150 100 6/93 100 6/93
Fluorene ND-370 30 5/93 100 2/93
'”gj)”p‘;(rlérzlé?" ND-160 05 40/93 05 40/93
Naphthalene ND-160 12 6/93 100 2/93
0-Cresol ND-0.94 0.33 2[74 100 0/74
p-Cresol ND-4.9 0.33 474 100 0/74
Phenanthrene ND-1000 100 7/93 100 7193
Phenol ND-2.4 0.33 2/74 100 0/74
Pyrene ND-1000 100 6/93 100 6/93

VOCs
Acetone ND-0.088 0.05 1/63 100 0/63
Benzene ND-.12 0.06 1/76 4.8 0/76
Ethylbenzene ND-53 1 1/76 41 1/76
Xylene (mixed) ND-640 0.26 1/76 100 1/76

a - ppm: parts per million, which is equivalent to milligrams per kilogram, mg/kg, in soil;
b - SCG: Part 375-6.8(a), Unrestricted Soil Cleanup Objectives.
c - SCG: Part 375-6.8(b), Restricted Residential Soil Cleanup Objectives.

The primary soil contaminants are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs) associated with
residues from the operation of the former remote gas holder. As noted on Figure 4, the primary soil
contamination is associated with the former remote gas holder and is found in surface and sub-
surface soils depths ranging 9 to 12 feet below ground surface. PAHs and metals surface soil
contamination was found above the SCOs for unrestricted use in on-site surface soil samples.
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Based on the findings of the Remedial Investigation, the disposal of hazardous waste has resulted in
the contamination of soil. The site contaminants identified in soil which are considered to be the
primary contaminants of concern, to be addressed by the remedy selection process are, polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS).

Soil Vapor Intrusion

The evaluation of the potential for soil vapor intrusion resulting from the presence of site related soil
or groundwater contamination was evaluated by the sampling of soil vapor, sub-slab soil vapor
under structures, and indoor air inside structures. At this site due to the presence of buildings in the
impacted area a full suite of samples were collected to evaluate whether soil vapor intrusion was
occurring.

Sub-slab soil vapor and indoor air monitoring performed found that volatile organic compounds
were present at levels that were consistent with homes not affected by environmental contamination.
The Department and NYSDOH determined that no action was needed at that time to address the
potential for soil vapor intrusion in the two residences.

No site-related soil vapor contamination of concern was identified during the Site Characterization.
Therefore, no remedial alternatives need to be evaluated for soil vapor.

5.2: Interim Remedial Measures

An interim remedial measure (IRM) is conducted at a site when a source of contamination or
exposure pathway can be effectively addressed before issuance of the Record of Decision.

There were no IRMs performed at this site during the RI.

5.3:  Summary of Human Exposure Pathways:

This section describes the current or potential human exposures (the way people may come in
contact with contamination) that may result from the site contamination. A more detailed discussion
of the human exposure pathways can be found in the RI report available at the document repository.
An exposure pathway describes the means by which an individual may be exposed to contaminants
originating from a site. An exposure pathway has five elements: [1] a contaminant source, [2]
contaminant release and transport mechanisms, [3] a point of exposure, [4] a route of exposure, and
[5] a receptor population.

Contaminant release and transport mechanisms carry contaminants from the source to a point where
people may be exposed. The exposure point is a location where actual or potential human contact
with a contaminated medium may occur. The route of exposure is the manner in which a
contaminant actually enters or contacts the body (e.g., ingestion, inhalation, or direct contact). The
receptor population is the people who are, or may be, exposed to contaminants at a point of
exposure.
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An exposure pathway is complete when all five elements of an exposure pathway exist. An
exposure pathway is considered a potential pathway when one or more of the elements currently
does not exist, but could in the future.

No complete exposure pathways exist at this site. At this site the potential exposure pathways
are:

 Dermal contact with contaminated soil;

* Incidental ingestion of contaminated soils; and

* Inhalation of contaminated dust.
Exposure to contaminated groundwater is unlikely because the area is served by public water.
However, the potential for exposure to contaminated groundwater in the future, although remote
due to the limited impact to groundwater, exists if wells were to be installed on-site or
construction was to occur below the groundwater table. Site-related contamination was detected
in surface and subsurface soils. Redevelopment of the site or subsurface utility work in the

future could bring workers into contact with residual contaminated sub-surface material.

The soil vapor intrusion investigation conducted at the site indicated that there is no complete
pathway to on-site residences via soil vapor intrusion.

5.4:  Summary of Environmental Assessment

This section summarizes the assessment of existing and potential future environmental impacts
presented by the site. Environmental impacts may include existing and potential future exposure
pathways to fish and wildlife receptors, wetlands, groundwater resources, and surface water.

No complete or potentially complete environmental exposure pathways or ecological risks were
identified as part of the investigations. Based on knowledge of the site and its location in an urban
residential setting with fully developed surrounding property uses no fish and wildlife resources
were identified on the site, adjacent to or down gradient from the site. Furthermore, the minor soil
contamination identified does not extend beyond the existing site and adjacent street. Based on the
site setting a Fish and Wildlife Impact Analysis was not performed at this site.

Groundwater resources at the site exist but only a low level of contamination was identified in a
single well on the site. The groundwater contaminants found were not found in the down gradient
wells which indicates that contamination is not moving beyond the area of the former remote gas
holder.

Site related contamination is not impacting groundwater.
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SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION OBJECTIVES

The objectives for the remedial program have been established through the remedy selection process
stated in 6 NYCRR Part 375. The goal for the remedial program is to restore the site to pre-disposal
conditions to the extent feasible. At a minimum, the remedy shall eliminate or mitigate all
significant threats to public health and the environment presented by the contamination identified at
the site through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles.
The remedial objectives for this site are:
Public Health Protection

Soil

. Prevent inhalation, ingestion and direct contact with contaminated soil.

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

To be selected the remedy must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost-
effective, comply with other statutory requirements, and utilize permanent solutions, alternative
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Potential
remedial alternatives for the Site were identified, screened and evaluated in the feasibility study
report which is available at the document repositories established for this site.

A summary of the remedial alternatives that were considered for this site is presented below. Cost
information is presented in the form of present worth, which represents the amount of money
invested in the current year that would be sufficient to cover all present and future costs associated
with the alternative. This enables the costs of remedial alternatives to be compared on a common
basis. As a convention, a time frame of 30 years is used to evaluate present worth costs for
alternatives with an indefinite duration. This does not imply that operation, maintenance, or
monitoring would cease after 30 years if remediation goals are not achieved.

7.1:  Description of Remedial Alternatives

The following alternatives were considered to address the contaminated media identified at the site
as describe in Section 5:

Alternative 1: No Action
The No Action Alternative is evaluated as a procedural requirement and as a basis for comparison.
This alternative leaves the site in its present condition and does not provide any additional protection
to public health and the environment.
Alternative 2: Site Management
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The Site Management Alternative requires only institutional controls for the site. This alternative
includes institutional controls, in the form of an environmental easement, fence and a site
management plan, necessary to protect public health from any contamination identified in on-site
and off-site soil. Figure 5 shows the area addressed by this alternative. Access to the site would be
controlled by the fence which would restrict its use. The site would remain vacant and would not be
used for a designated purpose.

POt MV T N et e ettt e e e e e et e e e e e aaaen $113,000
(08101 LI O 1] oSSR $66,000
AU COSES ettt e e oot e e e et e e e et e e e e et e e e e et e e e et e e e e et e e e et e enan e e e e aneeen $3,000

Alternative 3: Surface Soil Removal, Cover, Institutional Controls

This alternative includes addressing surface soil to allow placement of a soil or asphalt cover system.

Surface soil would either be removed for offsite disposal or consolidated on-site beneath a cover as
appropriate. The soil cover system for any exposed surface soil consists of a demarcation layer, 18
inches of clean fill and 6 inches of clean topsoil meeting Part 375 restricted residential use SCOs
with vegetation. The paved cover option consists of placing an asphalt or concrete cover at least 6
inches thick. This alternative includes institutional controls, in the form of an environmental
easement and a site management plan to protect public health from any contamination identified in
the on-site soil. The off-site (Charles Street) subsurface soil contamination would be addressed in
the site management plan. This alternative considers the anticipated future use of the site which is
expected to be open space. Figure 6 shows the area to be covered by the soil and asphalt cover
system.

Present Worth (Grass-ASPhalt):..........cccooiiiiiiiiie e $296,000-$291,000
(OF: 1o 1 -1 I O 1] oSSR PRURPR $249,000-$251,000
AANNUAL COSES: ...ttt ettt e e et e et e e et e eseeeeeere e aeseesreeseeeeeaseeasesseeneeessesseesreesreseenrens $3,000-$2,600

Alternative 4: On-Site Soil Removal, Institutional Controls

This alternative includes soil removal to meet predisposal conditions by achieving the unrestricted
use SCOs on-site. The off-site soils (Charles Street) would be addressed by a site management plan.
The estimated volume of soil excavated would be approximately 1,350 cubic yards. Excavated areas
would be backfilled with soil meeting Part 375 unrestricted use SCOs. The excavation area for this
alternative is shown on Figure 8 as the On-Site Excavation Area.

PEESENT MV OITN .o $651,000
(OF: o] | r= LI 0 1] oSSR $651,000
AANNUBL C 0SS ettt e e e e e et e e et e e e et e e e e e et e e ee et e e e e m e e e e et e eeaneeenaen et e e e anneeeeaanns $0

Alternative 5: In Situ Treatment On-Site Soils, Institutional Controls

This alternative would include treatment of on-site soils utilizing solidification to treat on-site soil
exceeding restricted residential use SCOs. This alternative includes institutional controls, in the
form of an environmental easement and a site management plan, necessary to protect public health

Cortland Remote Holder Site 712012 March 2010
RECORD OF DECISION Page 10



from any contamination identified in the on-site and off-site soil. The site use would be limited to
restricted residential because contamination would remain. Off-site soil contamination would be
addressed by a site management plan. This is the same area addressed in Alternative 4 and is shown
on Figure 7.

o CeT= a1 AT/ 1 $762,000
(OF: 1o 1 1 I O] oA SRRSO $715,000
YN 0 LU E= LI @0 T 3 $3,000

Alternative 6: Restoration to Pre-Disposal or Unrestricted Conditions

This alternative achieves all of the SCGs discussed in Section 5.1.1 and soil meets the unrestricted
soil clean objectives listed in Part 375-6.8 (a). This alternative includes excavation and off-site
disposal of all waste and soil contamination above the unrestricted soil cleanup objectives, both on-
site and off-site. The remedy will not rely on engineering or institutional controls to prevent future
exposure. There is no site management, no restrictions or institutional controls and no periodic
review. Figure 8 shows the area addressed by this alternative.

(OF: o] r= 1IN G0 1) oSSR $809,000

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

The criteria to which potential remedial alternatives are compared are defined in 6 NYCRR Part 375,
which sets forth the requirements for the remediation of inactive hazardous waste disposal sites in
New York. A detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysis is included in
the feasibility study.

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

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is an overall evaluation of each
alternative’s ability to protect public health and the environment.

2. Compliance with New York State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance (SCGs). Compliance with
SCGs addresses whether a remedy will meet environmental laws, regulations, and other standards
and criteria. In addition, this criterion includes the consideration of guidance which the Department
has determined to be applicable on a case-specific basis.

The next six “primary balancing criteria” are used to compare the positive and negative aspects of
each of the remedial strategies.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. This 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
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remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the engineering and/or institutional controls intended to limit the
risk, and 3) the reliability of these controls.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume. Preference is given to alternatives that permanently
and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site.

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

6. Implementability. The technical and administrative feasibility of implementing each alternative
are evaluated. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction of the
remedy and the ability to monitor its effectiveness. For administrative feasibility, the availability of
the necessary personnel and materials is evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining
specific operating approvals, access for construction, institutional controls, and so forth.

7. Cost-Effectiveness. Capital costs and annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring costs are
estimated for each alternative and compared on a present worth basis. Although cost-effectiveness is
the last balancing criterion evaluated, where two or more alternatives have met the requirements of
the other criteria, it can be used as the basis for the final decision. The costs for each alternative are
presented in the Remedial Alternatives Cost Table 3

Table 3
Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost ($) | Annual Costs ($) | Total Present Worth ($)
1. No Action 0 0 0
2. Site Management $66,000 $3,000 $113,000
3. Surface Soil Removal, $249,000- $3,000-%$2,600 $296,000-$291,000
Cover (Grass-Asphalt), $251,000
Institutional Controls
4. On-Site Soil Removal, $651,000 0 $651,000
Institutional Controls
5. In Situ Treatment On-Site $715,000 $3,000 $762,000
Soils, Institutional Controls
6. Restoration to Pre-Disposal $809,000
Cortland Remote Holder Site 712012 March 2010
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or Unrestricted Conditions 0 $809,000

8. Land Use. When cleanup to pre-disposal conditions is determined to be infeasible, the
Department may consider the current, intended, and reasonable anticipated future land use of the
site and its surroundings in the selection of the soil remedy.

The final criterion, Community Acceptance, is considered a “modifying criterion” and is taken
into account after evaluating those above. It is evaluated after public comments on the Proposed
Remedial Action Plan have been received.

9. Community Acceptance. Concerns of the community regarding the investigation, the
evaluation of alternatives, and the PRAP have been evaluated. The responsiveness summary
(Appendix A) presents the public comments received and the manner in which the Department
addressed the concerns raised.

In general, most of the public comments received were supportive of the selected. One comment
letter received, however, advocated removing all of the contaminated soil from the site.

Cortland Remote Holder Site 712012 March 2010
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SECTION 8: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the Administrative Record (Appendix B) and the discussion presented below, the
Department has selected Alternative 3, Surface Soil Removal, Cover and Institutional Controls
as the remedy for this site. The elements of this remedy are described at the end of this section.

8.1 Basis for Selection

The selected remedy is based on the results of the RI and the evaluation of alternatives.

Alternative 3 is selected because, as described below, it satisfies the threshold criteria and
provides the best balance of the balancing criterion described in Section 7.2. It would achieve
the remediation goals for the site by addressing the contaminated surface soils up to a depth of 2
feet. The alternative will evaluate consolidating soils in an area which would be covered with
clean soil and vegetation or an asphalt cover. Alternative 3 addresses the surface soils which
represent the most significant exposure pathway. This alternative is an effective measure to
address the soil contamination at the site.

Alternative 1 (No Action) does not provide protection to public health and the environment with
the existing conditions, does not meet the SCGs and does not satisfy RAOs. Alternative 1 was
rejected and will not be evaluated further. Because Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 satisfy the
threshold criteria, the remaining criteria are particularly important in selecting a final remedy for
the site. Alternatives 2 through 5 rely on varying levels of institutional controls and/or a SMP to
provide protection to human health and meet RAOs.

Long-term effectiveness is best accomplished by those alternatives involving excavation of the
contaminated overburden soils (Alternatives 3, 4 and 6). The major portion of the contamination
is in the former footprint of the remote gas holder and the highest levels are located 9 to 12 feet
below the surface. Alternative 6 results in removal of almost all of the chemical contamination
found in the on-site and off-site areas and eliminates the need for institutional controls for
property use restrictions and long-term monitoring. Contamination would remain in the on-site
and off-site areas for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 above SCGs, and future exposure to remaining
contamination would be addressed by a soil or asphalt cover and pavement, property use
restrictions, site management plan and periodic inspections. For Alternative 2, site management
remains effective, but it would be less desirable because the long-term effectiveness and
reliability of controlling site access with a fence. Alternative 3 addresses the contaminated soil
by installing a cover which effectively reduces potential exposure to surface soil. Alternative 4
would be more effective than Alternative 3 because it removes some of the on-site contaminated
soil. Alternative 5, which treats the soil in place, would be effective in the long-term, but less
effective as compared to the soil removal in Alternative 6.

Alternative 2 would control potential exposures with institutional controls only and would not
reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants remaining. Alternative 3, excavation
and off-site disposal, would not reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of on-site waste.
Alternative 4 requires the excavation of approximately 1,350 cubic yards of contaminated soil.
Alternative 5 would permanently reduce the mobility of contaminants by use of chemical
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treatment to solidify the soils in place. Alternative 6 would remove a greater volume of
contaminated soils which reduces the toxicity, mobility and volume of on-site waste by
transferring the material to an approved off-site location. Depending on the off-site disposal
facility, the volume of the material would not be reduced for Alternative 6.

Alternatives 2 through 6 all would have short-term impacts to the community and workers which
could be controlled, however, Alternative 2 would have the smallest impact. The time needed to
achieve the remediation goals is also the shortest for Alternative 2. Alternatives 3, 4, 5 and 6
would take longer to achieve the remediation goals and the short-term impacts increase with the
greater potential for short-term impacts occurring with Alternative 5 and 6 because of the greater
soil volume for solidification or removal. Alternative 6 would require Charles Street to be shut
down while the excavation of contaminated soil in the street. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 would have
progressively greater short-term impacts.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are favorable in that they would be readily implementable
technically and administratively. Alternative 3, 4, 5 and 6 would increase the truck traffic on
local roads. Alternative 5 would require testing to determine the correct mixture to solidify the
soil and this may create some uncertainty regarding the implementability of Alternative 5 due to
the nature of the subsurface soil.

The costs of the alternatives vary significantly. Alternative 2 has a low cost, but the
contaminated soil would not be addressed other than by institutional controls. With its large
volume of soil to be handled, Alternative 6 (excavation and off-site disposal) would have the
highest present worth cost. Consolidation and capping (Alternative 3) would be much less
expensive than Alternative 6, yet it would provide protection of the human health. The present
worth costs of Alternatives 4 and 5 would be higher than Alternative 3, although the capital cost
for Alternative 5 would be higher than that of Alternative 4. The long-term maintenance cost for
Alternatives 2, 3 and 5 would be the same. The long-term maintenance costs for Alternatives 4
and 6 are less than the other alternatives because of the contaminated soil removal.

The specific use of the site would be decided by the property owner in accordance with local
zoning. Alternative 3 would restrict the future use of the site to restricted residential use because
at least some contaminated soil would remain on the property, whereas Alternatives 4 and 6
would remove the contaminated soil permanently. However, the remaining contamination
associated with Alternative 3 would be controllable with the cover and implementation of
institutional controls and a Site Management Plan. With Alternatives 4 and 6 restrictions on the
site use would not be necessary because the contaminated surface and subsurface soil in the
unsaturated overburden would be removed.

The estimated present worth cost to implement the remedy is $296,000. The cost to construct
the remedy is estimated to be $251,000 and the estimated average annual costs for 30 years is
$3,000.

8.2 Elements of the Selected Remedy

The elements of the selected restricted use remedy are as follows:

Cortland Remote Holder Site 712012 March 2010
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1. A remedial design program will implemented to provide the details necessary for
the construction, operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial
program.

2. A site cover will be installed on the properties comprising the site to allow for
restricted residential use of the site. This cover will consist of either buildings,
pavement/sidewalks or a soil cover in areas of exposed surface soil. The soil
cover will consist of a minimum of two feet of soil, meeting the restricted
residential requirements for cover material set forth in 6 NYCRR Part 375-6.8(d),
placed over a demarcation layer. The upper six inches of the soil will be of
sufficient quality to maintain a vegetation layer.

3. Existing surface soils will either be removed for off-site disposal or may be
consolidated on-site beneath the site cover. Up to two feet of soil will be
removed, as needed in areas of exposed surface soil, or as needed for
pavement/building construction in order to maintain existing grades at the site.

4. To maximize the net environmental benefit, Green remediation and sustainability
efforts are considered in the design and implementation of the remedy to the
extent practicable, including;

. using renewable energy sources

. reducing green house gas emissions

. encouraging low carbon technologies

. fostering green and healthy communities

. conserving natural resources

. increasing recycling and reuse of clean materials

. preserving open space and working landscapes

. enhancing recreational use of natural resources

. designing cover systems to be usable for habitat or recreation

. designing storm water management systems to recharge aquifers
5. Imposition of an institutional control in the form of an environmental easement

for the controlled property that:

(a) requires the remedial party or site owner to complete and submit to the
Department a periodic certification of institutional and engineering controls in
accordance with Part 375-1.8 (h)(3).

(b) allows the use and development of the property for restricted residential use,
subject to local zoning laws,

(c) prohibits agriculture or vegetable gardens on the controlled property; and
(d) requires compliance with the Department approved Site Management Plan.

Cortland Remote Holder Site 712012 March 2010
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6. Since the remedy results in contamination remaining at the site that does not
allow for unrestricted use, a Site Management Plan is required, which includes the
following:

(@) an Institutional and Engineering Control Plan that identifies all use restrictions
and engineering controls for the site and details the steps and media-specific
requirements necessary to assure the following institutional and/or engineering
controls remain in place and effective:

Institutional Controls: The Environmental Easement discussed in
Paragraph 5 above.

Engineering Controls: The soil cover discussed in Paragraph 3 above.
This plan includes, but may not be limited to:

Q) Soil Management Plan which details the provisions for
management of future excavations in areas of remaining
contamination;

(i) descriptions of the provisions of the environmental easement
including any land use and groundwater;

(iii)  provisions for the management and inspection of the identified
engineering controls;

(iv)  maintaining Department notification; and

(v) the steps necessary for the periodic reviews and certification of the
institutional and/or engineering controls;

(b) a Monitoring Plan to assess the performance and effectiveness of the remedy.
The plan includes, but will not be limited to:

Q) monitoring and inspection of the cover to assess the performance
and effectiveness of the remedy; and

(i) aschedule of monitoring and frequency of submittals to the
Department.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

As part of the remedial investigation process, a number of Citizen Participation activities were
undertaken 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:

* Repositories for documents pertaining to the site were established.

* A public contact list, which included nearby property owners, elected officials, local media
and other interested parties, was established.

Cortland Remote Holder Site 712012 March 2010
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» A fact sheet was sent to the public in October 2007 which announced the availability of the
Preliminary Site Assessment and a public availability session to discuss the results.

* Public availability session was held on October 17, 2007 to discuss the results of the
Preliminary Site Assessment.

» A fact sheet was sent to the mailing list in June 2009 announcing the completion of the
Remedial Investigation Report and a public meeting was held on June 25, 2009 to discuss the
results found in the report.

» Public Meeting was held on June 25, 2009 to present the results of the remedial
investigation.

» A fact sheet was sent to the public in February 2010 which announced the availability of the
PRAP, identified the public comment period, and public meeting date to present the proposed
remedial alternative.

» A public meeting was held on March 4, 2010 to present and receive comment on the PRAP.

* Aresponsiveness summary (Appendix A) was prepared to address the comments received
during the public comment period for the PRAP.
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APPENDIX A

Responsiveness Summary
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Cortland Remote Holder Site
City of Cortland, Cortland County New York
Site No. 712012

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Cortland Remote Holder Site was prepared
by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (the Department) in
consultation with the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) and was issued to the
document repositories on February 16, 2010. The PRAP outlined the remedial measure
proposed for the contaminated soil at the Cortland Remote Holder Site.

The release of the PRAP was announced by sending a notice to the public contact list, informing
the public of the opportunity to comment on the proposed remedly.

A public meeting was held on March 4, 2010, which included a presentation of the remedial
investigation feasibility study (RI/FS) for the Cortland Remote Holder Site 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. The public comment period for the
PRAP ended on March 18, 2010.

This responsiveness summary responds to all questions and comments raised during the public
comment period. The following are the comments received, with the Department's responses:

COMMENT 1. How did the gas get from Homer to here (i.e., Charles Street, Cortland, New
York)?

RESPONSE 1:  The gas was piped underground.

COMMENT 2:  Will NYSEG own the property forever?
RESPONSE 2:  This question is beyond the scope of this document and should be directed to

NYSEG. The ROD requires NYSEG to place an environmental easement on
the property that will pass to any future owners of the property.

COMMENT 3: Does NYSEG pay taxes on the property? How much?



RESPONSE 3:  This question is beyond the scope of this document and should be directed to
NYSEG or the City of Cortland.

COMMENT 4:  Will NYSEG provide trees, shrubs, and playground equipment for the future
end use if a grass cover is chosen instead of an asphalt cover?

RESPONSE 4:  Specific landscaping is beyond the scope of the remedy, but NYSEG has
indicated that they will work with the City to identify an appropriate use for
the properties.

COMMENT 5:  Will the project evaluate green options and consider the carbon footprint for
the future end use?

RESPONSE 5:  Yes. The proposed remedy includes consideration of green remediation and
sustainability efforts in the design and implementation of the remedy.

COMMENT 6: | am concerned about the safety of the street crossing if there is a possibility
of constructing a playground at the site because of the speed of cars traveling
on Charles Street.

RESPONSE 6:  The comment is noted and should be considered in the local land use review
of any redevelopment of the site.

COMMENT 7:  What is NYSEG’s preference for the specific use of this site?

RESPONSE 7:  While the remedy will be protective for all uses within the definition of
restricted residential use, the specific site use is beyond the scope of this
document and should be directed to NYSEG.

COMMENT 8: A neighboring property owner indicated he would prefer that the end use of
the properties as a flower garden and green space area. There would be some
hazards associated with school kids crossing the Street to a potential
playground. Cortland Mayor Susan Feiszli indicated that there would be no
benches and the green area should consider having lighting. The consensus
was not to end up with an attractive nuisance.

RESPONSE 8:  Comment noted. These issues are not part of the remedy decision. They will
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COMMENT 9:

RESPONSE 9:

COMMENT 10:

RESPONSE 10:

COMMENT 11:

RESPONSE 11:

COMMENT 12:

RESPONSE 12:

COMMENT 13:

RESPONSE 13:

be considered during the design of the remedy as appropriate. See also
Response 6 above.

Why is Alternative 3 the proposed remedy?

The proposed remedy meets the threshold criteria because it protects public
health and the environment and complies with Standards, Criteria, and
Guidance by eliminating potential exposure to contaminated soil at the site. It
also provides the best balance of the primary balancing criteria.

Could some of the contaminants at the site be gone due the 80 year history?

It is possible that some contamination may have dissipated since the holder
was removed, but it is important to note that the site was not used as a facility
for manufacturing gas, and therefore never contained the high levels of
contamination that are typically associated with manufactured gas production
facilities.

What is NYSEG’s obligation for remediation?

NYSEG is under an Order on Consent with the Department to complete a full
remedial action at the site, including post-construction site management.

Is monitoring part of the remedy, such as groundwater?

Groundwater monitoring is not part of the remedy. No groundwater
contamination was identified during the investigation, therefore no
groundwater monitoring is needed. There will be periodic inspections of the
site and maintenance of the cover, if needed.

Did you say that maintenance of the green cover would be taken care of by
NYSEG?

Maintenance of the site cover will be required by a Site Management Plan. A
periodic evaluation of the engineering controls would be required. NYSEG,
as current owner and remedial party, is responsible for the Site
ManagementPlan.
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COMMENT 14:

RESPONSE 14:

COMMENT 15:

RESPONSE 15:

COMMENT 16:

RESPONSE 16:

COMMENT 17:

RESPONSE 17:

COMMENT 18:

RESPONSE 18:

Since the contamination is so confined and at a relatively close proximity to
ground level, the contaminants and ash fill above could be easily removed and
replaced with clean fill as has been done at many sites just like this one. It
seems the cost to completely remove all of the impacted soil would be less
than $250,000.00?

The cost estimate for removing all impacted soil is included in the Feasibility
Study. These estimated costs include shoring, excavation, transportation and

off-site disposal of the excavated soils. The total cost estimate is in excess of
$800,000.

When will the remediation happen?

The remedial work will likely be conducted this summer.

What is the areal extent of soil contamination?

The area of soil contamination is less than a quarter acre.

Is there a connection between the proposed remedy selection and NYSEG’s
interest?

No. Department regulations require that the remedy be protective of public
health and the environment and meet SCGs. The remedy was selected based
upon a detailed evaluation of the Department’s threshold and balancing
criteria, see section 8.1 of the ROD.

An adjacent property owner is concerned that property values will plummet
due to the proposed cleanup and contamination remaining at the site. The
landowners living adjacent to the property will continue to have a
contaminated site which will impact their ability to sell their house in the
future. It seems like NYSEG is just taking the cheapest way out and not
really cleaning up the site.

The affect of the remedy on the value of neighboring properties is beyond the
scope of this document.
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COMMENT 19: What will happen with the building foundations?

RESPONSE 19: The building foundation walls will be taken down below the ground level to
allow placement of the soil or asphalt cover. The concrete basement floors
will be broken up to prevent water from collecting and allow precipitation to
percolate into the soils.

COMMENT 20: Can flower gardens be planted on site? What about vegetable gardens?

RESPONSE 20: Flower gardens would be allowed, but vegetable gardens would not be
allowed unless additional soil cover is provided.

COMMENT 21: Were the monitoring wells along the northern property border clean?

RESPONSE 21: Yes, they all met drinking water quality standards.

Mr. Jack Musci, a nearby resident, submitted an email (dated March 4, 2010) which included the
following comment:

COMMENT 22: The cover system should be grass covered rather than the asphalt cover
because the esthetic and economic point of view. The possibilities of further
enhancement of the property with trees and other vegetation are limitless.

RESPONSE 22: The comment is noted.

Helen and Don Spaulding, nearby residents, submitted an email (dated March 4, 2010) which
included the following comment:

COMMENT 23: The best way to improve the area is to fill with clean soil and plant grass,
flowers and some trees. Commenter recommended no park benches for the
area.

RESPONSE 23: The comment is noted.

Mr. Sean Mack, a nearby resident submitted a letter (dated March 17, 2010) which included the
following comments:
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COMMENT 24:

RESPONSE 24:

COMMENT 25:

RESPONSE 25:

COMMENT 26:

RESPONSE 26:

COMMENT 27:

RESPONSE 27:

The proposed “capping” of the site appears to have been largely about
minimizing expense and liability for the utility company NYSEG, and not
about the protection of the residents and property owners.

The decision to choose the remedy was made based on the threshold criteria
because it is protective of public health and the environment and complies
with Standards, Criteria, and Guidance. The remedy also provides the best
balance of the other primary balancing criteria which were to eliminate
potential exposure to soil at the site. It is true that cost was evaluated, but it
was not the primary criteria for choosing the remedy.

Leaving the contaminants on the site would foreclose the possibility of a new
structure being built there and leave the neighborhood with a reminder of the
site’s environmental flaws

The remedy would allow future buildings to be constructed, but they would
need to be multi-family dwellings or commercial buildings.

A large amount of contaminant (perhaps thousands of tons) would have been
produced at the site over its 40 or 50 year lifespan. These sites are notorious
for having contamination at adjoining properties.

The comment is true for manufactured gas plant sites such as the one located a
mile and a half away in Homer. However, this site was only used for storing
gas as part of the distribution system. The nature and extent of contamination
reported in the remedial investigation report demonstrates the limits of the
contamination which has not spread to the adjoining properties. Limited
contamination was found in Charles Street.

Why has there been no soil testing or any interior air quality testing done at
the adjacent property at 43 Charles Street.

Indoor air and sub slab vapor samples were collected at both residences
during the preliminary investigations. One residence exhibited staining on the
basement wall, where scrape samples were also collected to evaluate the
potential for exposures. The NYSDOH, in cooperation with the Department,
determined at that time that no actions needed to be taken to protect public
health. During the remedial investigation additional soil borings were
installed and sampling was performed. Based on the results it was determined
that the contamination did not move to adjacent property. Based on that, the
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COMMENT 28:

RESPONSE 28:

COMMENT 29:

RESPONSE 29:

COMMENT 30:

RESPONSE 30:

COMMENT 31:

State determined no additional off-site investigation was warranted.

Purportedly there was a black sludge oozing into the basement of one of the
homes.

Five foundation stones in the basement of 45 Charles Street were identified as
discolored and sampled at the request of the homeowner. Scrape samples of
the material were taken for analysis. The results indicated the coating
contains coal tar material. This may have been applied as a waterproofing
compound, or may be present because the foundation stones were reused from
the remote holder. During the sampling there was no indication of the material
seeping into the basement.

The owners and occupants of 49 Charles Street have endured two illnesses,
both cancers | believe, and one a very rare ailment of the brain. | worry about
what my tenants, neighbors and I might be exposed to if there is not additional
testing and real remediation done.

Unfortunately cancer is a very common disease. It is actually not one disease,
but many different diseases, with different risk factors. Based on the
available data, the Department and NYSDOH determined that there are
currently no complete exposure pathways to contaminants at the site.

Removing the contaminants would demonstrate to the neighborhood residents
that their health and safety has been given at least as much consideration as
has been given to the interests of the utility company. Present and future
owners and residents can feel assured that the risk from dangerous materials
has been mitigated and it is safe to live there.

The soil contamination found at the surface will be removed and covered with
either soil or asphalt to minimize exposures via direct contact. It is unlikely
for people to come into contact with the contamination found in the
subsurface since it was found at depth.

Home values in the area have undoubtedly been negatively impacted.
Mitigating the contaminants will go a long way toward restoring those
diminished values and insuring that residences do not become vacant because
of fear or the inability of owners to spend money to maintain properties in the
neighborhood when they cannot get a return on their investment.
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RESPONSE 31:

COMMENT 32:

RESPONSE 32:

COMMENT 33:

RESPONSE 33:

This comment is beyond the scope of the remedy.

I think the highest and best use at this time is a parking area even though
esthetically that might be less attractive than other proposed options. Some
neighbors have argued that to preserve the residential nature of the area, the
best thing would be to leave the site as a green area. This would be nice if the
site were to be a park and properly maintained. However, those who favor
keeping the site green expressed concerns that a park would attract
undesirable activities at the premises. Leaving the site unused would forever
highlight its troubled past and raise questions about safety in the minds of
future owners and occupants in the neighborhood.

The remedy allows both uses for the site. The future use of the site will be
decided during the design.

NYSEG has stated that it is unwilling to perpetually maintain a green area
site, and if it fails to do so, the burden would presumably fall upon the city. To
expect the City of Cortland to take on this obligation is unrealistic given the
lack of any benefit to the City and its current extreme financial difficulties.

NYSEG will be responsible for the maintenance of the cover as a required
component of the remedy through implementation of the Site Management
Plan. The responsibility for maintaining any enhancements to the cover, such
as landscaping, may be worked out between NYSEG and the City of Cortland.
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Administrative Record
Cortland Remote Holder Site
City of Cortland, Cortland County New York
Site No. 712012

Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Cortland Remote Holder Site, dated February 2010,
prepared by the Department.

Order on Consent, Index No. D0-0002-9309, between the Department and New York State
Electric & Gas Corporation, executed on March 30, 1994 and modified on subsequent
dates including March 26, 2007.

“Preliminary Site Assessment”, October 2007, prepared by URS Corporation

“Remedial Investigation Letter Work Plan”, February 2008 prepared by URS Corporation

“Remedial Investigation Report”, March 2009 prepared by URS Corporation

“Feasibility Study Report”, February 2010 prepared by URS Corporation
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