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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION  
 
SITE NAME AND LOCATION 
 
Lower Ley Creek Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 
Syracuse/Salina, Onondaga County, New York 
 
Superfund Site Identification Number: NYD986913580 
Operable Unit: 25 
 
 
STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 
 
This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
selection of a remedy for the Lower Ley Creek subsite (Subsite) of the Onondaga Lake 
Superfund site, chosen in accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended 
(CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. § 9601-9675, and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300 (NCP). This decision document explains 
the factual and legal basis for selecting a remedy to address the contaminated soil and 
sediment associated with the Subsite. The attached index (see Appendix III) identifies the 
items that comprise the Administrative Record upon which the selected remedy is based. 

 
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) was 
consulted on the proposed remedy in accordance with CERCLA § 121(f), 42 U.S.C. § 
9621(f), and it concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix IV). 
 
 
ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 
 
Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances at the Subsite, if not addressed 
by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and 
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment. 
 

 
DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 
 
The selected remedy, which addresses contaminated soil and sediment, includes the 
following components: 

 

 Excavation of PCB-contaminated soils located along the upland areas adjacent to 
the Creek to meet the soil cleanup objectives (SCOs);   

 Excavation of PCB-contaminated sediment within the Creek exceeding the 
sediment criteria; 

 Excavation of PCB-contaminated sediment from the adjacent wetlands to meet the 
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sediment criteria;   

 Transport of the excavated contaminated soils and sediments containing greater 
than 50 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) of PCBs to a Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA)-compliant facility; 

 Transport of those soils and sediments which fail Toxic Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure testing1 and are determined to be characteristic hazardous waste and 
are non-TSCA waste (i.e., less than 50 mg/kg PCBs) to an off-site at a RCRA-
compliant facility; 

 Transport of those soils and sediments that are not TSCA-regulated (less than 50 
mg/kg of PCBs) and are not characteristic hazardous waste to a local disposal 
facility, if available;2  

 The excavated wetland areas will be backfilled with soil that meets the unrestricted 
SCOs; 

 Excavated soil areas will be restored with clean substrate and vegetation 
consistent with an approved habitat restoration plan developed as part of the 
design; 

 Habitat restoration of Ley Creek will include the placement of at least one foot of 
substrate similar to the existing sediments over disturbed areas and restoration of 
vegetation; 

 Institutional controls in the form of an environmental easement/restrictive covenant 
will be filed in the property records of Onondaga County that will, at a minimum, 
restrict the use of the properties within the Lower Ley Creek Subsite to commercial 
and industrial uses, restrict intrusive activities in areas where residual 
contamination remains unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-
approved Site Management Plan (SMP) (see below);3 and 

                                                 
1TCLP testing is a soil sample extraction method for chemical analysis employed as an analytical 
method to simulate contaminant leaching. The testing methodology is used to determine if a waste 
is a characteristic hazardous waste under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 
2 Local disposal options currently under consideration include consolidation under the cap of the 
Town of Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the leachate collection system or in a newly 
constructed cell with a liner and leachate collection system on the yet-to-be capped Cooper 
Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which is scheduled to be properly closed under the State Superfund 
program in the near future). The specific local disposal location will be determined during the 
remedial design phase.  Should local disposal options be determined not to be viable, these 
materials will be sent to an appropriate nonlocal facility for disposal. 
2 Local disposal options currently under consideration include consolidation under the cap of the 
Town of Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the leachate collection system or in a newly 
constructed cell with a liner and leachate collection system on the yet-to-be capped Cooper 
Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which is scheduled to be properly closed under the State Superfund 
program in the near future). The specific local disposal location will be determined during the 
remedial design phase.  Should local disposal options be determined not to be viable, these 
materials will be sent to an appropriate nonlocal facility for disposal. 
3  Each property owner will be responsible for implementing and maintaining said controls and 
NYSDEC will be responsible for enforcing them.    
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 Development of an SMP that will provide for the proper management of all post-
construction remedy components.4  
 

During the remedial design, a Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey will be performed to 
document the Subsite’s historic resources. 
 
During that design, samples will be collected to refine the limits of the soil and sediment 
contamination and the volume to be excavated.  
 
The environmental benefits of the selected remedy may be enhanced by consideration, 
during the design, of technologies and practices that are sustainable in accordance with 
the EPA Region 2’s Clean and Green Energy Policy and NYSDEC’s Green Remediation 
Policy.5  This will include consideration of green remediation technologies and practices. 
 
 
DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 
 
Part 1- Statutory Requirements 

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set forth in CERCLA 
in Section 121, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, because as implemented : 1) it is protective of human 
health and the environment; 2) it meets a level of standard of control of the hazardous 
substances, pollutants and contaminants which at least attains the legally applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements under the federal and State laws; 3) it is cost-
effective; and 4) it utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to 
the maximum extent practicable.   

Part 2- Statutory Preference for Treatment 

CERCLA includes a preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently and 
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances as a principal 
element (or justify not satisfying the preference).  For the Lower Ley Creek Subsite, the 
EPA does not believe that treatment of the sediments and soil is practicable or cost 
effective given the widespread nature of the sediment and soil contamination and the high 

                                                 
4 The SMP will describe procedures to confirm that the requisite engineering (e.g., subsurface 
demarcation layer) and institutional controls (e.g., environmental easement/restrictive covenant) 
are in place and that nothing has occurred that will impair the ability of said controls to protect 
public health or the environment.  The SMP will also include: a soil management plan; an 
inventory of any use restrictions; the necessary provisions for the implementation of the 
requirements of the above-noted environmental easement and/or restrictive covenant; a 
provision for the performance of the operation, maintenance, and monitoring required by the 
remedy and a provision that the property owner or party implementing the remedy submit periodic 
certifications that the institutional and engineering controls are in place.   
 
5 See http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation and http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/re-
mediation_hudson_pdf/der31.pdf. 
 

http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/


volume of sediment and soils that are being addressed. 

Pai13- Five-Year Review Requirements 

Because this remedy is anticipated to result in hazardous substances, pollutants or 
contaminants remaining oh-site e~bove levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure; a statutory review will be conducted within five years after initiation of the 
remedial action to ensure that the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and 
the environment. 

ROD DATA CERTIFiCATION CHECKLIST 

The ROD contains the remedy selection information noted below. More details rnay be 
found in the Administrative Record file for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite. 

• Contaminants ofconcern and their respective concentrations (see ROD, pages 7-
12 and Appendix II, Tables 1, 2 and 4.1); 

• Baseline risk represented by the contaminants of concern (see ROD, pages 13-
19); 

• Cleanup levels established for contaminants of concern and the basis for these 
levels (see ROD, Appendix II, Tables 1 and 2); 

• Manner of addressing source materials constituting principal threats (see ROD, 
page 39); 

• Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the Subsite as a result . 
of the selected remedy (see ROD, page 44); 

• Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance and present-worth cost~; 
discount rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are 
projected (see ROD, pages 44 and Appendix II, Tables 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3); and 

• Key factors used in selecting the remedy (i.e., how the selected remedy provides 
the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria; 
highlighting criteria key to the decision)(see ROD, pages 45-47). 

Walter E. Mugdan, 1rector 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
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RECORD OF DECISION FACT SHEET 
EPA REGION II 

Site 
 
Site name:   Onondaga Lake Site, Lower Ley Creek Subsite 
 
Subsite location:  Syracuse/Salina, Onondaga County, New York 
 
Site HRS score:   50.00 
 
Listed on the NPL:  December 16, 1994 
 
Record of Decision 
 
Date signed:   September 30, 2014 
 
Selected remedy:   Excavation of PCB-contaminated creek sediments, wetland sediments 

and soils located in upland areas adjacent to the creek, local or nonlocal 
disposal of the excavated sediments and soils, and development of a Site 
Management Plan.   

 
Capital cost:   $17,031,000 - $24,775,000*  
 
Annual operation and 
maintenance cost:  $50,880       
Present-worth cost:  $17,662,400 - $25,271,000* 
 
Lead     EPA 
 
Primary Contact:  Pamela Tames, Remedial Project Manager, (212) 637-4255 
 
Secondary Contact:  Joel Singerman, Chief, Central New York Remediation Section, (212) 

637-4258 
 
Main PRPs    General Motors, Carrier Corp., Syracuse China, Cooper Crouse-Hinds, 

Town of Salina, Onondaga County, Oberdorfer Inc., National Grid  
 
Waste 
 
Waste type:   PCBs, metals and polyaromatic hydrocarbons 
 
Waste origin:   Local waste disposal activities 
 
Contaminated media:  Soil and sediments 

 
_________ 
* The lower cost in the cost range corresponds to local disposal and the upper cost corresponds to nonlocal 

disposal.  
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SUBSITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION  
 

The Lower Ley Creek subsite (Subsite) of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site1 consists 
of the lower two miles of Ley Creek (including the Creek channel and adjacent 
floodplains) beginning at and including the Route 11 bridge (a.k.a. Brewerton Road) and 
ending downstream at Onondaga Lake (Lake). The Subsite also includes a 3.7-acre 
wetland situated on the southern bank of the Creek adjacent to the Cooper Crouse-Hinds 
North Landfill and “Old Ley Creek Channel” (hereinafter, referred to as “OLCC”), an 
original section of the Creek before Ley Creek was widened and reconfigured during a 
flood control project in the 1970s.   In addition, the Subsite includes several sections 
along the banks of the Creek where dredged contaminated sediments were placed 
during that flood control project.   
 
In addition to passing under the Route 11 bridge, the Creek flows under the 7th North 
Street and Interstate 81 bridges. Much of the Creek is shallow, but there are sections, 
particularly downstream of the 7th North Street bridge, where the water depth may be 14 
feet deep. The bottom of the Creek is dominated by soft sediment with very little stone 
or other hard surfaces. 
 
The Lower Ley Creek Subsite is located within an area zoned as an Industrial District. It 
is bordered by parking lots, the Town of Salina and Cooper Crouse-Hinds landfills, other 
landfilled areas, manufacturing operations, several undeveloped properties and a 
railroad line. Two large, buried natural gas and oil pipelines owned by National Grid and 
Buckeye Pipeline Co., respectively, run parallel to the northern bank of the Creek for 
much of this section.  
 
Prior to the early 1970s, some wetlands located on either side of the Creek were filled 
with municipal refuse; there is a New York State regulated wetland (SYW-11) identified 
on both sides adjacent to Ley Creek downstream of the confluence with Bear Trap Creek 
which enters Ley Creek upstream of 7th North Street. 
 
Onondaga County passed a resolution in 2011 in support of the transfer of Murphy’s 
Island, also known as SW-12 to the Onondaga Nation. It is a 36-acre parcel along the 
Onondaga Lake shoreline located at the mouth of Ley Creek and the transfer is intended 
to provide members of the Onondaga Nation dedicated access to Onondaga Lake, which 
is culturally important to the Nation. The Onondaga Nation is a federally recognized tribe 
whose 9.3 square mile reservation is located a few miles away. Murphy’s Island is being 
addressed as part of the Wastebed B/Harbor Brook subsite where a remedial 

                                                 
1 The Onondaga Lake Superfund Site’s Superfund Site Identification Number is NYD986913580.  
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead agency for the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite; the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) is the 
support agency. 
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investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS)2 is currently underway. 
 
Figures 1 and 1A show the features noted above.   
 
The Creek is not used for commercial transportation or as a public water supply, but is 
currently accessible for recreational uses, such as fishing, and is expected to remain so. 
 
A fish consumption advisory, which is updated annually by the New York State 
Department of Health (NYSDOH), currently indicates that the consumption of fish from 
Onondaga Lake and its tributaries (including Ley Creek) and connected waters should 
be limited because of elevated levels of environmental contaminants which have been 
found to be present in the fish tissue.  
 
  
SUBSITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
Industrialization of the area began soon after the completion of the Erie Canal in 1857 
and the development of railroads in eastern Syracuse. Several industries have been 
located near Ley Creek and its branches since the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 
The industrial nature of this area, as well as the infrastructure and other development, 
influenced this Subsite and contributed to its current condition. 
 
Assessments have been performed at many areas in the Onondaga Lake drainage basin 
to determine what sources have contributed to the contamination of Onondaga Lake. 
The Lake has a footprint of approximately 4.5 square miles and a drainage basin of 
approximately 250 square miles. The Onondaga Lake Superfund site, which includes 
the Lake itself, six major and minor tributaries and various upland sources of 
contamination, was placed on the EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL) on December 16, 
1994. NYSDEC and the EPA have, to date, organized the work for the Onondaga Lake 
NPL site into 11 subsites (see Figure 2). These subsites are also considered by the EPA 
to be operable units of the NPL site. The Lower Ley Creek Subsite was declared a 
subsite in mid-2009.  
 
There are a number of upland sources that have contributed contamination to Ley Creek.  
The most significant of these sources are the General Motors Inland Fisher Guide (IFG) 
Facility/Ley Creek Deferred Media, Ley Creek PCB Dredgings and Salina Landfill 
subsites. 
 
Prior to the early 1970s, poor channel conditions and large impermeable areas in the 

                                                 
2 An RI determines the nature and extent of the contamination at a site and evaluates the 
associated human health and ecological risks and an FS identifies and evaluates remedial 
alternatives to address the contamination.  
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watershed caused extensive flooding of Ley Creek. These flooding events led to the 
creation of the Ley Creek Drainage District. Beginning in 1970, the Onondaga County 
Department of Drainage and Sanitation widened, deepened and rerouted the Creek 
through the Town of Salina Landfill. Dredged materials were spread along the banks of 
Ley Creek in addition to being disposed of at the Town of Salina Landfill.   
 
Investigative fieldwork for the RI/FS at the Lower Ley Creek Subsite began in November 
2009. Sediment, soil, groundwater and surface water samples were collected and 
analyzed. In addition, fish samples were collected as part of the human health and 
ecological risk assessments. 
 
Three other subsites of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site are located in the vicinity of 
the Lower Ley Creek Subsite: the Town of Salina Landfill subsite (“Salina Landfill 
subsite”); the General Motors Inland Fisher Guide Facility and Ley Creek Deferred Media 
subsite (“IFG subsite”) and the Ley Creek PCB Dredgings subsite (“PCB Dredgings 
subsite”). The current status of these three subsites is discussed below. 
 
The Town of Salina Landfill, located near the Route 11 end of the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite, accepted municipal and industrial wastes from the mid-20th century until it was 
closed in 1975 pursuant to an order issued by NYSDEC. The 55-acre landfill also 
accepted some of the contaminated dredge spoils during the 1970s Ley Creek flood 
control project. Soil samples taken from the landfill indicated that it was contaminated 
with elevated levels of PCBs, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), mercury, lead and 
chromium. Groundwater sample results revealed elevated levels of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs). In 1986, NYSDEC 
and the Onondaga County Department of Health collected soil and water samples on 
the north bank of the Creek adjacent to the Salina Landfill and in drainage ditches north 
and east of the landfill. PCBs were detected in the soils. NYSDEC performed additional 
sampling between 1987 and 1997. Elevated levels of heavy metals were found in 
addition to PCBs. 
 
The EPA and NYSDEC selected a remedy for the remediation of the Salina Landfill 
subsite in 2007. That remedy called for the installation of caps on both landfills (the main 
50-acre landfill located north of the Creek and the smaller five-acre landfill located on the 
south side of the Creek), storm water collection and groundwater/leachate collection and 
treatment. Based upon the results of samples collected from the five-acre landfill during 
the design of that remedy, it was determined that the quantity of hazardous substances 
located in this portion of the landfill was substantially less than was originally estimated. 
As a result, the remedial alternatives were re-evaluated and an amended ROD for that 
subsite was issued in 2010, which called for, among other things, the excavation of the 
five-acre landfill and consolidation of the excavated materials on the top of the 50-acre 
landfill. The consolidation of these materials and landfill cap over them was completed 
in 2013. A system to pre-treat the contaminated groundwater/leachate collected from the 
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landfill is expected to be completed in late 2014. The pre-treated groundwater/leachate 
will be conveyed to the Metropolitan Syracuse Wastewater Treatment Plant (METRO). 
 
The IFG facility, located just upstream of Route 11, began operations in 1952, initially as 
a plating facility and later manufacturing plastic automotive components. The facility 
ceased manufacturing operations in 1993. Throughout its period of operation, some of 
the wastes from the plant were discharged to Ley Creek. The Ley Creek Deferred Media 
portion of the IFG subsite includes groundwater underlying the Ley Creek PCB 
Dredgings subsite and surface water and sediment in and floodplains adjacent to, Ley 
Creek between Townline Road and Route 11. The principal hazardous substances at 
this subsite include PCBs, solvents, copper, nickel and chromium. 
 
The following three significant response actions were performed at the IFG facility to 
prevent further migration of PCBs from that subsite to Ley Creek: 1) An industrial landfill 
at the IFG facility that contains chromium- and PCB-contaminated material was capped 
to prevent contaminants from leaching into the groundwater. 2) Highly-contaminated soil 
was removed from a former discharge swale. This swale had been used in the 1950s 
and 1960s as a conduit for the discharge of liquid process waste to Ley Creek. The swale 
was subsequently filled in, but the contaminated soil had remained until the performance 
of this action. Over 26,000 tons of soils containing PCBs were removed and properly 
disposed of. 3) A retention pond and associated water treatment system were 
constructed.  This pond collects all water that accumulates on the IFG property in the 
former facility’s storm sewers and abandoned process sewers. The pond water is then 
sent through the treatment plant in order to meet permitted discharge limits, prior to 
discharge to Ley Creek. The purpose of this response action was to stop the intermittent 
discharge of PCBs and other contaminants that occurred during storm events. An RI/FS 
for the IFG facility portion of the IFG subsite is currently underway. The RI/FS is 
investigating the facility property and groundwater. 
 
An RI report for the Deferred Media portion of the IFG subsite was approved by NYSDEC 
in April 2013. An FS report and FS report addendum will be approved by NYSDEC after 
the Deferred Media ROD is finalized. A Proposed Plan3 is currently under development.  
 
The PCB Dredgings subsite includes certain areas along the banks of Ley Creek 
upstream of the Route 11 Bridge where PCB-contaminated dredge spoils that were 
removed from the Creek were placed.  A response action was selected to address these 
spoils in 1997, and construction of the remedy was completed in 2001. The remedy 
included the removal and proper off-site disposal of PCB-contaminated material greater 
than 50 mg/kg and the placement of a soil cover over the remaining dredge spoils. Cover 
maintenance and five-year reviews continue because waste remains at the subsite. 
 

                                                 
3 A Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives considered for a site and identifies the 
preferred remedy with the rationale for this preference.   
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The EPA conducted field investigations at the Lower Ley Creek Subsite from 2009 
through 2011, which culminated in the completion of an RI/FS report in January 2014. 
 
 
HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION  
 
The RI/FS report and a Proposed Plan supporting this remedy were released to the public 
for comment on July 15, 2014. These documents were made available to the public via 
the EPA’s website and at information repositories maintained at the Salina Free Library, 
the Town of Salina offices, Atlantic States Legal Foundation, the Onondaga County 
Public Library, NYSDEC Region 7 office located in Syracuse, New York, NYSDEC 
Division of Environmental Remediation office located in Albany, New York and the EPA 
Region II Office in New York City.  An NYSDEC listserv bulletin notifying the public of the 
availability for the above-referenced documents, the comment period start and 
completion dates and the date of the planned public meeting was issued on July 15, 
2014. A notice providing the same information was published in The Post-Standard on 
July 17, 2014. The public comment period was initially scheduled to run from July 15, 
2014 to August 14, 2014. In response to a request for an extension to the public comment 
period, the comment period was extended for an additional 30 days to September 13, 
2014. An August 11, 2014, NYSDEC listserv bulletin and a notice published in The Post-
Standard on August 12, 2014, notified the public of the extension of the public comment 
period. 
 
On July 29, 2014, the EPA conducted a public meeting at the Town of Salina Town Hall 
to inform local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to present 
the Proposed Plan for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite, including the preferred remedy, and 
to respond to questions and comments from the approximately 30 attendees. Comments 
received at this meeting primarily related to the need to treat the contaminated waste 
prior to disposal.  Responses to the questions and comments received at the public 
meeting and in writing during the public comment period are included in the 
Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V). 
 
The Onondaga Nation reviewed the draft RI and FS reports and draft Proposed Plan and 
the EPA communicated with representatives of the Onondaga Nation about these 
documents. The EPA intends to continue consultation discussions with the Onondaga 
Nation throughout the design and construction phases of the implementation of the 
remedy.   
 
 
SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE OPERABLE UNIT  
 
The NCP, at 40 Code of Federal Regulation Section 300.5, defines an operable unit as 
a discrete action that comprises an incremental step toward comprehensively addressing 
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site problems. A discrete portion of a remedial response eliminates or mitigates a 
release, threat of a release or pathway of exposure. The cleanup of a site can be divided 
into a number of operable units, depending on the complexity of the problems associated 
with the site. 
 
NYSDEC and the EPA have, to date, organized the work for the Onondaga Lake NPL 
site into 11 subsites (see Figure 2). These subsites are also considered by the EPA to 
be operable units of the NPL site. 4  This response action at the Lower Ley Creek Subsite 
applies a comprehensive approach to all media of concern at this Subsite, including 
contaminated soils and sediments, and is the only action anticipated for this Subsite.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF SUBSITE CHARACTERISTICS  
 
The RI activities that were conducted at the Lower Ley Creek Subsite included geological 
and hydrogeological investigations, an ecological assessment, wetlands delineation and 
the collection of samples from the surface soil (top two feet of soil), subsurface soil 
(below two feet), wetland sediments, surface water, sediment and fish from Lower Ley 
Creek.     
 
Based upon the results of the RI, the EPA has concluded that PCBs are the primary 
contaminant of concern (COC) in the soils on the banks and in the sediments in the 
Creek. The other COCs identified for this Subsite are mercury, chromium and arsenic. 
Benzo(a)pyrene5 and dioxin are considered contaminants of potential concern (COPCs). 
A review of the sampling results indicates that the PCBs are collocated with the vast 
majority of the other COCs.   See Table 1 for the Soil Cleanup Objectives and Table 2 
for the Sediment Criteria. The results of the RI are summarized below. 
 
Subsite Hydrology 
 
Ley Creek is classified as a 6 NYCRR § 701.7 New York State Class C stream from the 
mouth of the Creek to a point approximately 1.3 miles upstream of the mouth. Upstream 
of this point, Ley Creek is a Class B stream. The best usage of Class C waters is fishing. 
The best usages of Class B fresh surface waters are,   “primary and secondary contact 
recreation and fishing. These waters shall be suitable for fish, shellfish and wildlife 
propagation and survival”. The Creek is not used as a public water supply, although it is 
accessible for fishing or other recreation. While access to the Lower Ley Creek Subsite 
is unrestricted, it is difficult to reach in many areas because of thick vegetation. The fish 
species found during recent investigations include bluegill, pumpkinseed, shiners, 

                                                 
4 The terms “subsite” and “operable unit” are used interchangeably in this document and are 
meant to be defined as one and the same. 
5  It should be noted that all or some of the benzo(a)pyrene, a PAH, is likely from anthropogenic 
sources, such as urban runoff. 
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bullhead and carp. There is no commercial transportation use of the Creek. Lower Ley 
Creek flows through urban, developed East Syracuse, past landfills, several businesses, 
under several bridges, along a railroad track and near a shopping mall. 
 
The bed of Lower Ley Creek is well channeled with steep sides and the Creek depth 
ranges from one to 14 feet deep, averaging three to five feet over much of its length. The 
deepest sections are closer to the Lake and the shallowest near the Route 11 Bridge. 
The bottom of the stream is mostly composed of soft sediment, with few areas of stone 
or riffle (rocky shoal).   
 
Subsite Hydrogeology 
 
The bedrock geology in the area of Lower Ley Creek generally consists of sedimentary 
rock units from the Paleozoic-age Salina Group which, in order of oldest to youngest, 
consists of the Vernon Formation, the Syracuse Formation, Camillus Shale and the 
Bertie Formation. Specifically, the bedrock underlying the Lower Ley Creek channel is 
made up of units of the Vernon Formation, which consists of upper Silurian shale and 
dolostone. 
 
Onondaga Lake receives surface runoff from a drainage basin of approximately 250 
square miles. Surface water flows into the Lake via six tributaries: Ninemile Creek, 
Onondaga Creek, Harbor Brook, Bloody Brook, Sawmill Creek and Ley Creek. Ley Creek 
accounts for approximately eight percent of the total water inflow to the Lake. 
 
Groundwater discharge to surface water channels accounts for most of the stream flow 
in the Onondaga Lake Basin. Groundwater discharge accounts for an estimated 56 
percent of stream flow in Ley Creek. The groundwater can be found from eight to 12 feet 
below ground surface (bgs) in the overburden of the Subsite. 
 
Efforts since 1970 to alleviate the flooding of Ley Creek have been generally successful, 
though the Creek still floods beyond its banks periodically.  
 
Soils 
 

Soil samples were collected in floodplain soils on both sides of the Creek, a swale area 
and the OLCC area.  See Figures 3 and 4 for the locations of the soil samples.  
 
In 2010, 19 samples were collected from the swale, located south of Lower Ley Creek 
and east of the 7th North Street Bridge, to a depth of five feet bgs.   
 
In OLCC, 31 soil locations were sampled in 2010. Each location was sampled at three 
intervals down to two feet bgs. In subsequent sampling, a total of 59 samples were 
collected from 22 soil borings throughout OLCC to a depth of 19 feet bgs.   
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A review of the 1970s flood control construction blueprints indicated several areas where 
dredge spoils were spread onto adjacent upland areas. As a result, in 2011, 53 locations 
within these areas were sampled down to two feet bgs (municipal refuse is located below 
this depth). 
 
The highest levels of PCB contamination in the soils were found in the swale area, where 
levels as high as 500 mg/kg were found at the 6-12 inch bgs interval and as high as 350 
mg/kg at the 0-6 inch bgs interval. PCB levels as high as 380 mg/kg were found on the 
banks of OLCC in the 12-24 inch bgs interval and as high as 320 mg/kg in the 0-6 inch 
bgs interval. See Table 3.1 for more PCB soil results. 
 
The highest level of mercury in soils, which was found on the northern bank of the Creek 
in the 0-12 inch interval, was 4.1 mg/kg. Elevated levels of mercury were also found in 
the 30-36 inch interval in the swale on the southern bank of the Creek at levels as high 
as 3.5 mg/kg.  
 
Benzo(a)pyrene was found on the northern bank of the Creek in the 0-12 inch interval at 
levels as high as 27.4 mg/kg. The next highest level was 12 mg/kg in the 12-24 inch 
interval on the banks of OLCC. 
 
The highest level of total chromium in soils was found in the swale area at the 6-12 inch 
interval at 5,320 mg/kg. The next highest levels were found in the swale and on the banks 
of OLCC at 3,430 mg/kg at 0-6 inches and 3,320 mg/kg at 6-12 inches, respectively. 
 
Elevated levels of cadmium were found in the soils on the northern bank of the Creek. 
The highest level was found east of 7th North Street at 337 mg/kg at the 0-12 inch interval. 
The next highest level was from the same location at 12-24 inches at 100 mg/kg. 
Similarly, another location on the northern bank west of 7th North Street had 23.7 mg/kg 
at 0-12 inches and 35 mg/kg at 12-24 inches. All of the remaining samples contained 
cadmium levels less than 14.5 mg/kg. 
 
Pesticides, specifically dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (more commonly known as 
“DDT”), were found at elevated levels in the soil at the Subsite. The highest levels were 
found on the banks of OLCC (as high as 4 mg/kg in the 12-24 inch interval).6  
 
Dioxins were found on the northern bank of the Creek at levels as high as 1,730 
nanograms per kilogram (ng/kg) in the 0-12 inch interval. 
 
Background soil samples were collected in 1998, 1999 and 2003 as part of the IFG 
subsite investigation and these samples also serve as background samples for the Lower 
Ley Creek Subsite. Two soil borings were collected from the southwest corner of the 
former IFG facility and one soil boring was collected from the southeastern corner of the 

                                                 
6 It is likely that the DDT is an artifact of mosquito control, not disposal activities. 
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property for the purpose of collecting background soil quality data. Of the contaminants 
noted above, only PCBs were found and at a concentration of 0.04 mg/kg. 
 
Sediments 
 
Sediment samples were collected in November 2009 from 32 locations in the Creek at 
0-6-, 6-12- and 18-24- inch depth intervals (see Figure 3). Samples were analyzed for 
pesticides, metals, PCBs, VOCs and SVOCs. Sample results indicate that there are 
elevated levels of PCBs at the deepest sampling interval at several locations during this 
sampling event. Several samples collected from a third of a mile section at the mouth of 
the Creek indicate that this section of the Creek did not contain contamination above the 
sediment criteria. Samples collected from two shorter sections of the Creek (1,000 feet 
and 300 feet), located in the middle and upstream portions of the Subsite also did not 
contain contamination above the sediment criteria. 
 
In January 2010, 14 sediment samples were collected from eight locations within OLCC 
and analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, PCBs and pesticides. 
 

In May 2010, seven additional locations within the Creek were sampled with the objective 
of better defining the depth of contamination in the Creek sediments. Samples were 
collected at several one-foot intervals down to a depth of 10 feet below the water-
sediment interface. These sediment samples were analyzed for metals, cyanide, 
pesticides, PCBs and SVOCs. A selected subset of sediment samples was also analyzed 
for dioxin. 
 
The highest level of PCBs in sediment reported was 315 mg/kg at the 0-6 inch interval 
near the Route 11 Bridge. The second highest level was 303 mg/kg, found in the 12-24 
inch interval at a nearby location. In general, the upper portion of Lower Ley Creek had 
the highest levels of PCBs. Sediment in OLCC had levels of PCBs as high as 31 mg/kg 
in the 12-24 inch interval. The next highest detected level of PCBs in OLCC was 25 
mg/kg also at the 12-24 inch interval. See Table 3.2 for more PCB sediment data. 
 
The highest level of mercury found in Lower Ley Creek sediment, 2.1 mg/kg in the 6-12 
inch interval, was found just upstream of the Interstate 81 overpass.  
 
The highest concentration of benzo(a)pyrene was found between the 7th North Street 
bridge and the Interstate 81 overpass at 42 mg/kg at the 6-12 inch interval. Elevated 
levels of benzo(a)pyrene were also found in OLCC. 
 
The highest level of arsenic detected was 23.6 mg/kg in the 0-12-inch interval in a sample 
collected just north of Interstate 81. 
 
Cadmium was found in the sediment as high as 462 mg/kg at 18-24 inches west of the 
7th North Street bridge and 287 mg/kg at 18-24 inches in the next downstream sample 
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location.  Most of the remaining sediment samples had cadmium levels less than 14.5 
mg/kg. 
 
The highest concentration of nickel in the sediment was found at 447 mg/kg at 0-6 inches 
just west of the Route 11 Bridge. The next highest level was found at the same location 
at 6-12 inches at 284 mg/kg. The next downstream sample location also had an elevated 
level at 272 mg/kg at 66-72 inches.  Most of the remaining sediment samples had nickel 
levels closer to the New York State sediment criteria of 16 mg/kg. 
 
Elevated levels of total chromium above the sediment criteria were found at many 
locations within Lower Ley Creek. The highest level of 1,090 mg/kg was found in a 
sample from the 0-6 inch interval collected near the Salina Landfill. 
 
Eight of 10 locations which were sampled in the 0-6-inch interval and analyzed for dioxins 
had levels at or above the 50 ng/kg EPA Preliminary Remediation Goal for dioxins. Three 
sample results were at or just below 1,000 ng/kg and one was 18,000 ng/kg, which was 
downstream of the 7th North Street Bridge. The remaining sample results were less than 
290 ng/kg for dioxin. 
 
Background samples were collected in 2008 as part of the upstream IFG subsite 
investigation and these samples also serve as background samples for the Lower Ley 
Creek Subsite. Nine sediment samples were collected upstream of the IFG subsite; three 
in the north branch of Ley Creek, three in the south branch and three in the south creek. 
These samples were analyzed for SVOCs, PCBs and metals. Low-level PCBs were 
detected in four of the nine samples (0.174, 0.066, 0.074 and 0.109 mg/kg total PCBs). 
Some low levels of SVOCs and some naturally-occurring metals were found. 
 
For comparison purposes, Table 2 provides sediment criteria which were used as 
screening criteria for the Subsite’s metals found to be present at the Subsite based on 
the NYSDEC’s “Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments” (January 
1999). It should be noted that PCBs are the primary risk driver for most pathways for the 
Subsite (see the “Subsite Risks” section, below).  
 

Groundwater 
 
Although groundwater contamination is not being addressed as part of this action, data 
related to the groundwater is being presented here.  
 
Groundwater samples were obtained from monitoring wells installed along both sides of 
the Creek as part of the investigation of the Town of Salina Landfill subsite and the 
OLCC portion of the Lower Ley Creek Subsite to assess whether the leachate from the 
landfill was impacting the Creek. Twelve monitoring wells were sampled in 2010—three 
on the southern side of the Creek and nine on the northern, side of the Creek. No 
contaminants above the Maximum Contaminant Levels or risk-based levels were found 
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in the groundwater, with the exception of VOCs. Groundwater is being addressed as 
part of the Town of Salina Landfill subsite. The VOCs will be captured by a leachate 
collection trench that was installed as part of the remediation of the Salina Landfill 
subsite at the edge of the Creek. The captured water will be pre-treated in an on-site 
treatment facility prior to discharge to METRO where it will be further treated prior to 
discharge to the Lake.  
 
Surface Water 
 
Surface water samples were collected at 10 locations within the Creek. Each sample 
was analyzed for SVOCs, metals and VOCs. Most of the sample results for these 
contaminants fell below the NYSDEC Water Quality Standard with the exception of three 
locations in the uppermost portion of Lower Ley Creek in which several SVOCs were 
slightly above the water quality standard set by NYSDEC.  
 
Biweekly surface water samples were collected of several Onondaga Lake tributaries, 
including Lower Ley Creek at Park Street, between June and November of 2011. PCBs 
were detected in 10 of the 12 biweekly samples from Lower Ley Creek locations at 
concentrations ranging from 0.014 to 0.072 micrograms per liter (µg/L). In addition, six 
samples were collected at the same location during each of two stormwater events. 
During both storm events, PCBs were detected in all six samples at levels ranging from 
0.11 to 0.17 µg/L and 0.048 to 0.23 µg/L, respectively. The NYSDEC water quality 
standard for PCBs for the protection of people who eat fish from the given water body 
is 0.000001 µg/L and the standard for the protection of fish-eating wildlife is 0.000120 
µg/L. Therefore, there were exceedances of water quality standards for PCBs during 
routine and storm event monitoring. 
 
Fish 
 
Several species of fish were collected in November 2009 from the upper, middle and 
lower portion of Lower Ley Creek. Carp, sunfish, white suckers, creek chubs, pike, brown 
trout and minnows were collected and homogenized, either just fillet or whole body. The 
homogenized whole fish and fillets were analyzed for metals, organic compounds and 
PCBs. The fillet results were used in the human health risk assessment while the whole-
body tissue samples of forage fish were used for the food chain models in the ecological 
risk assessment. The results were compared to tissue concentrations of PCBs and dioxin 
reported in the literature that were associated with an adverse biological response. The 
highest level of PCBs in whole-fish tissue was found near the Salina Landfill at 0.4 mg/kg. 
The highest level of PCBs found in fish fillets was 2.8 mg/kg and was found in the 
upstream portion of the Creek. The highest level of dioxin found in whole-body tissue 
was found in the downstream portion nearest to the Lake and was 0.048 µg/kg. The fillet 
with the highest level of dioxin was also found in the downstream portion and was 0.074 
µg/kg. The highest level of arsenic was 1.9 mg/kg, also in the fillets. 
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In August 2013, six composite samples of whole-body prey fish were collected from 
within Onondaga Lake just north of the mouth of Ley Creek and analyzed for PCBs. The 
highest level of PCBs in these samples was 0.5 mg/kg.    
 
Summary of Upstream Conditions 
 
The immediate upstream section of Ley Creek between Townline Road and Route 
11/Brewerton Road has been designated as part of the IFG subsite. Information 
regarding the sediment, soil, surface water and fish sampling analyses will be presented 
in the RI report for that subsite. PCBs and the other COCs found at the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite are also found upstream within the IFG subsite. 
 
 
CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE LAND AND RESOURCE USES  
 
Land Use 
 
The land surrounding Lower Ley Creek is mostly commercial/industrial and is not 
expected to change. The surrounding area has been urbanized for many decades and 
contains numerous industries, landfills, roads, businesses, homes and other 
infrastructure. Much of the area adjacent to the Creek is located within the 100-year 
floodplain and is undeveloped.  
 
The Creek is not used for commercial navigation, although it is accessible for fishing and 
other recreation such as canoeing or kayaking. Although access to the Subsite is 
unrestricted and the Subsite is next to a public thoroughfare, the thick vegetation on the 
southern shoreline makes access to this upland area of the Subsite very difficult.  
 
The Old Ley Creek Channel is the former channel of Ley Creek. Ley Creek was rerouted 
in the early-1970s, turning the channel into a tributary of the Creek. This portion of the 
Subsite is approximately 3.5 acres and, although it is zoned as commercial, it is also 
within the 100-year floodplain. 
   
Ley Creek is classified as a 6 NYCRR § 701.7 New York State Class C stream from the 
mouth of the Creek to a point approximately 1.3 miles upstream of the mouth. Upstream 
of this point, Ley Creek is a Class B stream. The best usage of Class C waters is fishing. 
The best usages of Class B fresh surface waters are primary and secondary contact 
recreation and fishing.  Pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 701.8, these waters should be 
suitable for fish propagation and survival.  
 
A wetland area is located immediately west of the Subsite and another wetland area is 
located approximately 800 feet southwest of the Subsite.   
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Groundwater Use 
 
The groundwater underlying the Subsite adjacent to the Town of Salina Landfill is 
contaminated.  The ROD for the Town of Salina Landfill is addressing this contamination. 
The residences and businesses in the area use a public supply well for their potable 
water supply.   
 
 
SUMMARY OF SUBSITE RISKS 
 
A baseline risk assessment is an analysis of the potential adverse human health effects 
caused by the release of hazardous substances from a site in the absence of any actions 
to control or mitigate these under current and anticipated future land uses.  The EPA's 
baseline risk assessment for this Subsite, which is part of the RI/FS report, focused on 
contaminants in the soil, sediments, and fish that were likely to pose significant risks to 
human health and the environment.  Potential indoor air vapor intrusion concerns were 
evaluated and found to not warrant further assessment.  The risk assessment for this 
Subsite (see Lower Ley Creek Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site Remedial 
Investigation Report, Chapter 6.1 and Appendix O,  LATA, June 2013), is available in 
the information repositories discussed above in the “Highlights of Community 
Participation” section. 
 
Human Health Risk Assessment 
 
A Superfund baseline human health risk assessment is an analysis of the potential 
adverse health effects caused by hazardous substance exposure at a site in the absence 
of any actions to control or mitigate these conditions under current- and future-land uses.  
A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for 
reasonable maximum exposure scenarios. 
 
Hazard Identification: In this step, the contaminants of concern at a site in various media 
(i.e., soil, groundwater, surface water, sediment and air) are identified based on such 
factors as toxicity, frequency of occurrence and fate and transport of the contaminants 
in the environment, concentrations of the contaminants in specific media, mobility, 
persistence and bioaccumulation. 
 
Exposure Assessment: In this step, the different exposure pathways through which 
people might be exposed to the contaminants identified in the previous step are 
evaluated. Examples of exposure pathways include incidental ingestion of, inhalation of 
and dermal contact with contaminated soil. Factors relating to the exposure assessment 
include, but are not limited to, the concentrations to which people may be exposed and 
the potential frequency and duration of exposure. Using these factors, a reasonable 
maximum exposure scenario that portrays the highest level of human exposure that 
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could reasonably be expected to occur, is calculated. 
 
Toxicity Assessment: In this step, the types of adverse health effects associated with 
contaminant exposures and the relationship between the magnitude of exposure and the 
severity of adverse health effects are determined. Potential health effects are 
contaminant-specific and may include the risk of developing cancer over a lifetime or 
other noncancer health effects, such as changes in the normal functions of organs within 
the body (e.g., changes in the effectiveness of the liver or kidney). Some contaminants 
are capable of causing both cancer and noncancer health effects. 
 
Risk Characterization: This step summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure and 
toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative assessment of site risks. Exposures are 
evaluated based on the potential risk of developing cancer and the potential for 
noncancer health hazards. The likelihood of an individual developing cancer is 
expressed as a probability. For example, a 10-4 cancer risk means a one-in-ten-thousand 
excess cancer risk; or, stated another way, one additional cancer may be seen in a 
population of 10,000 people as a result of exposure to site contaminants under the 
conditions explained in the Exposure Assessment. Current Superfund guidelines for 
acceptable exposures are an individual lifetime site-related excess cancer risk in the 
range of 10-4 to 10-6 (corresponding to a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess 
cancer risk) with 10-6 being the point of departure. For noncancer health effects, a hazard 
index (HI) is calculated. An HI represents the sum of the individual exposure levels 
compared to their corresponding reference doses. The key concept for a noncancer HI 
is that a threshold level (measured as an HI of less than or equal to 1) exists below which 
noncancer health effects are not expected to occur. 
 
Although the areas surrounding the Creek are mainly commercial/industrial in nature, 
the Creek is not used for commercial/industrial purposes. The Creek is currently 
accessible for recreational uses, such as fishing, and is expected to remain so.  
 
The baseline risk assessment and the addendum to the baseline risk assessment 
identified the current and potential future receptors that may be affected by 
contamination at the Subsite, the pathways by which these receptors may be exposed 
to Subsite contaminants in various environmental media, and the parameters by which 
these exposures and risks were quantified. Recreational users (adults, older children 
aged 6-16 and younger children under the age of 6) were the receptors evaluated under 
the current scenario. Future scenarios considered a hypothetical future construction 
worker working on the pipelines and/or the bridges which cross the Creek. All populations 
are evaluated under a reasonable maximum exposure scenario (“RME,” the highest and 
most intense exposure reasonably anticipated) as well as a central tendency exposure 
(“CTE,” an exposure under average conditions). 
 
The EPA evaluated the risks associated with potential exposures to Lower Ley Creek 
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and OLCC sediments, soils and surface water via dermal contact and incidental ingestion 
as well as potential consumption of contaminated fish and wildlife. Based on both current 
and anticipated future use of the Subsite, two risks to human health are evaluated: 1) 
the excess lifetime cancer risk above the EPA’s acceptable cancer risk range, and 2) 
non-cancer health effects greater than the EPA’s threshold value, or HI, relative to any 
foreseeable current or potential future receptor exposed to Subsite-related COCs in soil, 
fish tissue, surface water and sediment. 
 
As mentioned above, the HI acceptable threshold is a number less than or equal to one. 
While an HI of one is exceeded for all receptors, it is greatest for a recreational visitor 
who is less than six years old. The total HI for this receptor exposed to Lower Ley Creek 
sediment under the RME scenario would be 3. Non-cancer risks from direct contact 
exposure to sediment are primarily driven by PCBs. The total HI for this receptor for 
exposure to Lower Ley Creek Subsite soils (rather than sediments) under the RME 
scenario would be 2. Exposure to contaminants through ingestion of fish tissue is 
associated with an HI value of 50, with PCBs and chromium as the most significant risk 
drivers.  
 
Cancer risk was evaluated for all receptors based on exposure to sediment, soils and 
fish. The highest cancer risk was 2x10-3 (or an unacceptable two in one thousand excess 
cancer risk) for the RME scenario via exposure of a young child (less than six years old) 
to contaminated soils. The primary cancer risk driver for this exposure is benzo(a)pyrene 
via ingestion and dermal exposure to the soils. The next highest cancer risk was 8x10-4 
(or an unacceptable one in one thousand excess cancer risk) for the RME scenario via 
exposure of an older child (six to 16 years old). The cancer risk drivers for this exposure 
are PCBs, total chromium and arsenic via fish ingestion and benzo(a)pyrene via dermal 
sediment exposure. PCBs are the primary risk driver for most pathways. 
 
The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that the contaminated soils on the 
upland areas adjacent to the Creek and the Creek sediments at the Subsite pose an 
unacceptable risk to human health because, primarily, of the presence of PCBs, PAHs 
and metals.   
 
Ecological Risk Assessment 
 
Potential risks to environmental receptors associated with the Subsite were identified in 
the ecological risk assessment (see Lower Ley Creek Subsite of the Onondaga Lake 
Superfund Site Remedial Investigation Report, Chapter 6.2 and Appendix Q, LATA, Inc., 
December 2, 2011). This document is also available in the information repositories 
discussed above in Highlights of Community Participation.   
 
Five assessment endpoints were selected to evaluate risk to ecological receptors at this 
Subsite. They are survival, growth and reproduction of aquatic plants, benthic 
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invertebrates, fish and piscivorous birds and mammals. A Screening Level Ecological 
Risk Assessment (SLERA) was prepared to compare measured concentrations in abiotic 
media to conservative screening benchmarks. The measured (maximum detected) 
concentration of several inorganics in surface water and numerous COPCs measured in 
sediment samples, exceeded their screening benchmarks, indicating the potential for 
adverse effects to the aquatic community in Lower Ley Creek.  
 
For the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA), measured concentrations of 
selected COPCs in fish tissue were compared with concentrations reported in the 
literature that are associated with adverse effects in fish. Dietary exposure of piscivorous 
birds and mammals feeding on prey captured from Lower Ley Creek was also evaluated. 
Solid-phase toxicity tests were conducted using two invertebrate species. Risk to the 
aquatic plant community in Lower Ley Creek was assessed by comparing measured 
concentrations of COPCs in surface water with selected surface water quality 
benchmarks and by comparing measured concentration of COPCs in sediment with soil 
benchmarks for plants. 
 
Exceedances of surface water quality benchmarks and sediment benchmarks suggest 
potential risk to aquatic plants, benthic invertebrates and fish. In sediment, inorganics 
(particularly cadmium, total chromium and nickel), PAHs, PCBs and some pesticides 
resulted in exceedances of screening values, indicating potential risk to aquatic plants 
and benthic invertebrates. Maximum and average soil values for contaminants and 
inorganics were compared to the EPA’s 2003 Ecological Soil Screening Levels 
(EcoSSLs) for plants, soil invertebrates and avian and mammalian wildlife. The resulting 
Hazard Quotients (HQ) above 1 were considered to be ecological risk drivers7.  The 
highest HQ was 936.7 for mammalian wildlife exposed to cadmium in the soils. There 
are no EcoSSL benchmarks for PCBs, mercury or dioxin. Reduced growth was observed 
in invertebrates exposed to sediment samples collected from several locations in Lower 
Ley Creek; significant mortality was observed in one sample.  
 
Total equivalent concentrations of dioxin in fish tissue collected from Lower Ley Creek 
exceeded concentrations reported to be associated with adverse effects in fish.  
 
Piscivorous mammals, such as minks and river otters, are at risk from dietary exposure 
to measured total PCB concentrations in fish from Lower Ley Creek.  
 
Site-specific bioaccumulation factors for PCBs were calculated for forage fish in the 
upper, middle and lower sections of Lower Ley Creek.  Lowest observed adverse effect 
level (LOAEL)-based and no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL)-based sediment 
concentrations were calculated to identify a range of sediment PCB concentrations 

                                                 
7 An HQ is the ratio of the potential exposure to a substance and the level at which no adverse 
effects are expected. If the HQ is calculated to be less than 1, then no adverse health effects are 
expected as a result of exposure. 
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below which adverse effects on wildlife receptors would not be expected. Sediment 
concentrations that would result in calculated HQs less than 1.0 for mink (the most 
sensitive receptor at this Subsite based on the food chain models) were calculated. The 
LOAEL-based sediment PCB concentrations protective of ecological receptors ranged 
from 0.08 to 2.28 mg/kg. The NOAEL-based concentration for PCBs in sediments to be 
protective of ecological receptors ranged from 0.01 to 0.23 mg/kg. Based upon the 
results, risk characterization and interpretation, ecological risks exist at the Subsite from 
contaminants in sediments.  
 
A SLERA was prepared to compare measured concentrations in soils to conservative 
screening benchmarks. It was determined that because of the proximity of the IFG 
subsite to the Lower Ley Creek Subsite, the BERA for the PCB contaminated soils at the 
IFG subsite could also be used to address the Lower Ley Creek Subsite soils. Ecological 
risks to burrowing mammals were determined to exist at the Lower Ley Creek Subsite 
from contaminants in soils.  
 
Uncertainties  
 
The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such 
assessments, are subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources 
of uncertainty include the following: environmental chemistry sampling and analysis; 
environmental parameter measurement; fate and transport modeling; exposure 
parameter estimation; and toxicological data. Uncertainty in environmental sampling 
arises in part from the potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media sampled. 
Consequently, there can be significant uncertainty as to the actual levels present. 
Environmental chemistry-analysis error can stem from several sources, including the 
errors inherent in the analytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sampled. 
 
Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of how often an 
individual will actually come in contact with the chemicals of concern, the period of time 
over which such exposure will occur and the fate and transport models used to estimate 
the concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of exposure. 
 
Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from animals to humans 
and from high to low doses of exposure, as well as from the difficulties in assessing the 
toxicity of a mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making 
conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters throughout the 
assessment. As a result, the risk assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the 
risks to populations near the Subsite, and it is highly unlikely to underestimate actual 
risks related to the Subsite.   
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For the baseline risk assessment, soil and sediment data collected from various sampling 
events were evaluated. The most recent soil and sediment data were collected less than 
three years ago (i.e., November 2011).   
 
The analytical data used in the baseline risk assessment included estimated 
concentrations (“J” qualified), from a dilution analysis (“D” qualified) or validated as 
presumptive evidence for the presence of the compound (“N” qualified). All of the data 
qualified with these codes were used in the calculation of Exposure Point Concentrations 
(EPCs) for the media assessed. The data with these qualifiers do not have a systematic 
high or low bias relative to the estimation of risk.  

A conservative screening was used to select COPCs for each exposure medium.  Highly 
conservative screening levels were used to select which COPCs would be carried 
through the risk assessment. The screening levels used for soil, sediment and 
groundwater were criteria developed for a residential soil and drinking water exposure 
scenario, which is an unlikely land use for this Subsite in the reasonably foreseeable 
future. 

Background levels were not used to eliminate any chemicals from the quantitative risk 
assessment. This was, in part, due to the relatively small number of background samples 
collected for both soil and groundwater. The COPC screening process resulted in the 
conservative inclusion of a relatively broad set of constituents for assessment and the 
projection of some amount of risk that may be attributable to local or regional background 
levels of certain constituents (especially for soil). 

A small number of chemicals were retained as COPCs because they did not have 
screening toxicity values to apply during the COPC screening and selection process.  
Typically, the risk associated with the intakes of these particular COPCs could not be 
quantified because of a lack of appropriate carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic health 
effect endpoint toxicity values. No surrogate values were used to calculate risks for these 
cases in the baseline risk assessment. The inability to estimate the contribution to risk 
from these specific COPCs in the baseline risk assessment may represent a small 
potential to underestimate the risks present.   

Considerable uncertainty can be associated with qualitative (hazard assessment) and 
quantitative (dose-response) evaluations. Hazard assessment characterizes the nature 
and strength of the evidence of causation or the likelihood a chemical that induces 
adverse effects in animals will induce adverse effects in humans. Hazard assessment of 
carcinogenicity is currently evaluated as a weight-of-evidence determination, using EPA 
classifications (EPA, 1989).8  Positive results in animal cancer tests suggest humans 
may also manifest a carcinogenic response, but animal data cannot necessarily be used 
to predict target tissues in humans. In the hazard assessment of noncarcinogenic effects, 

                                                 
8 Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Volume 1, Human Health Evaluation 
Manual, Part A.  US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Emergency and Remedial 
Response, Washington, DC. 1989. EPA/540/1-89/002.   
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positive animal test results may suggest the nature of possible human effects (i.e., target 
tissues and type of effects) (EPA, 1989). 

These uncertainties are addressed using the uncertainty and modifying factors and 
assessment procedures prescribed by the EPA in its guidance, and they are reflected in 
the toxicity values recommended by the EPA (i.e., Integrated Risk Information System). 

 

Summary of Human Health Risks and Ecological Risks  

 
The results of the human health risk assessment indicate that the contaminated 
sediments and soils present an unacceptable human exposure risk and the ecological 
risk assessment indicates that the contaminated soils and sediments pose an 
unacceptable ecological exposure risk. The risk assessment tables are located in Table 
4. 
 
Based upon the results of the RI and the risk assessments, the EPA has determined 
that actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances present at this Subsite, if 
not addressed by the selected remedy or one of the other active measures considered, 
may present a current or potential threat to human health and the environment.  
 
Basis for Action  
 
Based upon the quantitative human-health risk assessment and ecological evaluation, 
the EPA has determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances 
from the Subsite, if not addressed by the response action selected in this ROD, may 
present a current or potential threat to human health and the environment. 
 
 
REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 
 
Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are specific goals to protect human health and the 
environment. These objectives are based on available information and standards, such 
as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), to-be-considered 
(TBC) guidance and site-specific risk-based levels. 
 
The following RAOs were established for the Subsite: 
 
● Reduce or eliminate any direct contact and ingestion threat associated with 

contaminated soils and sediments. 
● Minimize exposure of ecological receptors to contaminated soils and sediments. 
● Reduce the cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards associated with eating 

fish from Lower Ley Creek by reducing the concentration of contaminants in fish. 
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The EPA has adopted NYSDEC’s soil cleanup objectives (SCOs) as the cleanup levels 
for this action based upon the assumed future usage of the Subsite (see Table 1 for the 
SCOs for the Subsite)9 and to satisfy the direct contact RAO for soils. SCOs are based 
on the lowest concentration for the protection of human health, ecological exposure or 
groundwater depending upon the anticipated future use of a site. While the land use of 
the Subsite has historically been industrial/commercial, several areas along the Creek 
are considered ecologically sensitive. Therefore, based upon the most recent active use 
of the Subsite, the Subsite will be cleaned up to “ecological” standards for the top two 
feet of soils (surface soils) and “commercial” standards for soils deeper than two feet. 
Because PCBs are collocated with the majority of the other COCs and are the primary 
risk driver for all pathways for this Subsite (see the “Subsite Risks” section, below), they 
will be used as an indicator compound (1 mg/kg PCBs in surface soil10 and 10 mg/kg 
PCBs in soil at depth11) to ensure that the soil cleanup goals are achieved.. Therefore, 
the SCOs identified in Table 1 will be protective for ecological exposure to Subsite soils. 
For sediments, a 1 mg/kg PCB12 cleanup objective will be applied. The application of the 
1 mg/kg cleanup level will require that cleanup alternatives address most of the creek 
bed; areas that do not have concentrations of PCBs above 1 mg/kg are limited to the last 
0.3 miles of the creek where concentrations were all below 0.2 mg/kg and two additional 
sections, 1,000 feet and 300 feet, of the creek in the middle and upstream section where 
concentrations of PCBs were below 0.2 and 0.6 mg/kg, respectively. PCBs are the 
primary ecological risk driver and are collocated with the majority of the other sediment 
COCs. Addressing PCBs above 1 mg/kg in the sediments and 1 mg/kg at the surface 
and 10 mg/kg at depth in the soil is expected to address risks associated with other soil 
and sediment COCs. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 
 
CERCLA Section 121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(b)(1), mandates that remedial actions 
must be protective of human health and the environment, be cost-effective, comply with 
ARARs and utilize permanent solutions, alternative treatment technologies and resource 
recovery alternatives to the maximum extent practicable. CERCLA Section 121(b)(1) 
also establishes a preference for remedial actions which employ, as a principal element, 

                                                 
9 See 6 NYCRR PART 375, Environmental Remediation Programs, Subpart 375-6, New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation, December 14, 2006. 
10 See 6 NYCRR PART 375, Environmental Remediation Programs, Subpart 375-6, New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation, December 14, 2006. 
11 See New York State Department of Environmental Conservation CP-51 / Soil Cleanup 
Guidance, October 21, 2010. 
12 The 1 mg/kg PCB sediment cleanup objective is consistently evaluated and often applied at 
contaminated sediment sites in New York State. This value is also supported by NYSDEC’s 
“Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments” (January 1999). 
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treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of the 
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants at a site. CERCLA Section 121(d), 
42 U.S.C. § 9621(d), further specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or 
standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants that at 
least attains federal and state ARARs, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to 
CERCLA Section 121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(4). 
 
Both local and nonlocal disposal of the excavated contaminated sediments and soils with 
PCB concentrations above 1 mg/kg but less than 50 mg/kg13 were considered in the FS 
for each action alternative. Technical (capacity, ability to comply with New York State 
landfill closure regulations, waste stream compatibility, proximity and constructability) 
and administrative feasibility screenings were performed on 22 sites considered for local 
disposal of soils and sediments containing less than 50 mg/kg PCBs. These sites were 
located within a 10 mile radius of the Subsite. The two local disposal options which were 
determined to be most feasible for soils and sediments containing PCBs at 
concentrations less than 50 mg/kg were: (1) consolidation under the cap of the Town of 
Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the leachate collection system and (2) 
disposal what would be a newly constructed disposal cell14 with a liner and leachate 
collection system at the yet-to-be capped Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which will 
be closed in the near future under a New York State administrative consent order). Both 
of these disposal options are located adjacent to the Creek and are areas to be dredged 
and have contributed to contamination in Lower Ley Creek. If one of the local disposal 
options is utilized, local disposal would be accomplished by the construction of on-site 
temporary roads to transport the excavated materials from the work area to that 
designated disposal area.  
 
The estimated capital costs for local disposal (Cooper-Crouse Hinds North Landfill and 
Salina Landfill) range between $1.8 and $2.3 million and the estimated annual operation 
and maintenance (O&M) costs range between $10,875 and $31,440.   
 
A range of capital and present-worth costs are presented for each alternative, below.  
The lower cost in the cost range corresponds to local disposal and the upper cost 
corresponds to nonlocal disposal. A cost savings is realized by the reduction in travel 
costs to distant landfills per each truck. 
 
Detailed descriptions of the remedial alternatives for addressing the contamination 
associated with the Subsite can be found in the FS report. The FS report presents four 
soil alternatives and five sediment alternatives. It should be noted that an additional 
capping alternative was considered in the FS report, but it was screened out because of 

                                                 
13 Soil and sediment with PCB concentrations less than 50 mg/kg are non-Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA) waste and can be disposed of in a Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA)-compliant facility. 
14 The cell would be located on top of existing or reconsolidated wastes. 
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questions about its long-term effectiveness related to upwelling from groundwater seeps 
within the Creek and the difficulties of maintaining a cap under those circumstances. To 
facilitate the presentation and evaluation of the alternatives, the FS report alternatives 
were reorganized in this Proposed Plan to formulate the remedial alternatives discussed 
below. 
 
The construction time for each alternative reflects only the time required to construct or 
implement the remedy and does not include the time required to design the remedy, 
negotiate the performance of the remedy with any potentially responsible parties or 
procure contracts for design and construction.  
 
The remedial alternatives are: 
 
Soil Alternatives 
 
Alternative S-1:  No Action 
 

 
Capital Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Annual O&M Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Construction Time: 

 
0 months 

 
The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a 
baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The no-action remedial alternative 
for soil does not include any physical remedial measures that address the problem of 
soil contamination at the property. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA would require that the 
remedy be reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the review, remedial 
actions may be required in the future to remove, treat or contain the contaminated soils 
and wetland sediments. 
 
Alternative S-2:   Excavation of Contaminated Soils on Northern and Southern 
Creek Banks and Wetland Area and Local or Nonlocal Disposal 
 

Capital Cost: $9,620,500-$13,575,000 

Annual O&M Cost: $20,440 

Present-Worth Cost: $9,874,000-$13,759,000 

Construction Time: 9 months 
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This alternative consists of the excavation of an estimated 75,000 cubic yards (CY) of 
contaminated materials which includes soils on the northern and southern banks of the 
Creek that exceed the cleanup levels identified in Table 1 and include an estimated 
12,000 CY of contaminated sediments from the wetland area that exceed 1 mg/kg for 
PCBs as well as NYSDEC’s sediment criteria for metals. The depth of the excavation on 
the banks of the Creek and in the wetland would, generally, be to two feet, although in 
some limited areas such as the swale or the OLCC area, the excavation could range in 
depth from three to 14 feet. Contaminated areas on or near the buried pipelines which 
cannot be safely excavated would be capped with at least one foot of soil. 
 
Following excavation, the excavated soils would be subjected to Toxic Characteristic 
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) testing.15 Those soils that are determined to be 
characteristic hazardous waste and/or contain dioxin at levels above 1 µg/kg and are 
non-TSCA waste (i.e., less than 50 mg/kg PCBs) would be disposed of at an appropriate 
RCRA-compliant facility. Those soils that contain PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg would be 
disposed of at an off-site TSCA-compliant facility. Those soils that are not TSCA-
regulated and are not characteristic hazardous waste would be properly disposed of 
either locally or at an appropriate nonlocal facility.  
 
Under this alternative, it is estimated that 71,000 CY of the excavated soils would not be 
TSCA-regulated and would not be characteristic hazardous waste. Therefore, these soils 
could be disposed of either locally or at an appropriate nonlocal Subtitle D disposal 
facility. It is estimated that an additional 3,800 CY of excavated soil would require 
disposal at a nonlocal RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant facility.  
 
Any contaminated soil located on the northern bank of the Creek that cannot be safely 
excavated because of the presence of the two large buried natural gas and oil pipelines 
which run parallel to a portion of the northern bank of the Creek would be covered with 
one foot of soil. Prior to placing the soil cover, soil samples would be collected to 
document the contaminant concentrations and a readily-visible and permeable 
subsurface demarcation layer delineating the interface between the contaminated soils 
and the clean soil cover would be installed.  
 
Cleared vegetation would be disposed of locally at a nonhazardous waste landfill or could 
be mulched and used on-site. 
 
The excavated areas would be backfilled with at least two feet of soil that would meet 
NYSDEC Program Policy Division of Environmental Remediation (DER)-10, Appendix 

                                                 
15TCLP testing is a soil sample extraction method for chemical analysis employed as an 
analytical method to simulate contaminant leaching. The testing methodology is used to 
determine if a waste is a characteristic hazardous waste under RCRA.  
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5.16 The excavated wetland area would be backfilled with soil that meets unrestricted 
SCOs since this area is considered ecologically sensitive. In excavated areas where 
there is underlying municipal refuse, a readily-visible and permeable subsurface 
demarcation layer delineating the interface between the refuse and the clean soil cover 
would be required. 
 
The restoration of the excavated areas would be performed following the placement of 
clean backfill. This would include the planting of appropriate species of wetland and 
upland vegetation. The details of the restoration would be developed during remedial 
design. 
 
This alternative includes institutional controls in the form of environmental easements 
and/or restrictive covenants to ensure that any intrusive activities such as pipeline or 
infrastructure repair in areas where contamination remains (including the areas where 
municipal refuse was disposed are in accordance with an EPA-approved Site 
Management Plan (SMP). 
 
The SMP would provide for the proper management of all post-construction remedy 
components. Specifically, the SMP would describe procedures to confirm that the 
requisite engineering (e.g., demarcation layer) and institutional controls are in place and 
that such controls continue to protect public health or the environment. The SMP would 
also detail the following: the provision for the management of future excavations in areas 
where contamination remains (including the areas where municipal refuse was 
disposed); an inventory of any use restrictions; the necessary provisions for the 
implementation of the requirements of any above-noted environmental easements 
and/or restrictive covenants; a provision for the performance of the O&M required for the 
remedy; and a provision that a property owner or party implementing the remedy submit 
periodic certifications that the institutional and engineering controls are in place. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA would require that the 
remedy be reviewed at least once every five years.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
16 The limited hotspot excavation areas of the southern bank would not be backfilled to grade.  
Reducing the elevation of this area would increase the flood storage capacity of the floodplain. 
The extent of backfilling in these areas would be determined during the remedial design (RD) 
based on the consideration of various factors, including flooding potential and desired habitat 
conditions.   
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Alternative S-3: Excavation of Wetland Area and Capping of Contaminated Soils 
on Southern and Northern Creek Banks and Local or Nonlocal Disposal 
 

Capital Cost: $8,562,500-$11,623,000 

Annual O&M Cost: $24,440 

Present-Worth Cost: $8,866,000-$11,859,000 

Construction Time:                    9 months 

 
This alternative is similar to Alternative S-2, except instead of excavating the soils on the 
northern and southern banks of the Creek, the contaminated soils would be capped. 
Contaminated areas that are located within the floodplain on the southern bank of the 
Creek would require limited excavation prior to capping so that the surface elevation 
would not be raised, thus avoiding the loss of flood storage capacity. Placement of a 
readily-visible and permeable subsurface demarcation layer delineating the interface 
between the residually-contaminated native and/or previously backfilled soils and the 
clean soil cover layer would also be required.  
 
Under this alternative, an estimated 63,865 CY of contaminated soils would be 
excavated over a 20.5-acre area. Following the excavation, approximately three acres 
containing residual contamination would require a two-foot cover for the protection of 
burrowing animals, while the remaining 17.5 acres would be covered with a one-foot 
cover for habitat restoration.  
 
Under this alternative, it is estimated that 60,770 CY of the excavated soils would not be 
TSCA-regulated and would not be characteristic hazardous waste. Therefore, these soils 
could be disposed of either locally or at an appropriate nonlocal Subtitle D disposal 
facility. It is estimated that an additional 3,193 CY of excavated soil would require 
disposal at a RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant facility.  
 
Under this alternative, institutional controls in the form of environmental easements 
and/or restrictive covenants would be used to restrict intrusive activities in areas of where 
contamination remains (including the areas where municipal refuse was disposed) 
unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-approved SMP. 
 
The SMP would provide for the proper management of all post-construction remedy 
components. Specifically, the SMP would describe procedures to confirm that the 
requisite engineering (e.g., demarcation layer) and institutional controls are in place and 
that such controls continue to protect public health or the environment. The SMP would 
also detail the following: the provision for the management of future excavations in areas 
where contamination remains (including the areas where municipal refuse was 
disposed); an inventory of any use restrictions; the necessary provisions for the 
implementation of the requirements of any above-noted environmental easement and/or 



 

26 
 

restrictive covenant; a provision for the performance of the O&M required for the remedy; 
and a provision that a property owner or party implementing the remedy submit periodic 
certifications that the institutional and engineering controls are in place. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA would require that the 
remedy be reviewed at least once every five years.  
 
Sediment Alternatives 
 
Alternative SED-1:  No Action 
 

 
Capital Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Annual O&M Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Construction Time: 

 
0 months 

 
The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a 
baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The no-action remedial alternative 
would not include any physical remedial measures to address the sediment 
contamination at the Subsite. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA would require that the 
remedy be reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the review, remedial 
actions may be required in the future to remove or treat the wastes. 
 
Alternative SED-2: Monitored Natural Recovery 
 

Capital Cost:                             $0 

Annual O&M Cost:                $159,000 

Present-Worth Cost:                    $1,973,000 

Construction Time:                     0 months 

 
This alternative would rely upon natural processes for the recovery of contaminated 
sediments, such as chemical transformation, reduction in contaminant 
mobility/bioavailability, physical isolation and dispersion. 
 
This alternative would include monitoring and modeling to determine whether the human 
health and ecological risks are being reduced.  
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Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels 
that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA would require that the 
remedy be reviewed at least once every five years.  
 
Alternative SED-3:  Excavation of Contaminated Sediments with Local or Nonlocal 
Disposal  
 

 
Capital Cost: 

 
$7,550,500-$11,202,000 

 
Annual O&M Cost: 

 
                $35,875 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$8,005,000-$11,512,000 

 
Construction Time: 

 
12 months 

 
Under this alternative, all sediments containing PCB contamination above 1 mg/kg 
would be excavated from one bank of the Creek to the other. In addition, an approximate 
1,200 foot reach of the creek bottom, just upstream of Interstate 81 would be excavated 
to a depth of 1 foot to remove sediments contaminated with PCB and elevated metals. 
Turbidity control measures would be developed during the design and implemented 
during construction. A detailed hydrologic analysis would be performed during the 
design phase to determine the effect of the alternative on stream flow, flooding and 
dynamics and to identify the appropriate materials and bathymetry for restoration and 
long-term sustainability. At least one-foot of clean fill would be placed over the 
excavated areas to stabilize the sediment bed and support habitat 
replacement/reconstruction. Shoreline stabilization and waterfront restoration would be 
conducted after the excavation activities were completed within a given area.  
 
An estimated 73,000 CY of sediment would be excavated. Using the sampling data as 
a guide, the excavation would range in depth from 8 feet in the upstream section of the 
Creek to one foot in downstream sections of the Creek. It is anticipated that the farthest 
downstream section of the Creek, between I-81 and Onondaga Lake, would not require 
any sediment excavation. The sediment would be transported to a nearby staging area 
where it would be dewatered. If the water that drains from the sediments during 
dewatering is to be discharged to surface water, it would be treated using specialized 
equipment such as carbon or sand filters to meet NYSDEC’s discharge requirements. 
The sediments would then be subjected to TCLP testing. Those sediments that are 
determined to be characteristic hazardous waste and/or contain dioxin at levels above 
1 µg/kg and are non-TSCA waste (less than 50 mg/kg PCBs) would be disposed of at a 
RCRA-compliant facility. Likewise, those sediments that contain PCBs greater than 50 
mg/kg would be disposed of at a TSCA-compliant facility. Those sediments that are not 
subject to TSCA and are not characteristic hazardous waste would be disposed of at a 
proper local or nonlocal facility. 
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Because PCBs are collocated with the majority of the other COCs, they will be used as 
an indicator compound (1 mg/kg of PCBs) to ensure that the sediment cleanup levels 
are achieved. 
 
Under this alternative, it is estimated that 69,100 of the 73,000 CY of the excavated 
sediment would not be TSCA-regulated and would not be characteristic hazardous 
waste. Therefore, these sediments could be disposed of locally or at a nonlocal Subtitle 
D disposal facility. It is estimated that 3,900 CY of the excavated sediment would require 
disposal at a nonlocal RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant facility.  
 
During construction, there would be monitoring of water, sediments, air quality, odor, 
noise, lighting and the water discharged at the sediment dewatering area. Post-
excavation confirmation sampling would be conducted prior to backfilling to ensure that 
sediments above the cleanup levels have been removed. While long-term monitoring of 
the sediment would not be required because all the contaminated sediment above 
cleanup levels would be excavated, fish monitoring would be conducted to determine 
the remaining levels of contamination in the fish and the rate of decline. 
 
In order to protect the structural integrity of the Route 11 bridge, it may not be possible 
to remove all of the contaminated sediment at the base of the bridge. Therefore, some 
combination of dredging and capping of sediments under the bridge may be necessary 
to protect the bridge and maintain the effective cross section of flow for flood protection. 
 
Under this alternative, institutional controls in the form of environmental easements 
and/or restrictive covenants would be sought to restrict intrusive activities in the capped 
areas unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-approved SMP. 
 
The SMP would provide for the proper management of all post-construction remedy 
components. Specifically, the SMP would describe procedures to confirm that the 
requisite institutional controls are in place and that nothing has occurred that would 
impair the ability of such controls to protect public health or the environment. The SMP 
would also detail the following: the provision for the management of future intrusive 
activities in the capped areas; an inventory of any use restrictions; the necessary 
provisions for the implementation of the requirements of any above-noted environmental 
easement and/or restrictive covenant; a provision for the performance of O&M for the 
remedy; and a provision that a property owner or party implementing the remedy submit 
periodic certifications that the institutional controls are in place. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels 
that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA would requires that the 
remedy be reviewed at least once every five years. 
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Alternative SED-4:  Excavation and Placement of Granular Material Sediment Cap 
with Local or Nonlocal Disposal 
 

Capital Cost: $8,664,500-$11,260,000 

Annual OM&M Cost: $194,440 

Present-Worth Cost: $11,077,000-$13,605,000 

Construction Time: 12 months 

 
This alternative includes excavation of shallow sediments and the installation of a 
granular material (sand) sediment cap over the upstream and middle sections of Lower 
Ley Creek that exceed 1 mg/kg PCB. 
 
Because PCBs are collocated with the majority of the other COCs and are the primary 
risk driver for all pathways for this Subsite (see the “Subsite Risks” section, above), they 
will be used as an indicator compound (1 mg/kg of PCBs) to ensure that the sediment 
cleanup goals are achieved. 
 
So that the capping would be completed in a manner that would maintain the bathymetry 
of the Creek, at least four feet of sediment would need to be excavated before placing 
the sand cap and habitat layer. In areas of high erosion potential, a slightly deeper 
excavation (6 feet) would be required to accommodate the placement of a 1.5 to two-
foot sand cap overlain by a two-foot thick armor layer followed by a two-foot habitat layer. 
The downstream section of the Creek would not require a cap because the sediment 
contamination in this section is shallower than the four-foot depth required for the cap; 
all contaminated sediment in the approximate 1,200-foot reach above Interstate 81 
would be removed to a depth of one foot, obviating the need for a cap.  
 
Similar to Alternative Sed-3, the excavated sediment would be transported to a staging 
area for dewatering and conditioning. If the water that drains from the sediments during 
dewatering is to be discharged to surface water, it would be treated using specialized 
equipment such as carbon or sand filters to meet NYSDEC’s discharge requirements. 
The sediments would then be subjected to TCLP testing. Those sediments that are 
determined to be characteristic hazardous and/or contain dioxin at levels above one 
mg/kg and are non-TSCA materials would be disposed of at a RCRA-compliant facility. 
Under Alternative Sed-4, those sediments that contain PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg 
would also be disposed of at a TSCA-compliant facility. Those sediments that are not 
subject to TSCA and are not characteristic hazardous waste would be disposed of either 
locally or nonlocally.  
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Turbidity measures would be developed during the design and implemented during 
construction. Shoreline stabilization and waterfront restoration would be conducted after 
the excavation activities are completed within a given area.  
 
Under this alternative, an estimated 56,600 CY of sediment would be excavated prior to 
the placement of the sand cap. It is estimated that 54,000 CY of the excavated sediment 
would not be TSCA-regulated and would not be characteristic hazardous waste. 
Therefore, these sediments could be disposed of either locally or at an appropriate 
nonlocal Subtitle D disposal facility. An estimated 2,600 CY of the excavated sediment 
would require disposal at a nonlocal RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant facility.  
 
The capped areas would require maintenance, as necessary and annual monitoring to 
assure that the caps are performing as designed. 
 
During construction, there would be monitoring of water, sediments, air quality, odor, 
noise, lighting and water discharged at the sediment dewatering area. Post-excavation 
confirmation sampling would be conducted prior to backfilling to ensure that sediments 
above the cleanup levels have been removed. Fish monitoring would be conducted to 
determine the remaining levels of contamination in the fish and the rate of decline. 
 
Under these alternatives, institutional controls in the form of environmental easements 
and/or restrictive covenants would be sought to restrict intrusive activities in the capped 
areas unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-approved SMP. 
 
The SMP would provide for the proper management of all post-construction remedy 
components. Specifically, the SMP would describe procedures to confirm that the 
requisite institutional controls are in place and that nothing has occurred that would 
impair the ability of such controls to protect public health or the environment. The SMP 
would also detail the following: the provision for the management of future intrusive 
activities in the capped areas; an inventory of any use restrictions; the necessary 
provisions for the implementation of the requirements of any above-noted environmental 
easement and/or restrictive covenant; a provision for the performance of O&M for the 
remedy; and a provision that any property owner or party implementing the remedy 
submit periodic certifications that the institutional controls are in place. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA would require that the 
remedy be reviewed at least once every five years. 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed 
against nine evaluation criteria, namely, overall protection of human health and the 
environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence, 
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness, 
implementability, cost and state and community acceptance. 
 
The evaluation criteria are described below. 
 

 Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether a 
remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through 
each exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) 
are eliminated, reduced or controlled through treatment, engineering controls or 
institutional controls. 

 Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other federal and state 
environmental statutes and requirements or provide grounds for invoking a 
waiver. 

 Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to 
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once 
cleanup levels have been met.  It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness 
of the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment 
residuals and/or untreated wastes. 

 Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment is the anticipated 
performance of the treatment technologies, with respect to these parameters, 
which a remedy may employ. 

 Short-term effectiveness addresses the period needed to achieve protection and 
any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed 
during the construction and implementation period until cleanup levels are 
achieved. 

 Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, 
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a 
particular option. 

 Cost includes estimated capital and operation and, maintenance (O&M) costs and 
net present-worth costs. 

 State acceptance indicates if the State concurs with the selected remedy. 

 Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives 
described in the FS report and Proposed Plan. 

 
A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted 
above follows. 
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Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 would not be protective of the environment because 
they would not address the contaminated soils and sediments, which present human 
health and ecological risks. Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 would be protective 
of human health and the environment because each of these alternatives relies upon a 
remedial strategy or treatment technology capable of eliminating human and ecological 
exposure to contaminated soils or sediments.  
 
Compliance with ARARS 
 
SCOs are identified in 6 NYCRR Part 375, Environmental Remediation Programs, 
Subpart 375-6, effective December 14, 2006. There are currently no federal or state 
promulgated standards for contaminant levels in sediments. There are, however, other 
federal or state advisories, criteria or guidance (which are used as TBC criteria). 
Specifically, NYSDEC’s “Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments” 
(January 1999) sediment screening values are a TBC criteria.   
 
The federal chemical-specific ARARs for PCBs in the water column are 0.001 μg/L 
under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) ambient water quality criterion for navigable 
waters, and 0.014 μg/L under the federal CWA criterion continuous concentration (CCC) 
[chronic] for freshwater aquatic life. The NYS surface water quality standards for PCBs 
are 0.00012 μg/L for protection of wildlife and 0.000001 μg/L for protection of human 
consumers of fish. 
 
Because the contaminated soils and sediments would not be actively addressed under 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2, these alternatives would not achieve the SCOs or 
sediment cleanup levels. 
 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 would attain the cleanup objective levels for soils 
and sediments. Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 may result in short-term localized 
exceedances of surface water standards because of suspension of impacted sediment 
during excavation. It should be noted that three chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to 
water column concentrations (1 ng/l of total PCBs federal Ambient Water Quality 
Criterion; 0.12 ng/l total PCBs New York State standard for protection of wildlife; and 
0.001 ng/l total PCBs New York State standard for protection of human consumers of 
fish) will require a waiver because of technical impracticability as the PCB contamination 
entering the Lower Ley Creek Subsite from upstream will likely exceed these ARARs. 
However, the water quality impacts would meet the substantive water quality 
requirements imposed by New York State on entities seeking a dredged material 
discharge permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). For Alternatives 
Sed-3 and Sed-4, other action-specific ARARs include the following CWA Sections 401 
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and 402; the Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10; the Endangered Species Act17;   the 
New York Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) Article 15 Water Resources, Article 
11 Fish and Wildlife, Article 17 Water Pollution Control, Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands 
and Article 27 Collection, Treatment and Disposal of Refuse and Other Solid Waste; 
and their associated implementing regulations. 
 
Because Alternatives S-2 and S-3 would involve the excavation of contaminated soils 
and Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 would require dewatering and processing of 
sediments, compliance with fugitive dust regulations e.g. air monitoring would be 
necessary. In addition, all of these soil and sediment alternatives would need to meet 
the requirements of New York State and federal regulations related to the transportation 
and treatment/disposal of wastes. RCRA is the federal law addressing the storage, 
transportation and disposal of solid and hazardous waste. NYSDEC implements RCRA 
in New York under ECL Article 27. Depending upon the results of the TCLP testing of 
the excavated soils and sediments, RCRA requirements may be applicable. 
 
As is noted above, the availability of local disposal options could result in some of the 
sediments and soils being disposed of at the Town of Salina Landfill (where similar PCB-
contaminated materials are already present18 under a NYCRR Part 360-compliant cap) 
or the Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which will be closed under the State 
Superfund program in the near future). Disposal at the Salina Landfill would require that 
the soils and sediment be consolidated under the cap within the area controlled by the 
leachate collection system; disposal at Cooper Crouse-Hinds property would require 
that the soils and sediments be placed in a new cell (located on top of existing or 
reconsolidated wastes) that would also meet the substantive requirements of NYCRR 
Part 360. 
 
The CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) is implemented by NYSDEC 
through ECL Article 15 and the associated regulations in 6 NYCRR Part 608 Use and 
Protection of Waters. The WQC may establish conditions such as preventive measures 
to minimize re-suspension of sediment and water quality monitoring during excavation 
of sediments under Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 so that any exceedance of water 
quality standards, if it occurs, is short-lived and resuspension is controlled. Placement 
of fill (such as a cap) and temporary discharges of decanted waters would also be 
addressed through a WQC. The substantive requirements of ECL Article 15 and 
corresponding regulations would be met by Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4.  
 
CWA Section 402 is implemented by NYSDEC through the ECL Article 17 State Permit 
Discharge Elimination System requirements, which regulate the discharge of pollutants 
into waters of the state. Pre-treatment or monitoring of decanted water resulting from 

                                                 
17 Portions of Ley Creek contain Indiana bat and potentially bald eagle habitat. 
18 As is noted in the “Subsite History” section, above, the landfill accepted some of the 
contaminated dredge spoils during the 1970s Ley Creek flood control project. 
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sediment dewatering may be necessary. If discharged to surface water, the decanted 
water would be treated to meet NYSDEC’s State Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System discharge requirements. 
   
All of the action alternatives (i.e., excluding the Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2) 
would comply with TSCA’s PCB cleanup and disposal regulations (40 CFR Part 761). 
 
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 would involve no active remedial measures, 
therefore, it would not be effective in eliminating the potential exposure to contaminants 
in the soil and sediment, and it would allow the continued migration of contaminants 
from the soil to the Creek and from the sediment to the water column in the Creek. 
Alternatives S-2 and Sed-3 would both be effective in the long term and would provide 
permanent remediation by removing the contaminated source area soils and sediments 
and securely disposing of them in a RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant facility or possibly 
a local facility, as appropriate. Disposal of excavated soils and sediments at landfills 
with appropriate caps and leachate collection systems as proposed under the action 
alternatives would effectively control the contaminants over the long-term. The 
contaminated soil and sediments that may be targeted for consolidation at the Town of 
Salina landfill are similar to contaminated dredge spoils that are already present in the 
landfill.    
 
Under Alternative S-3, 85 percent of the contaminated soils would be removed 
permanently, while the remainder would be covered with soil. The covered areas would 
require the development of an SMP, long-term O&M and appropriate institutional 
controls to protect the cover and prevent exposure. Alternative S-2 would also require 
long-term O&M, institutional controls and an SMP but for a smaller area than Alternative 
S-3.  
 
Alternative Sed-4 would permanently remove enough of the contaminated sediment to 
accommodate a granular material cap. Exposure to the remaining contaminated 
sediments would be eliminated via the use of caps. Consistent with the EPA design 
guidance for caps, the cap would need to be designed to withstand erosional forces 
resulting from a 100-year storm event.    
 
Similar to Alternatives S-2 and S-3, Alternative Sed-4 would require O&M to maintain 
the integrity of the soil cover/cap and the development of an SMP. Because 
contaminants would remain in-situ, albeit beneath the cap, five-year reviews would be 
required.  
 
For all of the soil action alternatives, institutional controls would be needed to restrict 
intrusive activities in areas of where contamination remains. For the sediment action 
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alternatives, institutional controls would be needed to restrict intrusive activities in the 
capped areas. 
 
All of the soil and sediment alternatives that rely on active measures would provide 
reliable protection of human health and the environment over time. 
 
Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 would provide no reduction in toxicity, mobility or 
volume. Under the active soil and sediment alternatives, the mobility of contaminants 
would be eliminated via the excavation (with local or nonlocal disposal) and/or capping 
of contaminated soils and sediments.  The contaminated soils and sediments will not be 
treated as part of this remedy. 
 
Short-Term Effectiveness 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 do not include any physical construction measures 
in any areas of contamination and, therefore, would not present any potentially adverse 
impacts to remediation workers or the community as a result of its implementation. 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 could present some limited adverse impacts to 
remediation workers through dermal contact and inhalation related to the sampling 
excavation and/or capping activities. Noise from the excavation and capping work 
associated with Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 could present some limited 
adverse impacts to remediation workers and nearby residents. In addition, interim and 
post-remediation soil and sediment sampling activities would pose some risk. The short-
term impacts to remediation workers and nearby residents under all of the alternatives 
could, however, be mitigated by following appropriate health and safety protocols, by 
exercising sound engineering practices and by utilizing proper protective equipment. 
 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 would require the transport of contaminated soils 
and sediments for proper disposal. Temporary roadways could be utilized to move the 
soils and sediments that would be disposed of locally, thereby reducing potential 
impacts on local traffic.  If local disposal cannot be implemented, under Alternatives S-
2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4, it is estimated that up to 150,000 CY of contaminated soils 
and sediments would be transported over local roadways to a nonlocal disposal facility. 
This volume of material would require transporting an estimated 10,000 truckloads of 
material, which could have a greater adverse impact on local traffic and roadways than 
the local disposal option.  
 
The use of the Town of Salina landfill as a potential location for the disposal of the 
excavated soils and sediments might increase the amount of leachate collected at this 
facility during the temporary partial removal of the landfill cap. In addition, the partial cap 
removal might result in odors. Appropriate mitigation measures might also need to be 
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taken to reduce these temporary impacts. Construction-related noise would also need 
to be mitigated. Similar short-term impacts were effectively addressed during the 
excavation of the five-acre landfill and consolidation of the excavated materials on the 
top of the 50-acre landfill which was completed in 2013. The use of Cooper Crouse-
Hinds Landfill as a potential location for the disposal of excavated soils and sediments 
would also require that mitigation plans be in place to address potential odor and noise 
issues. 
 
For Alternatives S-2 and S-3, there is a potential for increased storm water runoff and 
erosion during construction and excavation activities that would have to be properly 
managed to prevent or minimize any adverse impacts. For these alternatives, 
appropriate measures would have to be taken during excavation activities to prevent 
transport of fugitive dust and exposure of workers and downgradient receptors to PCBs.  
 
Sediment removal in Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 may result in short-term adverse 
impacts to the Creek. These impacts include exposure of contaminated sediments to 
the water column, fish and biota because of the resuspension of sediments during 
removal and temporary loss of benthos and habitat for the ecological community in the 
excavated areas. Risks caused by resuspension can be minimized through the use of 
engineering controls and appropriate operation of excavation equipment. Replacement 
of the benthic habitat would be implemented through the addition of a layer of 
appropriate backfill material in excavated areas after sediment removal. Excavation, 
contaminated media handling and dewatering might create air emissions and odors 
through the release of SVOCs and VOCs from the excavated materials. However, 
because of the low levels of VOCs in Lower Ley Creek, significant odors and air 
emissions are not expected. However, odor controls would be employed, if necessary 
during remedial activities.  
 
Because no action would be performed under Alternative S-1, there would be no 
implementation time. It is estimated that Alternatives S-2 and S-3 would require nine 
months to complete the excavation and/or capping and restoration. It is estimated that 
physical construction of Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 could likely be completed in two 
construction seasons.   
 
Implementability 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 would be the easiest alternatives to implement, as 
there are no construction activities to undertake. 
 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 would employ technologies known to be reliable 
and that can be readily implemented. Equipment, services and materials needed for 
Alternatives S-2 and S-3, are readily available. Land-based excavation equipment and 
dewatering systems similar to that which may be used under Alternatives Sed-3 and 
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Sed-4 have been implemented successfully at numerous sites. The actions under all of 
these alternatives would be administratively feasible.   
 
Sufficient facilities exist for the local disposal of the excavated soils and sediments but 
appropriate arrangements with the current facility owner[s] for disposal on their 
properties would need to be made. While the Town of Salina Landfill currently has a 
means of pre-treating the collected contaminated groundwater/leachate prior to 
discharge to METRO, such treatment and discharge infrastructure does not exist at the 
Cooper Crouse-Hinds Landfill. Therefore, handling of the leachate would need to be 
addressed. 
 
While soil excavation under Alternative S-2 is technically feasible, the existence of two 
large buried pipelines on the northern bank of Lower Ley Creek would require special 
excavation techniques so that these pipelines are not disturbed. In addition, one of the 
pipelines crosses the Creek just downstream of the Route 11 bridge. Special excavation 
techniques and/or adjustments to the depth of the excavation required in Alternatives 
Sed-3 and Sed-4 may have to be made because of the location of the gas pipeline. A 
sediment cap may be required in this area under Alternative Sed-3 if it is not possible to 
remove all the contamination down to the cleanup level.  
 
In order to protect the structural integrity of the Route 11 bridge, it may not be possible 
to remove all of the contaminated sediment at the base of the bridge.  Therefore, some 
capping of sediments under the bridge may be necessary to maintain a protective 
remedy. 
 
The implementation of the above-described institutional controls would be feasible to 
implement under the sediment and soil alternatives. 
 
Short-term and long-term monitoring for Alternative Sed-4 can be readily implemented 
to verify cap effectiveness. 
 
Cost 
 
The present-worth costs associated with the soil and sediment remedies are calculated 
using a discount rate of seven percent and a thirty-year time interval.   
 
The estimated capital, O&M and present-worth costs for each of the alternatives utilizing 
local and nonlocal disposal are presented below. The local disposal option which utilizes 
the Crouse-Hinds Landfill is slightly less expensive than the Town of Salina Landfill 
option. Therefore, the Crouse-Hinds Landfill local disposal costs were used in the capital 
cost and annual O&M estimates.  
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Alternative Capital Cost Annual O&M Total Present Worth 

S-1 $0 $0 $0 

S-2--local disposal $9,620,500 $20,440 $9,874,000 

S-2--nonlocal disposal $13,573,000 $15,000 $13,759,000 

S-3--local disposal $8,401,000 $24,440 $8,704,000 

S-3--nonlocal disposal $11,623,000 $19,000 $11,859,000 

Sed-1 $0 $0 $0 

Sed-2 $0 $159,000 $1,973,000 

Sed-3--local disposal $7,411,000 $30,440 $7,788,000 

Sed-3--nonlocal disposal $11,202,000 $25,000 $11,512,000 

Sed-4--local disposal $8,664,500 $194,440 $11,077,000 

Sed-4--nonlocal disposal $11,260,000 $189,000 $13,605,000 

 
Although Alternative S-2 is the most costly soil alternative, Alternative S-3 is not 
substantially less expensive. The capital costs to implement Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-
4 are quite close, with a difference of approximately $1.25 million between them if local 
disposal is utilized and $58,000 for nonlocal disposal. However, because of the much 
higher annual O&M costs associated with Alternative Sed-4, the present-worth cost for 
Alternative Sed-4 is approximately 39 percent greater than Sed-3, when comparing the 
cost of local disposal options, and it is approximately 18 percent greater when comparing 
the cost of nonlocal disposal. It should be noted that the estimated cost for nonlocal 
disposal was adjusted downward from the disposal cost presented in the FS report as a 
result of a comment received during the public comment period from a regulated disposal 
facility in Seneca Falls, New York indicating that the disposal cost-rate estimates used 
in the FS were considerably higher than this facility would charge. 
 
State Acceptance 
 
NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy; a letter of concurrence is attached (see 
Appendix IV). 
 
Community Acceptance 
 
Comments received during the public comment period indicate that the public generally 
supports the selected remedy. These comments are summarized and addressed in the 
Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as Appendix V to this document. 
 
The Onondaga Nation reviewed the draft RI and FS reports and draft Proposed Plan.  
The EPA communicated with representatives of the Onondaga Nation about these 
documents and intends to continue consultation discussions with the Onondaga Nation 
throughout the design and construction phases of the project.   
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PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTE  
 
The NCP establishes an expectation that the EPA will use treatment to address the 
principal threats posed by a site, wherever practicable (NCP Section 300.430 
(a)(1)(iii)(A)).  The principal threat concept is applied to the characterization of source 
materials at a Superfund site. A source material is material that includes or contains 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants that act as a reservoir for the 
migration of contamination to groundwater, surface water or air or act as a source for 
direct exposure. Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be 
highly toxic or highly mobile that generally cannot be reliably contained or will present a 
significant risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur. The decision 
to treat these wastes is made on a site-specific basis through a detailed analysis of 
alternatives, using those remedy-selection criteria that are described above. This 
analysis provides a basis for making a statutory finding that the remedy employs 
treatment as a principal element. 
 
As is explained below, the concentrations of PCBs and other contaminants found in the 
soils and sediments at this Subsite do not constitute principal threat wastes. Elevated 
PCB soil concentrations were found in one location within the swale area at 500 mg/kg. 
There were seven other soil and sediment areas with PCB concentrations between 300 
and 500 mg/kg, primarily in the swale and OLCC soil areas and in the Creek adjacent to 
the Town of Salina Landfill. These  area soils and sediment are sources of contamination 
to the surface water and fish in the Creek and potential sources to Onondaga Lake. 
Based upon the EPA’s guidance,  PCBs above 500 mg/kg19 in industrial areas that 
cannot be reliably contained and would present a significant risk to human health or the 
environment should exposure occur, are generally considered a principal threat waste.  
 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 address the PCB-contaminated soil and 
sediment through excavation or partial excavation and capping.  
 
 
SELECTED REMEDY  
 
Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy 
 
Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the 
alternatives and public comments, the EPA has determined that Alternative S-2,  
excavation of soil with either local or nonlocal disposal, and Alternative Sed-3, excavation 
of sediments with either local or nonlocal disposal, best satisfy the requirements of 
CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. § 9621 and provides the best balance of tradeoffs 

                                                 
19 The 500 mg/kg concentration applies for industrial land use. OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-01, 
Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination (August 1990), pg. 
40. 
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among the remedial alternatives with respect to the NCP's nine evaluation criteria, set 
forth at 40 CFR § 300.430(e)(9).  
 
Alternatives S-2 and S-3 would both effectively achieve the soil cleanup levels. While 
Alternative S-2 is slightly more expensive than Alternative S-3, Alternative S-2 would not 
require the monitoring and maintenance of large capped areas. Except in the areas of 
the OLCC and the swale, following excavation under Alternative S-2, soils deeper than 
2 feet would also meet the ecological SCOs of 1 mg/kg for PCBs. Therefore, the EPA 
believes that Alternative S-2 would effectuate the soil cleanup while providing the best 
balance of tradeoffs with respect to the evaluation criteria. 
 
Alternative Sed-3 would permanently remove the contaminated sediment from the 
Creek, thereby eliminating the potential for contaminated sediment to find its way into 
Onondaga Lake, a possibility which could occur under Alternative Sed-4 if the caps were 
to be breached because of storm events and/or ice scour.    
 
The nonlocal disposal component of Alternatives S-2 and Sed-3 would require the 
transport of approximately 150,000 CY of contaminated soils and sediments over local 
roadways to a proper, nonlocal disposal facility. This volume of material would require 
transporting an estimated 10,000 truckloads of material, which could have a significant 
adverse impact on local traffic and roadways. In addition, nonlocal disposal would cost 
an estimated $7.6 million more than local disposal. While construction activities 
associated with disposal of the soils and sediments at these locations may increase the 
potential for additional short-term impacts, such as noise and odors, mitigation activities 
are available to limit such impacts and were successfully employed during the recent 
remediation at the Town of Salina Landfill.   
 
The EPA has determined and NYSDEC agrees that the selected remedy is protective of 
human health and the environment; provides the greatest long-term effectiveness; is 
able to achieve ARARs more quickly than other alternatives; and is cost-effective. The 
selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions, alternative treatment technologies and 
resource-recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.   
 

Description of the Selected Remedy 
 
The selected remedy for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite to address the contaminated soil 
and sediment areas includes the following components: 
 

 Excavation of an estimated 75,000 CY of contaminated soils on the northern and 
southern banks of the Creek that exceed the SCOs and an estimated 12,000 CY 
from the wetland area that exceeds the sediment criteria and an estimated 73,000 
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CY of sediments containing contamination above the sediment criteria20. The 
sediments will be excavated to depths ranging from 1 to 8 feet. The depth of the 
excavation on the banks of the Creek and in the wetland will, generally, be to 2 
feet. The excavation in the swale and OLCC areas will range in depth from three 
to 14 feet. 21   

 Any contaminated soil located on the northern bank of the Creek that cannot be 
safely excavated because of the presence of the two large, buried natural gas and 
oil pipelines which run parallel to the north bank of the Creek will be covered with 
at least one foot of soil. Prior to placing the soil cover, a readily-visible and 
permeable subsurface demarcation layer delineating the interface between the 
contaminated soils and the clean soil cover will be installed.  

 In order to protect the structural integrity of the Route 11 bridge, it may not be 
possible to remove all of the contaminated sediment at the base of the bridge. 
Therefore, some combination of dredging and capping of sediments under the 
bridge may be necessary in order to protect the bridge and not reduce the 
effective cross section of flow for flood protection. 

 The excavated areas will be backfilled with at least two feet of soil meeting the 
criteria set forth at NYSDEC Program Policy DER-10, Appendix 5. The excavated 
ecologically sensitive wetland areas will be backfilled with soil that meets 
unrestricted SCOs. In excavated areas where there is underlying municipal 
refuse, a readily-visible and permeable subsurface demarcation layer delineating 
the interface between the refuse/“native” soil and the clean soil cover will be 
installed. 

 The excavation of the southern bank soils will not be backfilled to grade. 
Reducing the elevation of this area will increase the flood storage capacity of this 
floodplain. The extent of backfilling in this area will be determined during the 
design phase based on the consideration of various factors, including flooding 
potential and desired habitat conditions. 

 A detailed hydrologic analysis will be performed during the design phase to 
determine the effect of the remedy on stream flow, flooding and dynamics and to 
identify the appropriate materials and bathymetry for restoration and long-term 
sustainability.  

 The excavated areas will be restored with clean substrate and vegetation 
consistent with an approved habitat restoration plan developed as part of the 
design. The main goal of the habitat restoration will be to restore the habitats 
affected by the remedy. The restoration will meet the substantive requirements of 

                                                 
20 The 1 mg/kg PCB sediment cleanup objective is consistently evaluated and often applied at 
contaminated sediment sites in New York State. This value is also supported by NYSDEC’s 
“Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments” (January 1999). PCBs are the 
primary ecological risk driver at the Lower Ley Creek Subsite and are collocated with the majority 
of the other sediment contaminants of concern. Addressing PCBs above 1 mg/kg is expected to 
address risks associated with other sediment contaminants of concern (primarily, metals). 
21 See Figure 5 for the soil and sediment areas which will be addressed under this remedy. 
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6 NYCRR Part 608 and 663. A habitat assessment to characterize the habitats 
and organisms that will be affected by the remedy will be performed to support 
the development of the restoration plan and design. 

 Habitat restoration of Ley Creek will include the placement of at least one foot of 
substrate similar to the existing sediments over disturbed areas and restoration of 
vegetation. Clean fill meeting the requirements of DER-10, Appendix 5 will replace 
the excavated soil and sediment or complete the backfilling of the excavation and 
establish the designed grades at the Subsite. The specific thickness and substrate 
material to be used for the backfill in these areas will be determined during the 
remedial design as part of the habitat restoration plan.  

 The habitat restoration plan will also describe the specific design for areas 
impacted by the remediation of sediments and soils, actions (if any) needed for 
the protection of affected species and determine the appropriate plantings 
(including types and locations) necessary to restore habitats. The habitat 
restoration plan will also include the necessary requirements for monitoring 
restoration success and for restoration maintenance. 

 Cleared vegetation will either be disposed of locally, stockpiled for habitat 
restoration or mulched and used on-Site. 

 The excavated sediment will be transported to a staging area where it would be 
dewatered. If the water that drains from the sediments during dewatering is to be 
discharged to surface water, it would be treated to meet NYSDEC discharge 
requirements. The soils and sediments will be subjected to TCLP testing. Those 
soils and sediments which fail TCLP testing and are determined to be 
characteristic hazardous waste and are non-TSCA waste (i.e., less than 50 
mg/kg PCBs) will be disposed of off-site at a RCRA-compliant facility. Those soils 
and sediments that contain PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg will also be disposed of 
off-site, at a TSCA-compliant facility. Those soils and sediments that will not be 
TSCA-regulated (less than 50 mg/kg PCBs) and are not characteristic hazardous 
waste will be disposed of locally. Local disposal options under consideration 
include consolidation under the cap of the Town of Salina Landfill within the area 
which contains a leachate collection system or in a soon-to-be-constructed cell 
(located on top of existing or reconsolidated wastes) with a liner and leachate 
management system22 at the yet-to-be capped Cooper Crouse-Hinds North 
Landfill (which will be closed under a New York State administrative consent 
order in the near future). The specific disposal location will be determined during 
the remedial design phase. Should local disposal be determined not to be viable, 
all excavated materials will be sent to an appropriate nonlocal facility for disposal. 

 Appropriate controls and monitoring (e.g., community air monitoring) will be 
utilized to ensure that during remediation activities, airborne particulate and 

                                                 
22 The leachate management system would include leachate collection and pre-treatment and 
disposal at a local publicly-owned treatment works, treatment and discharge to surface water or 
some other form of management, such as temporary storage pending and shipment to a 
permitted facility for treatment/disposal. 
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volatile organic vapor concentrations surrounding the excavation area are 
acceptable. 

 Institutional controls in the form of environmental easements and/or restrictive 
covenants will be used to restrict intrusive activities in areas of where 
contamination remains (including the areas where municipal refuse was 
disposed) unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-approved SMP. 

 The SMP will provide for the proper management of all post-construction remedy 
components.  Specifically, the SMP will describe procedures to confirm that the 
requisite engineering (e.g., demarcation layer) and institutional controls are in 
place and that nothing has occurred that will impair the ability of such controls to 
protect public health or the environment. The SMP will also detail the following: 
the provision for the management of future excavations in areas of where 
contamination remains (including the areas where municipal refuse was 
disposed); an inventory of any use restrictions; the necessary provisions for the 
implementation of the requirements of the above-noted environmental easement 
and/or restrictive covenant; a provision for the performance of the O&M for the 
remedy; and a provision that the property owner or party implementing the remedy 
submit periodic certifications that the institutional and engineering controls are in 
place. 

 The SMP will also include fish monitoring to determine the remaining levels of 
contamination in the fish and the rate of decline, as well as the performance of 
the habitat maintenance and monitoring required by the remedy (including, but 
not limited to, long and short-term remedy effectiveness, habitat restoration 
success and the recovery of biota). 

 
During the design, a Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey will be performed to document 
the Site’s historic resources. A Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey is designed to 
determine the presence or absence of cultural resources in the project's potential impact 
area. The Phase I survey is divided into two progressive units of study--Phase IA, a 
literature search and sensitivity study and, if necessary based upon Phase 1A survey, 
a Phase IB, field investigation to search for resources. 
 
The environmental benefits of the selected remedy may be enhanced by consideration, 
during the design, of technologies and practices that are sustainable in accordance with 
the EPA Region 2’s Clean and Green Energy Policy and NYSDEC’s Green Remediation 
Policy.23 This will include consideration of green remediation technologies and 
practices. 
 

                                                 
23 See http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation and http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/ 
remediation_hudson_pdf/der31.pdf. 
 

http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/
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Because this remedy will result in contaminants remaining on-site that exceed 
acceptable health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the remedy be reviewed every 
five years. If justified by the review, additional response actions may be considered. 
 

A decision must be made regarding whether remediation is necessary in the upstream 
portion of Ley Creek that is part of the IFG subsite (above Lower Ley Creek and the 
Route 11 bridge). If remediation is determined to be necessary, that remedy would need 
to be implemented prior to the implementation of this Lower Ley Creek remedy so as to 
prevent the potential for recontamination (if Lower Ley Creek were addressed first). 
While a remedy has not yet been selected for the upstream portion above Lower Ley 
Creek, should a selected remedy be selected that includes the excavation of upstream 
contaminated sediments, the EPA would need to coordinate the implementation of this 
remedy at Lower Ley Creek with any remedy which may be selected for the IFG subsite. 
 
Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs 
 
The estimated capital, annual O&M and total present-worth costs (using a 7 percent 
discount rate) for the selected remedy, assuming local disposal is utilized, are 
$17,031,000, $61,750 and $17,797,000, respectively. Tables 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 provide 
the basis for the cost estimates for Alternatives S-2 and SED-3. 
 
It should be noted that these cost estimates are order-of-magnitude engineering cost 
estimates that are expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project cost.  
These cost estimates are based on the best available information regarding the 
anticipated scope of the selected remedy. Changes in the cost elements are likely to 
occur as a result of new information and data collected during the engineering design 
of the remedy. In fact, the estimated costs for off-site disposal were adjusted as a result 
of a comment received from the operator of an off-site disposal areas. 
 
Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy 
 
The current land use at the Subsite is industrial/commercial. Land use associated with 
the property is not anticipated to change as a result of the implementation of the selected 
remedy.   
 
The results of the risk assessment indicate that PCBs and the PAH, benzo(a)pyrene,  
pose an excess lifetime cancer risk above the EPA reference cancer risk range. Under 
the selected remedy, the removal of the PCB- and PAH-contaminated soils and sediment 
will eliminate the excess lifetime cancer risk.   
 
Under the selected remedy, it is estimated that it will require nine months to achieve soil 
cleanup levels and 1 year to achieve cleanup levels in the sediment. 
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The application of the 1 mg/kg cleanup level for PCBs in sediments will result in the 
excavation of most of the Creek bed; areas that do not have concentrations of PCBs 
above 1 mg/kg are limited to the last 0.3 miles of the Creek where concentrations were 
all below 0.2 mg/kg ppm and two smaller sections, 1,000 feet and 300 feet, of the Creek 
located further upstream where concentrations of PCBs were below 0.6 mg/kg and 0.2 
mg/kg, respectively. At least one foot of cover material that is suitable for habitat will be 
placed in all excavated sediment areas and the majority of the excavated area will 
receive two feet of this cover material. As a result, the sediment remedy is expected to 
result in a significant reduction in the concentration of PCBs and other Subsite-related 
contaminants in the surface sediment, thereby reducing exposure of human and 
ecological receptors to contaminated sediment and fish. 
 
 
STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS  
 
Under CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP, the lead agency must select remedies that 
are protective of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs (unless a 
statutory waiver is justified), are cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and 
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum 
extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions 
which employ treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or 
mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at a site. 
 
For the reasons discussed below, the EPA has determined that the selected remedy 
meets these statutory requirements. 
 
Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
 
The results of the risk assessment indicate that, if no action is taken, the continued 
ingestion of fish caught at the Subsite poses an unacceptable increased future 
ecological and human health risk.   
 
The selected remedy will reduce exposure levels to protective ARAR levels or to within 
the EPA's generally acceptable risk range of 10-4 to 10-6 for carcinogenic risk and below 
the HI of 1 for noncarcinogens in the soils and sediments. The implementation of the 
selected remedy will not pose unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts 
that cannot be mitigated. The selected remedy will be protective of human health and 
the environment in that the excavation and disposal of the contaminated soil and 
sediment will eliminate a source of contamination to Onondaga Lake and to the local 
fisheries. Combined with institutional controls, the selected remedy will provide 
protectiveness of human health and the environment over both the short- and long-term. 
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Compliance with ARARs and Other Environmental Criteria 
 
The selected remedy will comply with the location-specific and action-specific ARARs 
identified, as well as the two out of four chemical-specific ARARs. Because of technical 
impracticability, two chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to water column 
concentrations (0.001 ng/L NYS water quality PCB standards for the protection of 
human consumers of fish and 0.12 ng/L for the protection of wildlife) are hereby waived 
(see CERCLA Section 121(d)(4)(c) and 40 C.F.R. 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C)(3)).  
 
The ARARs, TBCs and other guidelines for the selected remedy are provided in Tables 
6-1 through 6-3.  
 
Cost-Effectiveness 
 
A cost-effective remedy is one whose costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness 
(NCP Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)). Overall effectiveness is based on the evaluations of: 
the following: long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility and 
volume through treatment; and short-term effectiveness. Based on the comparison of 
overall effectiveness (discussed above) to cost, the selected remedy meets the statutory 
requirement that Superfund remedies be cost-effective in that it is the least-cost action 
alternative and will achieve the cleanup levels in the same amount of time in comparison 
to the more costly alternatives.   
 
Each of the alternatives underwent a detailed cost analysis.  In that analysis, capital and 
annual O&M costs were estimated and used to develop present-worth costs. In the 
present-worth cost analysis, annual O&M costs were calculated for the estimated life of 
the capping alternatives and fish and sediment monitoring using a 7 percent discount 
rate and a 30-year interval. The estimated capital, annual O&M and total present-worth 
costs for the selected remedy, assuming local disposal, are $17,031,000, $50,880 and 
$17,662,500, respectively.24 If local disposal of the soils and sediments is not viable, the 
costs of the remedy will increase by $7,608,000. The estimated capital, annual O&M and 
total present-worth costs for off-site disposal of the selected remedy are $24,775,000, 
$40,000 and $25,271,000, respectively.25 

 

                                                 
24 These capital and present-worth costs assume that the contaminated soils and sediments will 
be disposed of locally.  
25 As mentioned above, during the public comment period, the operator of a disposal facility 
located approximately 50 miles from the Subsite indicated that it would charge $40/ton for the 
transportation and disposal of these non-TSCA regulated soils and sediments. The unit cost for 
the transportation and disposal of soils and sediments contaminated with less than 50 mg/kg of 
PCBs in a non-local landfill was estimated in the FS to be $75/ton.  Because of this substantial 
reduction in unit cost, the estimated cost for the non-local disposal of these soils and sediments 
in the ROD was adjusted accordingly, which is not reflected in the estimates found in the FS. 
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Both soil Alternatives S-2 and S-3 would effectively achieve the soil cleanup objectives. 
Although Alternative S-2 is slightly more expensive than Alternative S-3, Alternative S-
2 would not require cap maintenance and its O&M is therefore less expensive. 
 
Both sediment Alternatives SED-3 and SED-4 would effectively achieve the sediment 
cleanup objectives. Although their capital costs are very close, the expense of 
maintaining the cap increases the present worth cost by an estimated 18 percent for the 
local disposal option and an estimated 39 percent for the nonlocal option.   
 
Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the 
Maximum Extent Practicable 
 
The selected remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs among the alternatives with 
respect to the balancing criteria set forth in NCP Section 300.430(f)(1)(i)(B), such that it 
represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment 
technologies can be utilized in a practicable manner at the Subsite. 
 
The selected remedy will employ off-site treatment/disposal to reduce the toxicity, 
mobility and volume of the contaminated soils and sediments containing greater than 50 
mg/kg of PCBs. The selected remedy will permanently address the soil and sediment 
contamination. 
 
Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 
 
CERCLA includes a preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently 
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances as a 
principal element (or justify not satisfying the preference). For the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite, the EPA does not believe that treatment of the remaining sediments and soil is 
practicable or cost effective given the widespread nature of the sediment and soil 
contamination and the high volume of sediment and soils that are being addressed. 

Five-Year Review Requirements 
 
The selected remedy, once fully implemented, will result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants or contaminants remaining on-site above levels that allow for unlimited use 
and unrestricted exposure. Consequently, a statutory review will be conducted within five 
years after initiation of remedial action and at five year intervals thereafter, to ensure that 
the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the environment. 
 
 
DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES  
 
The Proposed Plan, released for public comment on July 15, 2014, identified Alternatives 
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S-2 and SED-3, excavation of contaminated soil and sediments and local disposal, as 
the preferred soil and sediment remedies. Based upon its review of the written and verbal 
comments submitted during the public comment period, the EPA determined that no 
significant changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were 
necessary or appropriate.   
 
As was mentioned above, during the public comment period, the operator of a disposal 
facility located approximately 50 miles from the Subsite indicated that it would charge 
$40/ton for the transportation and disposal of these non-TSCA regulated soils and 
sediments. The unit cost for the transportation and disposal of soils and sediments 
contaminated with less than 50 mg/kg of PCBs in a non-local landfill was estimated in 
the FS to be $75/ton.  Because of this substantial reduction in unit cost, the estimated 
cost for the non-local disposal of these soils and sediments in the ROD was adjusted 
accordingly, which is not reflected in the estimates found in the FS.  
 
In addition, during the public comment period, the owner of one of the local disposal sites 
indicated that it would assume responsibility for half of the O&M costs if waste from the 
Subsite was placed on top of its existing waste and capped. The O&M costs were 
adjusted accordingly. 
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Table 1 – Soil Cleanup Objectives   
 

Chemicals 
of Concern 

Surface 
Soil – top 
2 feet 

Subsurface Soil – 
deeper than 2 feet 

Highest Concentration Found in Site Soils 

    
PCBs   

1 mg/kg 
 

10 mg/kg1 500 mg/kg
  
Arsenic 13 mg/kg 16 mg/kg 21.2 mg/kg
Cadmium 4 mg/kg 9.3 mg/kg 337 mg/kg
Trivalent 
Chromium 

41 mg/kg 1,500 mg/kg

Copper 50 mg/kg 270 mg/kg 1,130 mg/kg 
Lead 63 mg/kg 1,000 mg/kg 487 mg/kg
Mercury 0.18 mg/kg 2.8 mg/kg 4.1 mg/kg
Nickel 30 mg/kg 310 mg/kg 1,230 mg/kg
Silver 2  mg/kg 1,500 mg/kg 136 mg/kg
Zinc 109 mg/kg 10,000 mg/kg 2,180 mg/kg

 
Source:  6 NYCRR PART 375, Environmental Remediation Programs, Subpart 375-6, New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation, December 14, 2006 (protection of ecological resources for surface soil and 
protection of public health, commercial use, for subsurface soil). 

 
Table 2 – Sediment Criteria for Site-Related Metals 
 

Chemicals of 
Concern 

Low Effect Level Severe Effect Level Highest Concentration found 
in Site Sediments 

    
PCBs2 315 mg/kg
 
Arsenic 6.0 mg/kg                   33.0 mg/kg 23.6 mg/kg
Cadmium 0.6 mg/kg 9.0 mg/kg 462 mg/kg
Total 
Chromium 

26 mg/kg 110.0 mg/kg 1,090 mg/kg

Lead           31 mg/kg                 110.0 mg/kg 856 mg/kg
Mercury 0.15 mg/kg 1.3 mg/kg 2.1 mg/kg
Nickel 16 mg/kg 50.0 mg/kg 447 mg/kg

 
Source:  New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated 
Sediments, January 1999 
 

                                                            
1 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation CP-51 / Soil Cleanup Guidance, October 21, 2010. 
 
2 The 1 mg/kg PCB sediment cleanup objective is consistently evaluated and often applied at contaminated 
sediment sites in New York State. This value is also supported by NYSDEC’s “Technical Guidance for Screening 
Contaminated Sediments” (January 1999). PCBs are the primary ecological risk driver at the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite and are collocated with the majority of the other sediment contaminants of concern. Addressing PCBs 
above 1 mg/kg is expected to address risks associated with other sediment contaminants of concern (primarily, 
metals).  



Table 
PCB Maximum Soil Concentrations by Location

Location 
ID

Starting 
Depth (in)

Ending 
Depth (in)

Chemical Name
Result 
(µg/kg)

Unrestricted Use NYS 
Soil Criteria (µg/kg)

SP-04 18 24 Aroclor-1242 2,800 100
SP-05 18 24 Aroclor-1242 2,400 100

SW-6 6 12 Aroclor-1248 500,000 100
SB-1504 30 36 Aroclor-1248 450,000 100
SS-22 12 24 Aroclor-1248 380,000 100

SB-1506 0 6 Aroclor-1248 350,000 100
SS-29 0 6 Aroclor-1248 320,000 100
SS-23 12 24 Aroclor-1248 300,000 100

SB-1505 0 6 Aroclor-1248 280,000 100
SW-5 6 12 Aroclor-1248 260,000 100

SB-1511 0 6 Aroclor-1248 240,000 100
SS-16 6 12 Aroclor-1248 210,000 100
SS-13 0 6 Aroclor-1248 190,000 100
SS-24 6 12 Aroclor-1248 170,000 100

SB-1507 0 6 Aroclor-1248 160,000 100
SS-10 0 6 Aroclor-1248 140,000 100
SS-28 0 6 Aroclor-1248 130,000 100

SB-1503 30 36 Aroclor-1248 110,000 100
SS-08 0 6 Aroclor-1248 100,000 100
SS-20 6 12 Aroclor-1248 100,000 100
SS-17 6 12 Aroclor-1248 99,000 100
SS-18 0 6 Aroclor-1248 94,000 100
SS-25 0 6 Aroclor-1248 87,000 100

LLCD27 12 24 Aroclor-1248 86,100 100
SS-30 0 6 Aroclor-1248 76,000 100

LLCD35 0 12 Aroclor-1248 40,900 100
LLCD38 12 24 Aroclor-1248 40,200 100
SB-09 96 144 Aroclor-1248 39,000 100

SB-1508 30 36 Aroclor-1248 36,000 100
SS-12 0 6 Aroclor-1248 34,000 100
SS-19 0 6 Aroclor-1248 34,000 100
SS-26 12 24 Aroclor-1248 32,000 100
SB-04 48 96 Aroclor-1248 32,000 100

SB-1510 54 60 Aroclor-1248 29,000 100
SB-20 144 168 Aroclor-1248 28,000 100
SB-15 96 144 Aroclor-1248 23,000 100
SS-09 0 6 Aroclor-1248 15,000 100

LLCD29 12 24 Aroclor-1248 13,700 100
LLCD25 0 12 Aroclor-1248 8,880 100

SB-10 48 96 Aroclor-1248 7,600 100
SB-05C 24 48 Aroclor-1248 7,000 100
SW-3 6 12 Aroclor-1248 6,500 100
SS-04 12 24 Aroclor-1248 5,800 100
SB-07 48 96 Aroclor-1248 5,300 100
SB-19 0 48 Aroclor-1248 5,000 100

LLCD21 12 24 Aroclor-1248 4,960 100
SB-05B 24 48 Aroclor-1248 4,800 100
MW-03 24 72 Aroclor-1248 4,700 100

Aroclor-1248

Aroclor-1242
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Table 
PCB Maximum Soil Concentrations by Location

Location 
ID

Starting 
Depth (in)

Ending 
Depth (in)

Chemical Name
Result 
(µg/kg)

Unrestricted Use NYS 
Soil Criteria (µg/kg)

LLCD08 12 24 Aroclor-1248 4,100 100
SS-21 6 12 Aroclor-1248 3,700 100
SW-4 6 12 Aroclor-1248 3,600 100

LLCD32 0 12 Aroclor-1248 3,300 100
SS-02 6 12 Aroclor-1248 3,100 100
SB-05 0 48 Aroclor-1248 3,000 100
SB-03 48 96 Aroclor-1248 2,800 100
SB-08 48 96 Aroclor-1248 2,800 100
SB-11 48 96 Aroclor-1248 2,600 100
SS-07 0 6 Aroclor-1248 2,500 100

MW-01 24 72 Aroclor-1248 2,500 100
SS-31 12 24 Aroclor-1248 1,900 100
SP-01 6 12 Aroclor-1248 1,700 100

MW-02 24 72 Aroclor-1248 1,700 100
SP-03 6 12 Aroclor-1248 1,600 100
SS-27 0 6 Aroclor-1248 1,500 100
SB-17 48 96 Aroclor-1248 1,400 100
SS-05 12 24 Aroclor-1248 1,000 100
SS-11 0 6 Aroclor-1248 1,000 100
SS-03 12 24 Aroclor-1248 840 100
SP-02 6 12 Aroclor-1248 770 100

SB-05A 24 48 Aroclor-1248 750 100
SB-16 48 96 Aroclor-1248 540 100
SB-13 96 144 Aroclor-1248 520 100
SW-7 0 6 Aroclor-1248 390 100

LLCD40 12 24 Aroclor-1248 363 100
SW-1 6 12 Aroclor-1248 340 100
SW-2 0 6 Aroclor-1248 300 100

LLCD28 0 12 Aroclor-1248 265 100
SB-01 48 96 Aroclor-1248 170 100
SS-14 0 6 Aroclor-1248 160 100

LLCD14 0 12 Aroclor-1248 116 100
SS-06 0 6 Aroclor-1248 100 100
SS-15 0 6 Aroclor-1248 99 100
SB-12 48 96 Aroclor-1248 71 100

LLCD13 0 12 Aroclor-1248 69 100
SB-1501 54 60 Aroclor-1248 66 100
SB-1500 30 36 Aroclor-1248 62 100
SS-01 0 6 Aroclor-1248 47 100
SB-18 96 144 Aroclor-1248 44 100

SB-1502 0 6 Aroclor-1248 28 100
LLCD02 0 12 Aroclor-1248 26.3 100

SS-29 0 6 Aroclor-1254 100,000 100
SS-16 0 6 Aroclor-1254 83,000 100
SS-13 0 6 Aroclor-1254 76,000 100
SS-24 6 12 Aroclor-1254 76,000 100
SS-10 0 6 Aroclor-1254 57,000 100
SS-28 0 6 Aroclor-1254 55,000 100
SS-08 0 6 Aroclor-1254 48,000 100

Aroclor-1254
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Table 
PCB Maximum Soil Concentrations by Location

Location 
ID

Starting 
Depth (in)

Ending 
Depth (in)

Chemical Name
Result 
(µg/kg)

Unrestricted Use NYS 
Soil Criteria (µg/kg)

SS-25 0 6 Aroclor-1254 36,000 100
SS-30 0 6 Aroclor-1254 35,000 100
SS-12 0 6 Aroclor-1254 14,000 100
SS-26 12 24 Aroclor-1254 12,000 100
SS-09 0 6 Aroclor-1254 5,600 100
SS-04 12 24 Aroclor-1254 2,900 100
SS-02 6 12 Aroclor-1254 1,500 100
SS-07 0 6 Aroclor-1254 1,500 100
SS-27 0 6 Aroclor-1254 1,300 100
SS-05 12 24 Aroclor-1254 600 100
SS-11 0 6 Aroclor-1254 550 100
SS-03 12 24 Aroclor-1254 450 100
SB-01 48 96 Aroclor-1254 140 100
SS-14 0 6 Aroclor-1254 92 100
SS-06 0 6 Aroclor-1254 79 100
SB-17 96 144 Aroclor-1254 68 100
SS-15 0 6 Aroclor-1254 52 100

R3-15 12 24 Aroclor-1260 5,180 100
LLCD38 12 24 Aroclor-1260 2,940 100
LLCD27 12 24 Aroclor-1260 2,910 100
LLCD35 0 12 Aroclor-1260 2,140 100

R3-13 0 6 Aroclor-1260 1,930 100
LLCD29 12 24 Aroclor-1260 1,670 100

SS-31 12 24 Aroclor-1260 1,100 100
LLCD28 0 12 Aroclor-1260 1,090 100
LLCD32 0 12 Aroclor-1260 930 100
LLCD25 0 12 Aroclor-1260 851 100
LLCD21 12 24 Aroclor-1260 711 100
LLCD08 12 24 Aroclor-1260 546 100
SB-1505 30 36 Aroclor-1260 510 100
SB-T4A 54 60 Aroclor-1260 380 100
R3-14 60 72 Aroclor-1260 299 100

LLCD13 0 12 Aroclor-1260 235 100
SB-1509 54 60 Aroclor-1260 110 100
LLCD01 12 24 Aroclor-1260 69.3 100
LLCD02 0 12 Aroclor-1260 55 100
LLCD34 12 24 Aroclor-1260 36.5 100
LLCD39 0 12 Aroclor-1260 34.9 100
LLCD14 0 12 Aroclor-1260 34.7 100

Notes:
Highlighted cells indicate results greater than the Unrestricted Use NYS Soil Criteria
NYS - New York State
in - inches
µg/kg - micrograms per kilogram

Aroclor-1260
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Table
PCB Maximum Sediment Concentrations by Location

Location 
ID

Starting 
Depth (in)

Ending 
Depth (in)

Chemical Name
Result 
(ug/kg)

NYS 
Sediment 
Criteria 
(µg/kg)

TSCA High 
Occupancy Area 

Minimum 
Criteria (µg/kg)

SED-04 12 24 Aroclor-1242 56,000 0.03 1,000
SED-03 0 6 Aroclor-1242 48,000 0.03 1,000
R3-11 6 12 Aroclor-1242 43,000 0.03 1,000
R3-9 0 6 Aroclor-1242 19,000 0.03 1,000
R2-11 18 24 Aroclor-1242 15,000 0.03 1,000
R3-3 18 24 Aroclor-1242 9,800 0.03 1,000
R3-8 18 24 Aroclor-1242 9,400 0.03 1,000
R3-6 6 12 Aroclor-1242 7,700 0.03 1,000
R3-7 18 24 Aroclor-1242 7,300 0.03 1,000
R2-12 18 24 Aroclor-1242 7,000 0.03 1,000
R3-5 18 24 Aroclor-1242 6,200 0.03 1,000
R2-9 18 24 Aroclor-1242 4,600 0.03 1,000
R3-2 18 24 Aroclor-1242 4,200 0.03 1,000
R2-10 18 24 Aroclor-1242 3,800 0.03 1,000
R3-4 6 12 Aroclor-1242 3,300 0.03 1,000
R2-8 18 24 Aroclor-1242 2,800 0.03 1,000
R3-1 0 6 Aroclor-1242 2,200 0.03 1,000
R2-14 18 24 Aroclor-1242 2,000 0.03 1,000
R2-15 6 12 Aroclor-1242 2,000 0.03 1,000
R2-16 18 24 Aroclor-1242 1,400 0.03 1,000
R2-4 0 6 Aroclor-1242 1,200 0.03 1,000
R2-13 0 6 Aroclor-1242 1,100 0.03 1,000
R3-10 6 12 Aroclor-1242 920 0.03 1,000
R1-2 0 6 Aroclor-1242 230 0.03 1,000
R2-17 0 6 Aroclor-1242 170 0.03 1,000
R2-7 0 6 Aroclor-1242 140 0.03 1,000
R2-1 18 24 Aroclor-1242 61 0.03 1,000
R1-4 0 6 Aroclor-1242 55 0.03 1,000
R1-1 0 6 Aroclor-1242 49 0.03 1,000
R1-3 0 6 Aroclor-1242 49 0.03 1,000

R3-13 0 6 Aroclor-1248 315,000 0.03 1,000
R3-15 12 24 Aroclor-1248 303,000 0.03 1,000
R3-8 78 84 Aroclor-1248 69,000 0.03 1,000

SED-01 12 24 Aroclor-1248 31,000 0.03 1,000
R2-11 18 24 Aroclor-1248 26,000 0.03 1,000

SED-02 12 24 Aroclor-1248 25,000 0.03 1,000
R3-3 42 48 Aroclor-1248 24,000 0.03 1,000
R3-12 18 24 Aroclor-1248 15,000 0.03 1,000
R3-14 60 72 Aroclor-1248 12,300 0.03 1,000
R3-11 6 12 Aroclor-1248 8,300 0.03 1,000
R2-15 30 36 Aroclor-1248 5,500 0.03 1,000

SED-12 0 6 Aroclor-1248 1,800 0.03 1,000
SED-11 0 6 Aroclor-1248 1,400 0.03 1,000

R2-7 6 12 Aroclor-1248 150 0.03 1,000
SED-06 0 6 Aroclor-1248 61 0.03 1,000

Aroclor-1248

Aroclor-1242
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Table
PCB Maximum Sediment Concentrations by Location

Location 
ID

Starting 
Depth (in)

Ending 
Depth (in)

Chemical Name
Result 
(ug/kg)

NYS 
Sediment 
Criteria 
(µg/kg)

TSCA High 
Occupancy Area 

Minimum 
Criteria (µg/kg)

SED-01 12 24 Aroclor-1260 11,000 0.03 1,000
SED-02 12 24 Aroclor-1260 13,000 0.03 1,000
SED-03 0 6 Aroclor-1260 9,400 0.03 1,000
SED-04 12 24 Aroclor-1260 8,300 0.03 1,000
SED-11 0 6 Aroclor-1260 570 0.03 1,000
SED-12 0 6 Aroclor-1260 790 0.03 1,000

R2-15 0 6 Aroclor-1260 18,000 0.03 1,000
Notes:
Highlighted cells indicate results greater than the TSCA High Occupancy Area Minimum Criteria
PCB - polychlorinated biphenyl
NYS - New York State
TSCA - Toxic Substances Control Act
in - inches
µg/kg - micrograms per kilogram

Aroclor-1260

Aroclor-1254
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Exposure
 Point

Chemical of 
Concern

Concentration
 Units

Frequency of 
Detection

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units

Statistical 
Measure

Min Max

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 0.08 36.2 mg/kg 27/34 9.2 mg/kg 97.5% KM

Benzo(a)pyrene 0.06 27.4 mg/kg 30/34 5.82 mg/kg 95% KM

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.06 29.1 mg/kg 28/34 6.13 mg/kg 95% KM
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 0.08 6.4 mg/kg 22/34 0.96 mg/kg 95%KM
Chromium 7.04 1320 mg/kg 52/52 275 mg/kg 95% Cheby

Aroclor 1248 0.03 86.1 mg/kg 19/37 11.41 mg/kg 95% KM
Aroclor 1260 0.03 2.94 mg/kg 22/37 0.68 mg/kg 95% KM

Min Max
Lower Ley 

Creek Benzo(a)pyrene 0.0593 27.4 mg/kg 27/28 11 mg/kg 97.5% KM
Chromium 8.1 1320 mg/kg 33/33 414 mg/kg 95% Cheby

Aroclor 1248 0.0263 86.1 mg/kg 18/33 11.86 mg/kg 95% KM

Table 4.1
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 

Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Concentration 
Detected

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Medium:  Soil
Exposure Medium:  Upland soils to a depth of 2 feet

Exposure
 Point

Chemical of 
Concern

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Medium:  Soil
Exposure Medium:  Upland soils to a depth of 8 feet

Statistical 
Measure

Concentration 
Detected

Concentration
 Units

Frequency of 
Detection

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units



Min Max

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 0.01 47 mg/kg 64/67 12.21 mg/kg 97.5% KM

Benzo(a)pyrene 0.014 32 mg/kg 61/67 8.888 mg/kg 97.5% KM

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.011 42 mg/kg 63/67 12.2 mg/kg 97.5% KM
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 0.0092 4.9 mg/kg 30/67 0.73 mg/kg 95% KM
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 0.012 23 mg/kg 62/67 5.397 mg/kg 95% KM
Arsenic 0.95 23.6 mg/kg 68/68 8.331 mg/kg 95% gamma

Chromium 2.2 1090 mg/kg 67/68 203.2 mg/kg 95% KM
Aroclor 1242 0.061 43 mg/kg 47/67 5.508 mg/kg 95% KM
Aroclor 1260 18 18 mg/kg 1/67 18 mg/kg Max

Min Max

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 0.13 2.8 mg/kg 12/12 1.132 mg/kg 95% gamma

Benzo(a)pyrene 0.12 3.2 mg/kg 12/12 1.309 mg/kg 95% gamma

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.2 4.5 mg/kg 12/12 1.893 mg/kg 95% gamma
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 0.024 0.14 mg/kg 5/12 0.126 mg/kg 95% KM
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 0.13 1.9 mg/kg 11/12 1.173 mg/kg 95% KM

Aroclor 1248 0.23 1.7 mg/kg 7/12 1.011 mg/kg 95% KM

Table 4.1
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 

Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Medium:  Sediment
Exposure Medium: Lower Ley Creek

Exposure
 Point

Chemical of 
Concern

Concentration Concentration
 Units

Frequency of 
Detection

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units

Statistical 
Measure

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Medium:  Sediment
Exposure Medium: Dredge Spoils Area

Exposure
 Point

Chemical of 
Concern

Concentration Concentration
 Units

Frequency of 
Detection

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units

Statistical 
Measure



Min Max

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium 3.7 8.4 ug/l 2/22 4.422 ug/l 95% KM

Min Max

Lower Ley 
Creek Arsenic 0.92J 1.9J mg/kg 12/14 1.419 mg/kg 95% KM

Chromium 5.5J 61.7 mg/kg 2/14 43.68 mg/kg 95% KM
Mercury 0.24 0.74 mg/kg 7/14 0.478 mg/kg 95% KM

Aroclor 1254 0.17 2 mg/kg 14/14 1.179 mg/kg 95% H
Aroclor 1260 0.087 0.86 mg/kg 14/14 0.58 mg/kg 95% Cheby

95% KM:  UCL based on the Kaplan-Meier Method
97.5% KM:  UCL based on the Kaplan-Meier Method

95% Cheby:  UCL based on the Chebyshev Method
95% H:  UCL based on Lands H-statistic
Max:  Maximum detected concentration used

95% gamma:  UCL based on the gamma distribution

Table 4.1
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 

Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Medium:  Surface Water
Exposure Medium: Surface Water

Exposure
 Point

Chemical of 
Concern

Concentration Concentration
 Units

Frequency of 
Detection

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units

Statistical 
Measure

Scenario Timeframe:  Fish Tissue
Medium:  
Exposure Medium: Surface Water

Exposure
 Point

Chemical of 
Concern

Concentration Concentration
 Units

Frequency of 
Detection

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units

Statistical 
Measure



Scenario 
Timeframe

Medium Exposure
 Medium

Exposure 
Point

Receptor
Population

Receptor
 Age

Exposure 
Route

Type of 
Analysis

Rationale for Selection or 
Exclusion of Exposure Pathway

Current/Future Soil

Upland soils 
to a depth of 
8 feet

Lower Ley 
Creek

Consturction 
worker (future) Adult Dermal Quantitative

Dermal conact with contamined soils 
during construction activities is 
possible.

Adult Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingetion of contaminated 
soils during construction activities is 
possible.

Recreational 
Visitor Adult Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
soils during hiking or other 
recreational activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
soils during hiking or other 
recreational activities is possible

Older 
child (6-
16 yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
soils during hiking or other 
recreational activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
soils during hiking or other 
recreational activities is possible

Child (<6 
yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
soils during hiking or other 
recreational activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
soils during hiking or other 
recreational activities is possible

Sediment

Sediment to 
a depth of 12 
inches

Lower Ley 
Creek

Construction 
worker (future) Adult Dermal Quantitative

Dermal conact with contamined 
sediments during construction 
activities is possible.

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingetion of contaminated 
sediments during construction 
activities is possible.

Table 4.2
Selection of Exposure Pathways



Scenario 
Timeframe

Medium Exposure
 Medium

Exposure 
Point

Receptor
Population

Receptor
Age

Exposure 
Route

Type of 
Analysis

Rationale for Selection or 
Exclusion of Exposure Pathway

Sediment to 
a depth of 12 
inches

Lower Ley 
Creek

Recreational 
Visitor Adult Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Older 
child (6-
16 yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Child (<6 
yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Sediment

Sediment to 
a depth of 12 
inches

Dredge Spoils 
Area

Recreational 
Visitor Adult Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Older 
child (6-
16 yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Table 4.2
Selection of Exposure Pathways



Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Child (<6 
yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
sediments during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Surface 
Water

Surface 
Water

 Lower Ley 
Creek

Recreational 
Visitor Adult Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
surface water during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
surface water during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Older 
child (6-
16 yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
surface water during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
surface water during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Child (<6 
yrs) Dermal Quantitative

Dermal contact with contaminated 
surface water during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Ingestion Quantitative

Incidental ingestion of contaminated 
surface water during angling or other 
wading activities is possible

Edible Fish
Edible fish 
tissue

Lower Ley 
Creek

Recreational 
anglers and fish 
consumers Adult Ingestion Quantitative

Edible fish with contaminated filets 
have been detected in Ley Creek.  It is 
possible that nearby residents or other 
anglers would catch and eat these fish.



Scenario 
Timeframe

Medium Exposure
 Medium

Exposure 
Point

Receptor
Population

Receptor
Age

Exposure 
Route

Type of 
Analysis

Rationale for Selection or 
Exclusion of Exposure Pathway

Older 
child (6-
16 yrs) Ingestion Qualitative

This scenario is possible due to the 
existence of a possible subsistence 
fishing community within the greater 
Onondaga Lake area

Child (<6 
yrs) Ingestion Qualitative

This scenario is possible due to the 
existence of a possible subsistence 
fishing community within the greater 
Onondaga Lake area

Edible 
waterfowl 
and turgles Edible tissue

 Lower Ley 
Creek

 Hunters and their 
families Adult Ingestion Qualitative

Hunting is leagally permitted on 
nearby Onondaga Lake.  There is a 
state-wide advisory recommending 
restricted consumption of water fowl 
and snapping turtles.  The lack of 
ingestion rates for water fowl and 
turtles precludes quantitative analysis 
of this pathway.

Older 
child (6-
16 yrs) Ingestion Qualitative

Hunting is leagally permitted on 
nearby Onondaga Lake. There is a 
state-wide advisory recommending 
restricted consumption of water fowl 
and snapping turtles.  The lack of 
ingestion rates for waterfowl and 
turtles precludes quantitative analysis 
of this pathway.

Child (<6 
yrs) Ingestion Qualitative

Hunting is leagally permitted on 
nearby Onondaga Lake.  There is a 
state-wide advisory recommending 
restricted consumption of water fowl 
and snapping turtles.  The lack of 
ingestion rates for waterfowl and 
turtles precludes quantitative analysis 
of this pathway.

Table 4.2
Selection of Exposure Pathways



Chemicals 
of Concern

Chronic/
Subchronic

Oral RfD
Value

Oral RfD 
Units

Absorp.
Efficiency 
(Dermal)

Adjusted 
RfD 

(Dermal)

Adj. Dermal 
RfD Units

Primary 
Target 
Organ

Combined
Uncertainty
/Modifying 

Factors

Sources 
of RfD Target 

Organ

Dates of
RfD

Benzo(a)-
anthracene -- -- -- 1 -- -- -- -- -- --

Benzo(a)pyrene -- -- -- 1 -- -- -- -- -- --
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene -- -- -- 1 -- -- -- -- -- --
Dibenzo-

(ah)anthracene -- -- -- 1 -- -- -- -- -- --
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene -- -- -- 1 -- -- -- -- -- --

Arsenic Chronic 3.00E-04 mg/kg-day 1 3.00E-04 mg/kg-day Skin 10/1 IRIS 2/1/1993

Chromium (VI) Chronic 3.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.025 7.50E-05 mg/kg-day GI 300/3 IRIS 9/3/1998

Mercury (as 
Mercuric Chloride) Chronic 3.00E-04 mg/kg-day 0.07 2.10E-05 mg/kg-day Immune 1000/1 IRIS 5/1/1995

Aroclor 1248 Chronic 2.00E-05 mg/kg-day 1 2.00E-05 mg/kg-day Systemic 300/1 IRIS 11/1/1996

Aroclor 1260 Chronic 2.00E-05 mg/kg-day 1 2.00E-05 mg/kg-day Systemic 300/1 IRIS 11/1/1996

Toxicity values based on USEPA Reginal Screening Level (RSL) Table (Updated April 2012; accessed May 2012)

Table 4.3 
Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Ingestion/Dermal



Chemical of Concern Oral Cancer
Slope Factor

Units Adjusted 
Cancer Slope 

Factor
(for Dermal)

Slope Factor
Units

Weight of
Evidence/

Cancer
Guideline

Source Date

Benzo(a)-
anthracene 7.30E-01

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day B21 E 3/1/1994

Benzo(a)pyrene 7.30E+00

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day B21 IRIS 11/1/1994

Benzo(b)-
fluoranthene 7.30E-01

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day B21 E 3/1/1994

Dibenzo-
(ah)anthracene 7.30E+00

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day B21 E 3/1/1994

Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 7.30E-01

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day B21 E 3/1/1994

Arsenic 1.50E+00

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day A IRIS 4/10/1998

Chromium (VI) 5.00E-01

per 
mg/kd-

day 0.025
per mg/kd-

day Likely J 4/8/2009
Mercury (as 

Mercuric Chloride) NA

Aroclor 1248 2.00E+00

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day B2 IRIS 6/1/1997

Aroclor 1260 2.00E+00

per 
mg/kd-

day 1
per mg/kd-

day B2 IRIS 6/1/1997

E = Evnironmental Criteria and Assessment Office Weight of Evidence
J = New Jersey A = Human carcinogen
NA = Chemical is not classified as a carcinogen. B2 = Probably human carcinogen

B21 = These chemcials demonstrate a mutagenic mode of action (MOA) and will be evaluted in accordance
with EPA's cancer guidelines.

Table 4.4 
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary  

Pathway: Ingestion/ Dermal



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Soil

Surface Soils 
0-2 Feet in 

Depth
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Chromium GI 8.00E-02 NA NA 8.00E-02

Aroclor 1248 Systemic 3.00E-01 NA 8.00E-01 1.10E+00
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 2.00E-02 NA 5.00E-02 7.00E-02

Exposure Medium Total 1.25E+00

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Soil

Surface Soils 
0-2 Feet in 

Depth
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Chromium GI 2.00E-02 NA NA 2.00E-02

Aroclor 1248 Systemic 1.00E-01 NA 3.00E-01 4.00E-01
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 6.00E-03 NA 2.00E-02 2.60E-02

Exposure Medium Total 4.46E-01

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Older Child (6 to <16 )

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Primary target 
Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard QuotientPrimary target 
Organ



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Soil

Surface Soils 
0-2 Feet in 

Depth
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Chromium GI 7.00E-01 NA NA 7.00E-01

Aroclor 1248 Systemic 3.00E+00 NA 2.00E+01 2.30E+01
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 2.00E-01 NA 1.00E+00 1.20E+00

Exposure Medium Total 2.49E+01

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Soil

Surface Soils 
0-8 Feet in 

Depth
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Chromium GI 3.00E-01 NA NA 3.00E-01

Aroclor 1248 Systemic 2.00E+00 NA 4.00E+00 6.00E+00
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 1.00E-01 NA 2.00E-01 3.00E-01

Exposure Medium Total 6.60E+00

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Construction Worker
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Primary target 
Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Younger Child (less than 6)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Primary target 
Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 4.00E-03 NA 2.00E-03 6.00E-03

Chromium GI 1.00E-02 NA NA 1.00E-02
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 1.00E-02 NA 3.00E-02 4.00E-02
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 2.00E-01 NA 4.00E-01 6.00E-01

Exposure Medium Total 6.56E-01

Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Dredge 

Spoils Area
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 1.00E-02 NA 7.00E-03 1.70E-02

Chromium GI 4.00E-02 NA NA 4.00E-02
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 4.00E-03 NA 9.00E-03 1.30E-02
Aroclor 1248 Systemic 3.00E-02 NA 7.00E-02 1.00E-01

Exposure Medium Total 1.53E-01

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Primary target 
Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient



Surface 
Water Surface Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium GI 3.00E-04 NA 1.00E-02 1.03E-02

Exposure Medium Total 1.03E-02

Fish 
Tissue Fish Tissue

Lower Ley 
Creek Arsenic Skin 1.00E+01 NA NA 1.00E+01

Chromium GI 5.00E+00 NA NA 5.00E+00
Mercury Immune 2.00E+00 NA NA 2.00E+00

Aroclor 1242 Systemic 1.00E+01 NA NA 1.00E+01
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 7.00E+00 NA NA 7.00E+00

Exposure Medium Total 3.40E+01

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 5.00E-03 NA 2.00E-02 2.50E-02

Chromium GI 1.00E-02 NA NA 1.00E-02
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 2.00E-02 NA 4.00E-01 4.20E-01
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 2.00E-01 NA 5.00E+00 5.20E+00

Exposure Medium Total 5.66E+00

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Older Child (6 - <16)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Primary target 
Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient



Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Dredge 

Spoils Area
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 2.00E-02 NA 9.00E-02 1.10E-01

Chromium GI 5.00E-02 NA NA 5.00E-02
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 4.00E-03 NA 1.00E-01 1.04E-01
Aroclor 1248 Systemic 3.00E-02 NA 9.00E-01 9.30E-01

Exposure Medium Total 1.08E+00

Surface 
Water Surface Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium GI 4.00E-04 NA 8.00E-03 8.40E-03

Exposure Medium Total 8.40E-03

Fish 
Tissue Fish Tissue

Lower Ley 
Creek Arsenic Skin 1.00E+00 NA NA 1.00E+00

Chromium GI 4.00E+00 NA NA 4.00E+00
Mercury Immune 1.00E+00 NA NA 1.00E+00

Aroclor 1242 Systemic 1.00E+01 NA NA 1.00E+01
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 6.00E+00 NA NA 6.00E+00

Exposure Medium Total 2.20E+01

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 4.00E-02 NA 4.00E-02 8.00E-02

Chromium GI 1.00E-01 NA NA 1.00E-01
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 1.00E-01 NA 7.00E-01 8.00E-01
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 1.00E+00 NA 8.00E+00 9.00E+00

Exposure Medium Total 9.98E+00

Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Dredge 

Spoils Area
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 1.00E-01 NA 1.00E-01 2.00E-01

Chromium GI 4.00E-01 NA NA 4.00E-01
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 3.00E-02 NA 2.00E-01 2.30E-01
Aroclor 1248 Systemic 3.00E-01 NA 1.00E+00 1.30E+00

Exposure Medium Total 1.93E+00

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Young Child (less than 6)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Primary target 
Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient



Surface 
Water Surface Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium GI 2.00E-03 NA 2.00E-02 2.20E-02

Exposure Medium Total 2.20E-02

Fish 
Tissue Fish Tissue

Lower Ley 
Creek Arsenic Skin 2.00E+00 NA NA 2.00E+00

Chromium GI 8.00E+00 NA NA 8.00E+00
Mercury Immune 3.00E+00 NA NA 3.00E+00

Aroclor 1242 Systemic 2.00E+01 NA NA 2.00E+01
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 1.00E+01 NA NA 1.00E+01

Exposure Medium Total 4.30E+01

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 
Routes Total

Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Lower Ley 

Creek
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 7.00E-03 NA 3.00E-03 1.00E-02

Chromium GI 2.00E-02 NA NA 2.00E-02
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 3.00E-02 NA 6.00E-02 9.00E-02
Aroclor 1260 Systemic 3.00E-01 NA 6.00E-01 9.00E-01

Exposure Medium Total 1.02E+00

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Construction Worker
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of 
Concern

Primary target 
Organ

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient



Sediment

Sediment to a 
depth of 12 

inches
Dredge 

Spoils Area
Benzo(a)-

anthracene NA

Benzo(a)pyrene NA
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene NA
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene NA
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene NA
Arsenic Skin 8.00E-03 NA 4.00E-03 1.20E-02

Chromium GI 2.00E-02 NA NA 2.00E-02
Aroclor 1242 Systemic 2.00E-03 NA 4.00E-03 6.00E-03
Aroclor 1248 Systemic 2.00E-02 NA 4.00E-02 6.00E-02

Exposure Medium Total 8.60E-02

Surface 
Water Surface Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium GI 2.00E-05 NA 7.00E-04 7.20E-04

Exposure Medium Total 7.20E-04

Table 4.5
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Soil

Surface 
Soil 0 - 2 
feet depth

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 1.00E-07 NA 3.00E-07 4.00E-07

Benzo(a)pyrene 9.00E-07 NA 2.00E-06 2.90E-06
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 1.00E-07 NA 3.00E-07 4.00E-07
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 2.00E-07 NA 5.00E-07 7.00E-07
Chromium 4.00E-06 NA NA 4.00E-06

Aroclor 1248 4.00E-07 NA 1.00E-06 1.40E-06
Aroclor 1260 3.00E-08 NA 6.00E-08 9.00E-08

Exposure Medium Total 9.89E-06

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Soil

Surface 
Soil 0 - 2 
feet depth

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 4.00E-06 NA 6.00E-05 6.40E-05

2.00E-05 2.00E-04 NA 4.00E-04 6.00E-04
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 3.00E-06 NA 4.00E-05 4.30E-05
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 6.00E-06 NA 1.00E-04 1.06E-04
Chromium 2.00E-05 NA NA 2.00E-05

Aroclor 1248 2.00E-06 NA 6.00E-05 6.20E-05
Aroclor 1260 1.00E-07 NA 4.00E-06 4.10E-06

Exposure Medium Total 8.99E-04

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Older Child (6 - <16)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Soil

Surface 
Soil 0 - 2 
feet depth

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 2.00E-05 NA 1.00E-04 1.20E-04

Benzo(a)pyrene 2.00E-04 NA 9.00E-04 1.10E-03
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 2.00E-05 NA 9.00E-05 1.10E-04
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 4.00E-05 NA 2.00E-04 2.40E-04
Chromium 9.00E-05 NA NA 9.00E-05

Aroclor 1248 1.00E-05 NA 6.00E-05 7.00E-05
Aroclor 1260 7.00E-07 NA 4.00E-06 4.70E-06

Exposure Medium Total 1.73E-03

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Soil

Surface 
Soil 0 - 8 
feet depth

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 6.00E-07 NA 1.00E-06 1.60E-06

Benzo(a)pyrene 4.00E-06 NA 8.00E-06 1.20E-05
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 4.00E-07 NA 8.00E-07 1.20E-06
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 6.00E-07 NA 1.00E-06 1.60E-06
Chromium 1.00E-05 NA 1.00E-05

Aroclor 1248 2.00E-06 NA 5.00E-06 7.00E-06
Aroclor 1260 1.00E-07 NA 3.00E-07 4.00E-07

Exposure Medium Total 3.38E-05

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Construction Worker
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Young Child (less than 6)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 7.00E-07 NA 1.00E-06 1.70E-06

Benzo(a)pyrene 5.00E-06 NA 1.00E-05 1.50E-05
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 7.00E-07 NA 1.00E-06 1.70E-06
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 4.00E-07 NA 9.00E-07 1.30E-06
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 3.00E-07 NA 6.00E-07 9.00E-07
Arsenic 7.00E-07 NA 4.00E-07 1.10E-06

Chromium 7.00E-06 NA NA 7.00E-06
Aroclor 1248 8.00E-07 NA 2.00E-06 2.80E-06
Aroclor 1260 3.00E-06 NA 6.00E-06 9.00E-06

Exposure Medium Total 4.05E-05

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Dredge 
Spoils Area Benzo(a)anthracene 2.00E-07 NA 4.00E-07 6.00E-07

Benzo(a)pyrene 2.00E-06 NA 5.00E-06 7.00E-06
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 3.00E-07 NA 7.00E-07 1.00E-06
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 2.00E-07 NA 5.00E-07 7.00E-07
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 2.00E-07 NA 5.00E-07 7.00E-07
Arsenic 3.00E-06 NA 1.00E-06 4.00E-06

Chromium 3.00E-05 NA NA 3.00E-05
Aroclor 1248 2.00E-07 NA 5.00E-07 7.00E-07
Aroclor 1248 5.00E-07 NA 1.00E-06 1.50E-06

Exposure Medium Total 4.62E-05

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Surface 
Water

Surface 
Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium 2.00E-07 NA 6.00E-06 6.20E-06

Exposure Medium Total 6.20E-06

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Fish 
Tissue Fish Tissue

Lower Ley 
Creek Arsenic 3.00E-04 NA NA 3.00E-04

Chromium 3.00E-03 NA NA 3.00E-03
Mercury NA NA NA

Total Aroclors 3.00E-04 NA NA 3.00E-04
Exposure Medium Total 3.60E-03

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 3.00E-07 NA 6.00E-06 6.30E-06

Benzo(a)pyrene 9.00E-06 NA 2.00E-04 2.09E-04
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 3.00E-07 NA 6.00E-06 6.30E-06
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 8.00E-07 NA 1.00E-05 1.08E-05
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 1.00E-07 NA 3.00E-06 3.10E-06
Arsenic 3.00E-07 NA 2.00E-06 2.30E-06

Chromium 3.00E-06 NA NA 3.00E-06
Aroclor 1248 3.00E-07 NA 8.00E-06 8.30E-06
Aroclor 1260 1.00E-06 NA 3.00E-05 3.10E-05

Exposure Medium Total 2.80E-04

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Older Child (6 - <16)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Dredge 
Spoils Area Benzo(a)anthracene 8.00E-08 NA 2.00E-06 2.08E-06

Benzo(a)pyrene 5.00E-06 NA 7.00E-05 7.50E-05
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 1.00E-07 NA 2.00E-07 3.00E-07
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 4.00E-07 NA 7.00E-06 7.40E-06
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 8.00E-08 NA 2.00E-06 2.08E-06
Arsenic 1.00E-06 NA 6.00E-06 7.00E-06

Chromium 1.00E-05 NA NA 1.00E-05
Aroclor 1242 9.00E-08 NA 2.00E-06 2.09E-06
Aroclor 1248 2.00E-07 NA 5.00E-06 5.20E-06

Exposure Medium Total 1.09E-04

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Surface 
Water

Surface 
Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium 9.00E-08 NA 2.00E-06 2.09E-06

Exposure Medium Total 2.09E-06

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Fish 
Tissue Fish Tissue

Lower Ley 
Creek Arsenic 7.00E-05 NA NA 7.00E-05

Chromium 9.00E-04 NA NA 9.00E-04
Mercury NA NA NA

Total Aroclors 7.00E-05 NA NA 7.00E-05
Exposure Medium Total 1.04E-03

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Older Child (6 - <16)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Older Child (6 - <16)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Older Child (6 - <16)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 1.00E-06 NA 6.00E-06 7.00E-06

Benzo(a)pyrene 6.00E-05 NA 4.00E-04 4.60E-04
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 1.00E-06 NA 6.00E-06 7.00E-06
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 5.00E-06 NA 3.00E-05 3.50E-05
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 5.00E-07 NA 3.00E-06 3.50E-06
Arsenic 1.00E-06 NA 2.00E-06 3.00E-06

Chromium 1.00E-05 NA NA 1.00E-05
Aroclor 1242 2.00E-06 NA 8.00E-06 1.00E-05
Aroclor 1260 5.00E-06 NA 3.00E-05 3.50E-05

Exposure Medium Total 5.71E-04

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Dredge 
Spoils Area Benzo(a)anthracene 4.00E-07 NA 2.00E-06 2.40E-06

Benzo(a)pyrene 3.00E-05 NA 2.00E-04 2.30E-04
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 6.00E-07 NA 3.00E-06 3.60E-06
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 3.00E-06 NA 2.00E-05 2.30E-05
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 4.00E-07 NA 2.00E-06 2.40E-06
Arsenic 5.00E-06 NA 6.00E-06 1.10E-05

Chromium 5.00E-05 NA NA 5.00E-05
Aroclor 1242 4.00E-07 NA 2.00E-06 2.40E-06
Aroclor 1248 9.00E-07 NA 5.00E-06 5.90E-06

Exposure Medium Total 3.31E-04

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Young Child (less than 6)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Young Child (less than 6 )

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Surface 
Water

Surface 
Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium 2.00E-07 NA 2.00E-06 2.20E-06

Exposure Medium Total 2.20E-06

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Fish 
Tissue Fish Tissue

Lower Ley 
Creek Arsenic 8.00E-05 NA NA 8.00E-05

Chromium 1.00E-03 NA NA 1.00E-03
Mercury NA NA NA

Total Aroclors 9.00E-05 NA NA 9.00E-05
Exposure Medium Total 1.17E-03

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Lower Ley 
Creek Benzo(a)anthracene 8.00E-08 NA 2.00E-07 2.80E-07

Benzo(a)pyrene 6.00E-07 NA 1.00E-06 1.60E-06
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 8.00E-08 NA 2.00E-07 2.80E-07
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 5.00E-08 NA 1.00E-07 1.50E-07
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 5.00E-08 NA 7.00E-08 1.20E-07
Arsenic 9.00E-08 NA 4.00E-08 1.30E-07

Chromium 9.00E-07 NA NA 9.00E-07
Aroclor 1242 1.00E-07 NA 2.00E-07 3.00E-07
Aroclor 1260 3.00E-07 NA 7.00E-07 1.00E-06

Exposure Medium Total 4.76E-06

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Construction Worker
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Young Child (less than 6)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Recreational Visitor
Receptor Age:              Young Child (less than 6)

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Sediment

Sediment 
to a depth 

of 12 
inches

Dredge 
Spoils Area Benzo(a)anthracene 8.00E-09 NA 2.00E-08 2.80E-08

Benzo(a)pyrene 9.00E-08 NA 2.00E-07 2.90E-07
Benzo(b)-

fluoranthene 1.00E-08 NA 3.00E-08 4.00E-08
Dibenz(ah)-
anathracene 8.00E-09 NA 2.00E-08 2.80E-08
Indeno(123-
cd)pyrene 8.00E-09 NA 2.00E-08 2.80E-08
Arsenic 1.00E-07 NA 5.00E-08 1.50E-07

Chromium 1.00E-06 NA NA 1.00E-06
Aroclor 1242 8.00E-09 NA 2.00E-08 2.80E-08
Aroclor 1248 2.00E-08 NA 4.00E-08 6.00E-08

Exposure Medium Total 1.65E-06

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Surface 
Water

Surface 
Water

Lower Ley 
Creek Chromium 7.00E-10 NA 3.00E-08 3.07E-08

Exposure Medium Total 3.07E-08

Table 4.6
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Construction Worker
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future
Receptor Population:   Construction Worker
Receptor Age:              Adult

Medium Exposure 
Medium

Exposure 
Point

Chemical Of Concern  Carcinogenic Risk



TABLE 5.1 Soil Remedial Alternative Cost Estimates 

Description Alternative Soil‐2 (off‐site disposal) Alternative Soil‐2 (local disposal)
Cost Item Units Unit Cost Units Cost Unit Cost Units  Cost

General Site Mobilization LS $40,000 1 $40,000 $40,000 1 $40,000
Excavate Soils CY $15 75,239 $1,128,585 $15 75,239 $1,128,585
Transport and Dispose of Material Off‐site (0‐50 ppm) TON $40 85,772 $3,430,880 $5 85,772 $428,860
Transport and Dispose of Material Off‐Site (50‐500 ppm) TON $225 3,611 $812,475 $225 3,611 $812,475
Transport and Dispose of Material Off‐site (500 ppm+) TON $369 903 $333,207 $369 903 $333,207
Cultural Study hour $100.00 500 $50,000 $100 500 $50,000
Wetland /Habitat Restoration SF $0.35 892,071 $312,225 $0.35 892,071 $312,225
1‐foot capping SF $1 66,034 $66,034 $1 66,034 $66,034
Backfill Soil/Habitat Layer CY $30 75,239 $2,257,170 $30 75,239 $2,257,170

Sub‐Total Construction Costs $8,430,576 $5,428,556
Contingency 15% $1,264,586 $814,283
Total Construction Cost $9,695,162 $6,242,839

Professional and Technical services
Engineering 10% $969,516 $624,284
Construction Management 20% $1,939,032 $1,248,568
Project Management 10% $969,516 $624,284
Sub‐Total Professional and Technical Services $3,878,065 $2,497,136

Local Landfill Construction 0 $880,500
Total Capital Costs (construction, Prof and Tech Services) $13,573,227 $9,620,475

Total Annual Costs 15,000 20,440
Present Value (of Annual Costs‐30 yr) $186,136 $253,640

Total Project Net Present Value $13,759,363 $9,874,115



TABLE 5.2 Sediment Alternative Cost Estimates 
Lower Ley Creek

Description
Cost Item Units Unit Cost Units Cost Unit Cost Units  Cost

0
General Site Mobilization LS $40,000 1 $40,000 $40,000 1 $40,000
Sediment Conditioning Area Construction LS $60,000 1 $60,000 $60,000 1 $60,000
Excavation Equipment Mobiization LS $40,000 1 $40,000 $40,000 1 $40,000
Shallow Excavation from shore CY $15 72,724 $1,090,860 $15 72,724 $1,090,860
Backfill Sediment/Habitat Layer CY $30 19,192 $575,760 $30 19,192 $575,760
Dewater/ condition sediments CY $5 72,724 $363,620 $5 72,724 $363,620
Transport and Dispose of Material Off‐site (0‐50 ppm) TON $40 82,905 $3,316,200 $5 82,905 $414,525
Transport and Dispose of Material Off‐Site (50‐500 ppm) TON $225 3,491 $785,475 $225 3,491 $785,475
Transport and Dispose of Material Off‐site (500 ppm+) TON $369 873 $322,137 $369 873 $322,137
Water Treatment Costs gal $1.00 363,620 $363,620 $1.00 363,620 $363,620

Sub‐Total Construction Costs $6,957,672 $4,055,997
Contingency 15% $1,043,651 $608,400
Total Construction Cost $8,001,323 $4,664,397

Professional and Technical services
Engineering 10% $800,132 $466,440
Construction Management 20% $1,600,265 $932,879
Project Management 10% $800,132 $466,440
Sub‐Total Professional and Technical Services $3,200,529 $1,865,759

Local Landfill Construction $880,500
Total Capital Costs (construction, Prof and Tech Services) $11,201,852 $7,410,655

Total Annual Costs $25,000 $30,440
Present Value (of Annual Costs) $310,226 $377,730
Total Project Net Present Value $11,512,078 $7,788,385

Alternative SED‐3 local disposal)Alternative SED‐3  (off‐site disposal)



Table 5.3 Summary of Present‐Worth Analysis (off‐site and local disposal) ‐ Lower Ley 
Creek

Year
Capital Cost (off‐
site disposal)

Annual 
O&M Cost Total Cost

Discount 
Factor 
(7%)

Present Worth (off‐
site disposal)

0 $24,775,079 $24,775,079 1.000 $24,775,079
1 $40,000 $40,000 0.935 $37,400
2 $40,000 $40,000 0.873 $34,920
3 $40,000 $40,000 0.816 $32,640
4 $40,000 $40,000 0.763 $30,520
5 $40,000 $40,000 0.713 $28,520
6 $40,000 $40,000 0.666 $26,640
7 $40,000 $40,000 0.623 $24,920
8 $40,000 $40,000 0.582 $23,280
9 $40,000 $40,000 0.544 $21,760

10 $40,000 $40,000 0.508 $20,320
11 $40,000 $40,000 0.475 $19,000
12 $40,000 $40,000 0.444 $17,760
13 $40,000 $40,000 0.415 $16,600
14 $40,000 $40,000 0.388 $15,520
15 $40,000 $40,000 0.362 $14,480
16 $40,000 $40,000 0.339 $13,560
17 $40,000 $40,000 0.317 $12,680
18 $40,000 $40,000 0.296 $11,840
19 $40,000 $40,000 0.277 $11,080
20 $40,000 $40,000 0.258 $10,320
21 $40,000 $40,000 0.242 $9,680
22 $40,000 $40,000 0.226 $9,040
23 $40,000 $40,000 0.211 $8,440
24 $40,000 $40,000 0.197 $7,880
25 $40,000 $40,000 0.184 $7,360
26 $40,000 $40,000 0.172 $6,880
27 $40,000 $40,000 0.161 $6,440
28 $40,000 $40,000 0.150 $6,000
29 $40,000 $40,000 0.141 $5,640
30 $40,000 $40,000 0.131 $5,240

TOTALS $24,775,079 $1,200,000 $25,975,079 $25,271,439

Total Present Worth Cost of the Preferred Remedy with Off‐Site Disposal = $25,271,000



Table 5.3 Summary of Present‐Worth Analysis (off‐site and local disposal) ‐ Lower Ley 
Creek

Year
Capital Cost (local 
disposal)

Annual 
O&M Cost Total Cost

Discount 
Factor 
(7%)

Present Worth 
(local disposal)

0 $17,031,130 $17,031,130 1.000 $17,031,130
1 $50,880 $50,880 0.935 $47,573
2 $50,880 $50,880 0.873 $44,418
3 $50,880 $50,880 0.816 $41,518
4 $50,880 $50,880 0.763 $38,821
5 $50,880 $50,880 0.713 $36,277
6 $50,880 $50,880 0.666 $33,886
7 $50,880 $50,880 0.623 $31,698
8 $50,880 $50,880 0.582 $29,612
9 $50,880 $50,880 0.544 $27,679

10 $50,880 $50,880 0.508 $25,847
11 $50,880 $50,880 0.475 $24,168
12 $50,880 $50,880 0.444 $22,591
13 $50,880 $50,880 0.415 $21,115
14 $50,880 $50,880 0.388 $19,741
15 $50,880 $50,880 0.362 $18,419
16 $50,880 $50,880 0.339 $17,248
17 $50,880 $50,880 0.317 $16,129
18 $50,880 $50,880 0.296 $15,060
19 $50,880 $50,880 0.277 $14,094
20 $50,880 $50,880 0.258 $13,127
21 $50,880 $50,880 0.242 $12,313
22 $50,880 $50,880 0.226 $11,499
23 $50,880 $50,880 0.211 $10,736
24 $50,880 $50,880 0.197 $10,023
25 $50,880 $50,880 0.184 $9,362
26 $50,880 $50,880 0.172 $8,751
27 $50,880 $50,880 0.161 $8,192
28 $50,880 $50,880 0.150 $7,632
29 $50,880 $50,880 0.141 $7,174
30 $50,880 $50,880 0.131 $6,665

TOTALS $17,031,130 $1,526,400 $18,557,530 $17,662,500

Total Present Worth Cost of the Preferred Remedy with Local Disposal = $17,663,000



TABLE 6.1: Chemical‐Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEDIUM/REGULATION 
/AUTHORITY 

CITATION  REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

SURFACE WATER 

Clean Water Act (Federal 
Water Pollution Control 
Act, as amended) 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1251‐1387; 
40 C.F.R. §129.105(a)(4) 

The ambient water quality criterion for 
navigable water is 0.001 µg/L total PCBs. 

Clean Water Act (Federal 
Water Pollution Control 
Act) 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1314(a); 63 
Fed. Reg. 68354 
(December 10, 1998) 

Criterion for continuous concentration 
(chronic) for PCBs is 0.014 µg/L in 
freshwater. 

New York State Surface 
Water and Groundwater 
Quality Standards 

New York State 
Environmental 
Conservation Law (ECL) 
Article 15, Title 3 and 
Article 17, Titles 3 and 8,
6 NYCRR § 703.5 

Establishes New York State Water Quality 
Standards for almost 200 contaminants. For 
PCBs in surface water, the values are (a) 
1x10‐6 ug/L for protection of health of 
human consumers of fish; and (b) 1.2x10‐4 
ug/L for protection of wildlife. 

AIR 

No promulgated chemical‐specific ARARs identified for air. 
SEDIMENT 

No promulgated chemical‐specific ARARs identified for sediment. 
BIOTA 

No promulgated chemical‐specific ARARs identified for fish (biota). The FDA limits (e.g., 1 ppm 
mercury, 2 ppm PCBs) are not based on federal or state environmental law. 



TABLE 6.2: Location‐Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY 

CITATION  REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

FEDERAL ARARS 
Bald and Golden 
Eagle 
Protection Act 

16 U.S.C. § 668  Prohibits anyone, without a permit issued by the Secretary of the Interior, 
from knowingly taking and disturbing any bald eagle commonly known as 
the American eagle), any golden eagle, or associated nest and/or egg.

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 

16 U.S.C. § 622  Whenever the waters of any stream or other body of water are proposed or 
authorized to be impounded, diverted, the channel deepened, or the stream 
or other body of water otherwise controlled or modified for any purpose, by 
any department or agency of the United States, such department or agency 
first shall consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the 
Interior, and with the head of the agency exercising administration over the 
wildlife resources of the particular State in which the impoundment, 
diversion, or other control facility is to be constructed, with a view to the 
conservation of wildlife resources by prevention loss or and damage to such 
resources.

Endangered Species 
Act 1973, 
as amended 

16 U.S.C. §§ 
1531‐1544; 
15 C.F.R. Part17, 
Subpart I; 
50 C.F.R. Part 
402 

Federal agencies are required to verify that any action authorized, funded, 
or carried out by them is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
any endangered species or threatened species, or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of a critical habitat of such species, unless such agency 
has been granted an appropriate exemption by the Endangered Species 
committee 

National Historic 
Preservation 
Act 

16 U.S.C. §§ 470‐
470x‐6; 
36 C.F.R. Part 
800 

Establishes that response actions must take into account effect on 
properties currently listed or eligible for inclusion on the National Registry of 
Historic Places. Requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of 
their undertakings on historic properties and afford the council a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on such undertakings. This will include consultation 
with state and local governments, Indian tribes, and private organizations as 
necessary. 

Endangered Species 
Act 1973, 
as amended 

16 U.S.C. §§ 
1531‐1544; 
15 C.F.R. Part17, 
Subpart I; 
50 C.F.R. Part 
402 

Federal agencies are required to verify that any action authorized, funded, 
or carried out by them is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
any endangered species or threatened species, or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of a critical habitat of such species, unless such 
agency has been granted an appropriate exemption by the Endangered 
Species committee

Statement of 
Procedures on 
Floodplain 
Management and 
Wetlands Protections 

40 C.F.R. Part 6, 
Appendix A 

Sets forth USEPA’s policy and guidance for carrying out Executive Orders 
11990 and 11988. 
 
Executive Order 11988: Floodplain management requires federal agencies to 
evaluate the potential effects of actions they may take in a floodplain to 
avoid, to the extent possible, adverse effects associated with direct and 
indirect development of a floodplain. Federal agencies are required to avoid 
adverse impacts or minimize them if no practicable alternative exists. 
 

 

 

 



TABLE 6.2: Location‐Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

FEDERAL ARARs (cont’d) 

Statement of 
Procedures on 
Floodplain 
Management and 
Wetlands Protections 
(cont’d) 

40 C.F.R. Part 6, 
Appendix A 

Executive Order 11990: Protection of wetlands requires federal agencies 
conducting certain activities to avoid, to the extent possible, adverse 
impacts associated with the destruction or loss of wetlands if a practicable 
alternative exists. Federal agencies are required to avoid adverse impacts or 
minimize them if no practicable alternative exists. 

STATE ARARs 

New York State 
Freshwater 
Wetlands Act 

New York State 
ECL Article 24; 6 
NYCRR Parts 
662‐665 

Defines procedural requirements for undertaking different activities in and 
adjacent to freshwater wetlands, and establishes standards governing the 
issuance of permits to alter or fill freshwater wetlands. In accordance with 
CERCLA Section 121(e), a permit is not required for on‐site CERCLA response 
actions, although such response actions must comply with substantive 
provisions of these regulations. 

New York 
Endangered 
Species Act 

New York State 
ECL 
Article 11, Title 
5; 
6 NYCRR Part 
182 

Lists endangered, threatened species and species of special concern. The 
taking of any endangered or threatened species is prohibited, except under 
a permit or license issued by NYSDEC. In accordance with CERCLA Section 
121(e), a permit is not required for on‐site CERCLA response actions. If it is 
determined that response actions may destroy or degrade the habitat of a 
New York State‐listed endangered or threatened species or cause a "taking" 
of any endangered or threatened species, such response actions will comply 
with substantive provisions of these regulations. 

New York State 
Protected 
Native Plants 

New York State 
ECL 
Article 9, Title 
16, 
6 NYCRR Part 
193 

Lists endangered, threatened, rare, and exploitable vulnerable native plants. 
All listed species are “protected plants” and may not be removed or 
damaged without consent. If it is determined that response actions may 
destroy or degrade New York State‐listed protected native plants or cause a 
"taking" of any protected native plants, USEPA will consult with NYSDEC with 
respect to substantive requirements that NYSDEC would consider in 
determining whether to issue a permit in such a case. 

New York State 
Waterfront 
Revitalization of 
Coastal Areas and 
Inland Waterways 

New York State 
Law: 
Executive Article 
42; 
Sections 910‐923 

Defines policy on designation of use of coastal and inland waterway 
resources while preventing the loss of living marine resources and wildlife, 
diminution of open space area or public access to the waterfront, shoreline 
erosion, and impairment of scenic beauty or permanent adverse changes to 
ecological systems. 

FEDERAL and STATE TBCs 

USEPA Office of Solid 
Waste 
and Emergency 
Response – 
Policy on Floodplains 
and 
Wetland 
Assessments for 
CERCLA Actions, 
August 
1985 

OSWER Directive 
No. 
9280.0‐2 

Superfund actions must meet the substantive requirements of the 
Floodplain Management Executive Order (E.O. 11988) and the Protection of 
Wetlands Executive Order (E.O. 11990). This memorandum discusses 
situations that require preparation of a floodplains or wetlands assessment, 
and the factors that should be considered in preparing an assessment, for 
response actions taken pursuant to Section 104 or 106 of CERCLA. For 
remedial actions, a floodplain/ wetlands assessment must be incorporated 
into the analysis conducted during the planning of the remedial action. 
USACE, the federal natural resource trustees, and NYSDEC will be consulted 
during remedial design and remedial action in order to develop measures to 
mitigate or avoid impacts to floodplains or wetlands from implementation of 
the selected remedy. 

 

 



TABLE 6.3: Action‐Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

REGULATION 
/AUTHORITY 

CITATION  REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

FEDERAL ARARs 

Clean Water Act 
[Federal Water 
Pollution Control 
Act, as amended] 

Section 404(b) of 
the Clean Water 
Act, 33 U.S.C. § 
1344(b); 
40 C.F.R. Part 230 

Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material. 
Except as otherwise provided under Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(2), 
no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a 
practicable alternative to the proposed discharge with would have less 
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does 
not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. If there is 
no other practical alternative, impacts must be minimized. Includes criteria 
for evaluating whether a particular discharge site may be specified. 

Section 404(c) of 
the Clean Water 
Act, 33 U.S.C. § 
1344(c); 40 C.F.R. 
Part 231; 33 C.F.R. 
Parts 320‐329 

These regulations apply to all existing, proposed, or potential disposal sites 
for discharges of dredged or fill materials into US waters, including wetlands. 
Includes special policies, practices, and procedures to be followed by the US 
Army Corps of Engineers in connection with the review of applications for 
permits to authorize the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of 
the US pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. In accordance with 
CERCLA Section 121(e), a permit is not required for on‐site CERCLA response 
actions, although such activities must comply with substantive requirements 
of these regulations. 

Clean Air Act  42 U.S.C. §§ 7401‐
7671q; 40 C.F.R. 
Parts 50, 51, and 
52; NAAQs 

Identifies emissions requirements for “major” sources of lead, NOx, CO, 
PM10, and SO2 in attainment and non‐attainment areas. 

Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, as 
amended –
Regulated Levels for 
TCLP Constituents 

42 U.S.C. §§ 6901‐
6992k; 
40 C.F.R. Part 261 

Specifies TCLP constituent levels for identifying wastes that exhibit toxicity 
characteristics. 

Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, 
as amended – 
Standards 
Applicable to 
Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

42 U.S.C. §§ 6901‐
6992k; 
40 C.F.R. Part 262 

Includes manifest, record keeping and other requirement applicable to 
generators of hazardous wastes. 

Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, 
as amended – 
Standards 
Applicable to 
Transporters of 
Hazardous Waste 

40 C.F.R. Part 263  Sets forth standard for transporters of hazardous wastes, including the 
receipt of an USEPA identification number and manifesting requirements. 

Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, 
as amended – Land 
Disposal 
Restrictions 

40 C.F.R. Part 268  Places land disposal restrictions, including treatment standards and related 
testing, tracking and record keeping requirements, on hazardous waste(s). 

 



TABLE 6.3: Action‐Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY 

CITATION  REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

FEDERAL ARARs (cont’d) 
Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended –Standards 
for Owners and 
Operators of Hazardous 
Wastes, treatment and 
Storage Facilities 

40 C.F.R. Parts 
264 and 
265 

Provides management standards including record keeping, requirements for 
particular units such as tanks or containers, and other requirements 
applicable to owners and operators of hazardous waste treatment, storage, 
and disposal facilities 

Toxic Substances 
Controls Act 
(TSCA) 

15 U.S.C. § 2605; 
40 C.F.R. Part 761 

Provides regulations for storage, handling, and disposal of sediment 
containing PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg. 

Hazardous 
Materials 
Transportation Law 

49 U.S.C. §§ 5101‐
5127; 
49 C.F.R. Part 171 

Provides transportation and handling requirements for materials containing 
PCBs. 

Rivers and Harbors 
Act (Section 10) 

33 U.S.C. § 403; 
33 C.F.R. Parts 
320, 321, and 322 

Prohibits unauthorized obstruction or alteration of any navigable water in 
the US (dredging, fill, cofferdams, piers, etc.). USACE approval is generally 
required to excavate or fill, or in any manner to alter or modify the course, 
location, condition, or capacity of the channel of any navigable water of the 
US. On‐site CERCLA response actions are exempt from permit requirements 
pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(e), although such activities must comply 
with substantive requirements of these regulations. 

STATE ARARs 

Solid Waste Mgmt 
Facilities 

New York State ECL 
Article 27, Title 7 6 
NYCRR Part 360 

New York State regulations for design, construction, operation, and closure 
requirements for solid waste management facilities. 

Standards for Waste 
Transportation 

New York State ECL 
Article 27, Title 3  
6 NYCRR Part 364 

Regulations governing the collection, transport and delivery of regulated 
wastes, including hazardous wastes 

Identification and 
Listing of 
Hazardous Wastes 

New York State ECL 
Article 27, Title 9 
6 NYCRR Part 371 

Establishes procedures for identifying solid wastes which are subject to 
regulation as hazardous wastes. 

Hazardous Waste 
Manifest System and 
Related Standards for 
Generators, 
Transporters, 
and Facilities 

New York State ECL 
Article 3, Title 3; 
Article 27, Title 7 
and 9; 
6 NYCRR Part 372 

Hazardous Wastes Manifest System requirements for generators, 
transporters, and treatment, storage or disposal facilities, and other 
requirements applicable to generators and transporters of hazardous waste. 

Hazardous Waste 
Treatment, 
Storage, and Disposal 
Facility 
Permitting 
Requirements 

New York State ECL 
Article 3, Title 3; 
Article 27, Title 7 
and 9; 
6 NYCRR Part 373 

Establishes requirements for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
waste; permit requirements (from which on‐site response actions are 
exempt, although substantive requirements would be met); and 
construction and operation standards for hazardous waste management 
facilities. 

Land Disposal 
Restrictions 

New York State 
ECL 
Article 27, Title 9 
6 NYCRR Part 376 

Identifies hazardous wastes that are restricted from land disposal and 
defines those circumstances under which an otherwise prohibited waste 
may be land disposed. 

 

 

 



TABLE 6‐3: Action‐Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY 

CITATION  REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

STATE ARARs (cont’d) 

Use and Protection 
of Waters 

New York State 
ECL 
Article 15, Title 5; 
Article 17, Title 3; 
6 NYCRR Part 608 

A permit is required to change, modify, or disturb any protected stream, its 
bed or banks, or remove from its bed or banks sand or gravel or any other 
material; or to excavate or place fill in any of the navigable waters of the 
state. Any applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity 
which may result in any discharge into navigable waters must obtain a State 
Water Quality Certification under Section 401 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, 33 U.S.C. §1341. In accordance with CERCLA Sections 121(d)(2) 
and 121(e), neither a permit nor a water quality certification is required for 
on‐site CERCLA response actions, although such actions must comply with 
substantive requirements of these regulations. 

New York State 
Pollution 
Discharge 
Elimination System 
(SPDES) 

6 NYCRR Part 608  Details the specific permit requirements for the discharge of chemicals to 
the waters of New York State. In general, no person shall discharge or 
cause a discharge to New York State waters of any pollutant without a 
permit under the SPDES program. In accordance with CERCLA Section 121(e), 
a permit is not required for on‐site CERCLA response actions, although such 
actions must comply with substantive requirements of these regulations. 

Surface Water 
Regulations 

New York State 
ECL §17‐0501 and 
17‐0301; 6 NYCRR 
Parts 701 and 703 

Establishes that it shall be unlawful for any person directly or indirectly, to 
throw, drain, run or otherwise discharge into such waters organic or 
inorganic matter that shall cause or contribute to a condition in 
contravention of applicable standards adopted by NYSDEC pursuant to §ECL 
17‐03011. 

Air Pollution Control 
Law 

New York State ECL 
Article 19, Title 3, 
Promulgated 
pursuant to 
the federal clean Air 
Act, 
42 U.S.C. § 7401 

Establishes that the emission of air contaminants to the outside atmosphere 
that jeopardize human, plant, or animal life, or are ruinous to property, or 
which unreasonably interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or 
property, is prohibited (6 NYCRR 211.2), New York State Air Quality 
Standards are promulgated at 6 NYCRR Part 257. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Management 
Practices 
Cooperative Program– 
Polluting Streams 
Prohibited 

New York State 
ECL § 11‐ 
0503 

Establishes that no deleterious or poisonous substances shall be thrown or 
allowed to run into any public or private waters in quantities injurious 
to fish life, protected wildlife or waterfowl inhabiting those waters, or 
injurious to the propagation of fish, protected wildlife or waterfowl therein. 

 

                                                            
1 6 NYCRR Part 703.2: When applied to the superfund cleanups, EPA and DEC have developed projects specific 
numeric turbidity and or TSS criteria during design. 
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Joe Martens  

Commissioner 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation  
Office of the Director, 12th Floor 
625 Broadway, Albany, New York  12233-7011 
Phone: (518) 402-9706 • Fax: (518) 402-9020 
Website: www.dec.ny.gov 

 

 
 

 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL ONLY 
 
      September 30, 2014 
 

Walter Mugdan, Director 
Emergency and Remedial Response 
Division USEPA Region II 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
 
Re: Record of Decision 
 Site Name:   Lower Ley Creek Site  
 NYSDEC Site No. 734123 

Township of Salina, Onondaga County  

Dear Mr. Mugdan: 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) and the New 
York State Department of Health (DOH), collectively referred to as the State, have reviewed the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) September 2014 Superfund Record 
of Decision (ROD) for remediation of the Lower Ley Creek Site, a subsite of the Onondaga 
Lake Superfund site, located in the township of Salina, Onondaga County. 
 

The EPA’s ROD selected Alternative S-2 (excavation and local or non-local disposal of 
soil) and Alternative Sed-3 (excavation and local or non-local disposal of sediment) as the 
remedy for the site. 

 
This remedy consists of the excavation of an estimated 75,000 cubic yards (cy) of 

contaminated materials (which includes soils on the northern and southern banks of the Creek 
that exceed the specified soil cleanup objectives and an estimated 12,000 cy of sediment from the 
wetland area that exceed the specified 1 mg/kg of PCB sediment cleanup objective); and an 
estimated 73,000 cy of sediment from the creek channel that exceed 1 mg/kg PCB. This remedy 
also includes excavation of sediments from an approximate 1200 foot reach of the creek channel 
directly upstream of Interstate-81 to a depth of 1 foot that exhibit PCB and significant metals 
contamination.  Excavated areas would be restored with clean substrate and vegetation consistent 
with an approved habitat restoration plan developed as part of the design.  
 

Excavated soils and sediments greater than 50 mg/kg PCB, or that are determined to be 
characteristic hazardous waste, would be disposed of off-site at an appropriately permitted 
facility. The majority of excavated soils and sediments not meeting these criteria (an estimated 



 
 

140,000 cy) would be disposed locally.  The specific local disposal location will be determined 
during the remedial design phase.  Should local disposal not be determined to be viable, all 
excavated materials would be sent to an appropriately permitted non-local disposal facility.  
 

Appropriate controls and monitoring (e.g., community air monitoring) would be utilized 
to ensure that during remediation activities, airborne particulate and volatile organic vapor 
concentrations surrounding the excavation area are acceptable.  

 
Institutional controls in the form of environmental easements would be required to 

restrict intrusive activities in areas where contamination remains (including the areas where 
municipal refuse was disposed) unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-approved 
Site Management Plan. 
 

The remedy also requires a Site Management Plan that would provide for the proper 
management of all post-construction remedy components.  Specifically, the Site Management 
Plan will describe procedures to confirm that the requisite engineering (e.g., site covers and any 
underlying demarcation layers) and institutional controls are in place and that nothing has 
occurred that would impair the ability of such controls to protect public health or the 
environment.  

 
Because this remedy would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels that 

allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the site be reviewed by 
EPA at least once every five years to ensure that the remedy remains protective. 

 
Accordingly, the State hereby concurs with the EPA’s September 2014 ROD for 

remediation of the Lower Ley Creek Site, a subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site, 
located in the township of Salina, Onondaga County. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Robert W. Schick, P.E. Director 
Division of Environmental Remediation 

 
 
ec: Douglas Garbarini, USEPA (Garbarini.Doug@epamail.epa.gov) 
 Joel Singerman,USEPA (singerman.joel@epa.gov) 
 Pam Tames, USEPA (Tames.Pam@epa.gov) 
 Krista Anders, NYSDOH (krista.anders@health.ny.gov) 
 Maureen Schuck, NYSDOH (maureen.schuck@health.ny.gov) 
 Mark Sergott, NYSDOH (mark.sergott@health.ny.gov) 
 Robert Schick 
 William Daigle 
 Donald Hesler 
 Richard Mustico 
 Harry Warner

rxschick
Bob signature
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
FOR THE 

RECORD OF DECISION 
LOWER LEY CREEK 

SUBSITE OF THE ONONDAGA LAKE SUPERFUND SITE 
TOWN OF SALINA, ONONDAGA COUNTY, NEW YORK 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of the public’s comments and 
concerns received during the public comment period related to the Lower Ley Creek 
subsite (Subsite) of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site Proposed Plan and provides the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) responses to those comments and 
concerns.  All comments summarized in this document have been considered in the 
EPA’s final decision in the selection of a remedy to address the contamination at the 
Subsite. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 
 
The EPA conducted field investigations at the Subsite from 2009 through 2011, which 
culminated in the completion of a remedial investigation report in June 2013 and a 
feasibility study (RI/FS)1 report in July 2014.  The EPA’s preferred remedy and the basis 
for that preference were identified in a Proposed Plan.2   The RI/FS reports and a 
Proposed Plan were released to the public for comment on July 15, 2014.  These 
documents were made available to the public on its website, 
http://www.epa.gov/r02earth/superfund/npl/onondagalake/index.html, and at information 
repositories maintained at the Salina Free Library, 100 Belmont Street, Mattydale, New 
York 13211; Town of Salina, 201 School Road, Liverpool, NY; Atlantic States Legal 
Foundation, 658 West Onondaga Street, Syracuse, NY; Onondaga County Public Library, 
447 South Salina Street, Syracuse, NY; NYSDEC, Division of Environmental 
Remediation, 625 Broadway, Albany, NY; NYSDEC Region 7, 615 Erie Boulevard West, 
Syracuse, NY and the EPA Region II Office in New York City.  An NYSDEC listserv bulletin 
notifying the public of the availability for the above-referenced documents, the comment 
period start and completion dates and the date of the planned public meeting was issued 
on July 15, 2014 and a notice providing the same information was published in The Post 
Standard on July 17, 2014.  The public comment period initially ran from July 15, 2014 to 
August 14, 2014.  In response to a request for an extension to the public comment period, 
the completion date was extended to September 13, 2014.  An August 11, 2014 NYSDEC 

                                                      

     1 An RI determines the nature and extent of the contamination at a site and evaluates the 

associated human health and ecological risks and an FS identifies and evaluates remedial 
alternatives to address the contamination.  
 

     2 A Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives considered for a site and identifies the 

preferred remedy with the rationale for this preference.   

http://www.epa.gov/r02earth/superfund/npl/onondagalake/index.html
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listserv bulletin and a notice published in the Post Standard on August 12, 2014 notified 
the public of the extension to the public comment period.  
 
On July 29, 2014, the EPA held a public meeting at the Town of Salina Town Hall, 201 
School Road, Liverpool, NY to inform local officials and interested citizens about the 
Superfund process, to present the Proposed Plan for the Subsite, including the preferred 
remedy and to respond to questions and comments from the public.  Approximately 30 
people, including residents, the media, local business people, and local government 
officials, attended the public meeting.  An analysis of comments received during the public 
comment period indicates that the public generally supports the selected remedy.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
Comments were received at the public meeting and in writing.  Written comments were 
received from: 
 

 James Murphy, Account Executive, Pace Analytical Services, Inc., via an August 
5, 2014 e-mail; 

 Brendan Pilawski, Landfill Sales Representative, Progressive Waste Solutions, via 
an August 5, 2014 e-mail; 

 Samuel Sage on behalf of the Atlantic States Legal Foundation, Inc. via an August 
11, 2014 e-mail. 

 Gary P. Gengel, Latham & Watkins LLP, on behalf of Cooper Crouse-Hinds, LLC, 
via a September 11, 2014 letter. 

 Robert A. Papworth, Trustee, The Nature Conservancy, CWNY, via a September 
11, 2014 e-mail. 

 David W. Nunn, Eastman and Smith, LTD, Attorneys at Law, on behalf of Carrier 
Corporation, Cooper Crouse-Hinds, LLC, Syracuse China Company, and 
Niagara Mohawk Power Company d/b/a National Grid via a September 11, letter. 

 Caleb Laieski via an August 12, 2014 e-mail. 

 Jeffrey W. Davis, Partner, Hiscock and Barklay, on behalf of National Grid, via a 
September 12, 2014 letter. 

 Kevin C. Murphy, The Wladis Law Firm P.C., on behalf of Onondaga County, via 
a September 12, 2014 letter. 

 David Palmerton, Palmerton Group on behalf of Carrier Corporation, Cooper 
Crouse-Hinds, LLC, Syracuse China Company, and Niagara Mohawk Power 
Company d/b/a National Grid, transmitted via a September 12, 2014 e-mail from 
Julia Braunmueller, Assistant Project Manager, Palmerton Group, LLC. 

 Mark A. Nicotra, Supervisor, Town of Salina, via a September 13, 2014 letter. 
  

The transcript from the public meeting can be found in Appendix V-d.  
 
The request for an extension to the public comment period can be found in Appendix V-
e.  
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The written comments submitted during the public comment period can be found in 
Appendix V-f.  
 
Fifty-six people signed an on-line petition at www.change.org, expressing support for the 
proposed remedy.  The petition can be found in Appendix V-g.   
 
A summary of the comments provided at the public meeting and in writing, as well as 
EPA’s responses to them, are provided below.  
 
 
Availability of Documents 
 
Comment #1:  A commenter opined that the public was excluded from viewing the 
technical studies and reports for this Subsite because documents were provided on the 
EPA Onondaga Lake site website and on CDs at the local repositories.   The commenter 
urged that paper copies of all reports be made available.  
 
Response #1:  If a document repository has appropriate facilities for the public to review 
documents electronically, then it is the EPA’s practice to provide documents in electronic 
format only.  Upon request, a hard copy of the administrative record will be provided to a 
repository.  The commenter was provided with a hard copy of the administrative record. 
 
 
Coordination of Ley Creek Watershed Cluster 
 
Comment #2:  A commenter noted that this Subsite is one of a number of subsites that 
could be called the “Ley Creek watershed cluster.” The commenter acknowledged that 
although different teams are working on the different subsites, the public needs to better 
understand how these efforts are being coordinated.  
 
Response #2: Three other subsites of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site are located in 
the vicinity of the Lower Ley Creek subsite--the Ley Creek PCB Dredgings subsite; the 
Town of Salina Landfill subsite and the General Motors (GM) Inland Fisher Guide Facility 
and Ley Creek Deferred Media (GM-IFG) subsite. The status of these three subsites is 
discussed below.    
 
The Ley Creek PCB Dredgings subsite includes certain areas along the banks of Ley 
Creek upstream of the Route 11 Bridge where PCB-contaminated dredge spoils removed 
from the Creek were placed. NYSDEC issued a Record of Decision (ROD) addressing 
these spoils in 1997 and construction of the remedy was completed in 2001. The remedy 
included the removal and proper off-site disposal of PCB-contaminated material greater 
than 50 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and the placement of a soil cover over the 
remaining dredge spoils. Cover maintenance and five-year reviews continue because 
waste remains at the subsite. 
 

http://www.change.org/
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The EPA and NYSDEC selected a remedy for the remediation of the Salina Landfill 
subsite in 2007. That remedy called for the installation of caps on both landfills (the main 
50-acre landfill located north of the Creek and the smaller five- acre landfill located on the 
south side of the Creek), storm water collection and groundwater/leachate collection and 
treatment. Based upon the results of samples collected from the five-acre landfill during 
the design of the selected remedy, it was determined that the quantity of hazardous 
substances located in this landfill was substantially less than was originally estimated. As 
a result, the remedial alternatives were reevaluated and an amended ROD for the subsite 
was issued in 2010, which called for, among other things, the excavation of the five-acre 
landfill and consolidation of the excavated materials on the top of the 50-acre landfill. The 
consolidation of these materials and landfill cap over them was completed in 2013. A 
system to pre-treat the contaminated groundwater/leachate collected from the landfill is 
expected to be completed in late 2014.  The pre-treated groundwater/leachate will be 
conveyed to the Metropolitan Syracuse Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
 
Three significant response actions were performed at the GM-IFG facility to prevent 
further migration of PCBs from the subsite to Ley Creek. An industrial landfill at the GM-
IFG facility that contains chromium- and PCB-contaminated material was capped to 
prevent contaminants from leaching into the groundwater. A second response action 
involved the removal of highly-contaminated soil from a former discharge swale. This 
swale was used in the 1950s and 1960s as a conduit for the discharge of liquid process 
waste to Ley Creek. The swale was subsequently filled in, but the contaminated soil 
remained until the performance of this second action. Over 26,000 tons of soils containing 
PCBs were removed from the subsite. The third response action involved the construction 
of a retention pond and associated water treatment system. This pond collects all water 
that accumulates on the GM-IFG property in any of the storm sewers or abandoned 
process sewers. The pond water is then sent through the treatment plant in order to meet 
permitted discharge limits, prior to discharge to Ley Creek. The purpose of this response 
action was to stop the intermittent discharge of PCBs and other contaminants that 
occurred during storm events. It is anticipated that a Proposed Plan for the upper Ley 
Creek portion of this Subsite will be released to the public in fall 2014.   
 
For the Ley Creek PCB Dredgings and Town of Salina Landfill subsites, NYSDEC and 
the EPA have carefully coordinated efforts related to design and construction of the 
remedies.  For the upper Ley Creek portion of the GM-IFG subsite, NYSDEC and the 
EPA have discussed the remedial alternatives under consideration, have tentatively  
agreed on a preferred alternative, and will have further discussions in the future related 
how to coordinate and optimize the design and implementation of the remedies for this 
subsite and the Lower Ley Creek Subsite.   
 
 
Splitting Ley Creek into Two Subsites 
 
Comment #3:  Two commenters opined that the EPA’s definition of the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite has led to an inefficient administrative process and inconsistent project 
management decisions, as well as substantial avoidable costs.  One of the commenters 
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states further that it appears the bankruptcy of GM was the reason that the Lower Ley 
Creek Subsite was separated from the upper Ley Creek portion of the GM-IFG subsite. 
 
Response #3:  NYSDEC and GM entered into an Administrative Order on Consent in 
1997 requiring GM to conduct an RI/FS for the GM-IFG subsite, which included Ley Creek 
adjacent to the GM facility to the Route 11 bridge.  Subsequently, NYSDEC and GM 
commenced negotiations to conduct an RI/FS for the portion of Ley Creek from the Route 
11 bridge to the mouth of Onondaga Lake and Old Ley Creek Channel.  When GM 
entered bankruptcy, the negotiations between NYSDEC and GM were terminated and 
NYSDEC subsequently asked the EPA to take the lead on the Lower Ley Creek Subsite.     
 
 
Coordination of the Efforts at the Lower and General Motors Inland Fisher Guide 
Facility and Ley Creek Deferred Media Subsites 
 
Comment #4:  Two commenters note that the Proposed Plan for Lower Ley Creek states 
that the remediation of the upper Ley Creek portion of the GM-IFG subsite would need to 
occur prior to the remediation at Lower Ley Creek to prevent the potential for 
recontamination of Lower Ley Creek.  One of the commenters also notes that proper 
coordination of the implementation of the two remedies would increase the efficiency and 
reduce the overall environmental footprint related to the cleanup of Ley Creek.  In light of 
the fact that there is currently no publicly-available information related to what steps the 
EPA and NYSDEC would take to coordinate the remedies for both Lower Ley Creek and 
upper Ley Creek portion of the GM-IFG subsites, the commenters suggest that the public 
be afforded the opportunity to review the proposed remedy for upper Ley Creek portion 
of the GM-IFG subsite before a remedy is selected for Lower Ley Creek.   
  
Response #4:  The remedies for both Lower Ley Creek and the upper Ley Creek portion 
of the GM-IFG subsite have to comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements of federal and state environmental statutes and requirements.  Therefore, 
the cleanup objectives for the soils and sediments for both subsites will have to be 
consistent.  There are a limited number of remedies available to address contaminated 
soils and sediments—excavation; capping; natural recovery and treatment.  The remedial 
alternatives for both subsites were developed under the joint review of the EPA and 
NYSDEC.  In addition, the Proposed Plan for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite and the 
Proposed Plan that is under development for upper Ley Creek portion of the GM-IFG 
subsite were developed through the cooperative effort of both agencies.   The EPA and 
NYSDEC have discussed with the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the Lower 
Ley Creek Subsite and the Revitalizing Auto Communities Environmental Response 
(RACER) Trust3 the importance of coordinating the design and the implementation of the 
two remedies for efficiency and potential cost-savings reasons  
 
For the GM-IFG subsite, NYSDEC already has an agreement in place with the RACER 
Trust to perform the design and construction of the remedy immediately upon selection 
of a remedy.  At this time, there is no such agreement for the PRPs to perform the 

                                                      
3 The RACER Trust was created as part of the General Motors bankruptcy proceedings. 
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remedial design or remedial action for Lower Ley Creek. Therefore, delaying the selection 
of the remedy for Lower Ley Creek will only delay the implementation of the design and 
construction of the remedy for Lower Ley Creek.   
 
The EPA does not believe that delaying the selection of a remedy for Lower Ley Creek 
until a Proposed Plan is released for the upper Ley Creek portion of the GM-IFG subsite 
is necessary or appropriate.   
 
 
Sufficiency of Sampling 
 
Comment #5:  A commenter opines that the application of a statistical approach to the 
data where one or more soil sampling locations has levels of contamination above the 
cleanup objectives necessitates additional sampling to define the full extent of the 
contamination. Because this sampling was not performed the commenter opines that the 
RI did not fully quantify the contamination and that the estimated remedial costs are based 
upon insufficient field data.   
 
Response #5:  The soils and sediments were sampled iteratively over several years to 
generally define the vertical and lateral extent of the contamination in both the soil and 
sediment.  The sampling that was performed is sufficient to estimate soil and sediment 
removal volumes and to develop cost estimates consistent with the EPA’s goal of +50 
percent/-30 percent accuracy.   During the design, more comprehensive sampling will be 
performed to fully define the boundaries of the contamination.  These data will allow the 
refinement of the cost estimate to a goal of +15 percent/-10 percent. 
 
 
Feasibility Study 
 
Comment #6: A commenter noted that the remedial alternatives described in the 
feasibility study (FS) report do not completely correspond to those described in the 
Proposed Plan.   
 
Response #6: The FS report presented four soil alternatives and five sediment 
alternatives.  To facilitate the presentation and evaluation of the alternatives in the 
Proposed Plan and ROD, the FS report alternatives were reorganized into three soil 
alternatives and four sediment alternatives.  The Proposed Plan remedial alternatives 
were derived from, and use the same cost assumptions as the FS remedial alternatives. 
 
 
Cleanup Objectives 
 
Comment #7: A commenter inquired as to whether or not the sediment cleanup objective 
complies with New York State standards.  The commenter also inquired as to whether or 
not the same cleanup objective will be used for the upper Ley Creek portion of the GM-
IFG subsite. 
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Response #7:  The 1 mg/kg PCB sediment cleanup objective is consistently evaluated 
and often applied at contaminated sediment sites in New York State. This value is also 
supported by NYSDEC’s “Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments” 
(January 1999). PCBs are the primary ecological risk driver at the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite and are collocated with the majority of the other sediment contaminants of 
concern. Addressing PCBs above 1 mg/kg is expected to address risks associated with 
other sediment contaminants of concern (primarily, metals). 
 
Comment #8:  A commenter notes that because the Proposed Plan relies on a January 
1999 NYSDEC guidance document for sediment criteria for site-related metals, the 
document should have identified the cited values as guidance values as they are not 
promulgated criteria. 
 
Response #8:  The Proposed Plan states that in the absence of federal or state 
promulgated standards for contaminant levels in sediments, NYSDEC’s sediment 
screening values are being used as “To-Be-Considered” (TBC) criteria.    
 
 
Cleanup Levels 
 
Comment #9:   A commenter opined that the remedial action levels for PCB-contaminated 
soils and sediments should have been based on the Subsite-specific baseline risk 
assessments instead of soil cleanup objectives (SCOs) and sediment criteria, 
respectively.   
 
Response #9:  A Superfund baseline human health risk assessment is an analysis of the 
potential adverse health effects caused by hazardous substance exposure from a site in 
the absence of any actions to control or mitigate these hazardous substances under 
current- and future-land uses, not to define cleanup objectives.  SCOs are identified in 6 
NYCRR Part 375, Environmental Remediation Programs, Subpart 375-6, effective 
December 14, 2006.  Also, see Response #8. 
 
 
Remedial Action Objectives 
 
Comment #10:  A commenter expresses concern that two of the remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) in the FS report promote more remediation than is necessary to 
appropriately manage risk.  
 
Response #10:  In developing the Proposed Plan, the EPA adopted the following RAOs 
for the Subsite: 
 

 Reduce or eliminate any direct contact and ingestion threat associated with 

contaminated soils and sediments. 

 Minimize exposure of ecological receptors to contaminated soils and sediments. 
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 Reduce the cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards associated with eating 

fish from Lower Ley Creek by reducing the concentration of contaminants in fish. 

These RAOs can be met by implementing the remedial activities, contained in the 
remedial alternatives which were developed for the site.  The EPA believes that the 
RAOs are appropriate for this site and the selected remedy.  Based upon consideration 
of the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA), the detailed analysis of the alternatives and public 
comments, the EPA has determined that Alternative S-2, excavation of soil, and either 
local or off-site  disposal and Alternative Sed-3, excavation of sediments, and either local 
or off-site disposal, best satisfy the requirements of CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. 
§9621, and provides the best balance of tradeoffs among the remedial alternatives with 
respect to the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan’s 
(NCP’s) nine evaluation criteria, 40 CFR § 300.430(e)(9). The Summary of the Rationale 
for the Selected Remedy section in the Decision Summary of the ROD provides a 
detailed explanation of the EPA’s selection of Alternative S-2 and Alternative Sed-3. 
 
  
Comment #11:  A commenter inquired as to the rationale for the RAOs relative to 
reasonably anticipated future land use. 
 
Response #11: RAOs are specific goals to protect human health and the environment.  
While the land use of the subsite has historically been industrial/commercial, people 
trespass, fish and otherwise recreate in and along the banks of the Creek.   
 
 
Conceptual Site Model 
 
Comment #12:  A commenter opines that the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) in the FS 
report failed to address sources of contamination from upstream or other inputs to Lower 
Ley Creek.  
 
Response #12:  A preliminary CSM was developed during the RI based on previous data 
and information. The CSM was used as the basis for the RI study design. The CSM was 

refined in the RI based on the newly‐collected data, and was further refined in the FS and 
used as the basis for the remedial alternatives. The CSM addressed sediment stability, 
as well as other contaminant fate and transport mechanisms.   The CSM considered the 
following inputs to Lower Ley Creek. 
 
The GM-IFG facility discharged thousands of gallons of PCB-contaminated waste into 
Ley Creek from 1952 to 1994. Other facilities upstream of the Subsite, as well as the 
Salina Landfill, which is located immediately adjacent to the Subsite, also discharged 
contamination into the Creek. As a result of these discharges and releases from the 
dredge spoils placed on the banks of the Creek, the Creek sediment was contaminated.  
Contaminants that did not settle out in the Creek sediment made its way into Onondaga 
Lake. The Creek is normally quiescent, except during storms and springtime thaws. In 
addition, the Creek channel was prone to frequent flooding during storm events. In the 
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early 1970s, Onondaga County undertook a flood control project to limit storm damage. 
The creek was widened and dredged and a ninety degree turn was redirected through 
the Salina Landfill, a receiver of industrial waste including industrial waste from the GM-
IFG facility. The dredged materials, now known to be contaminated, were spread along 
the banks of the Creek. 
 
 
Soil and Sediment Treatment 
 
Comment #13:  A commenter noted that the remedy would not treat the excavated 
contaminated sediments and soil—it would dispose of them locally.  The commenter 
proposes to thermally treat the sediments and soil and subsequently use the material as 
backfill in the excavated areas.  The commenter provided a proposal from a vendor 
experienced in serving the mining industry. The vendor proposes to treat the excavated 
contaminated sediments and soil with thermal desorption, supplemented by mechanical 
removal techniques to extract the heavy metals.   The commenter suggests that following 
the completion of the Lower Ley Creek remediation work, the equipment could be utilized 
for other Onondaga Lake subsites.   
 
Response #13:  The EPA and NYSDEC routinely consider treatment of wastes at National 
Priorities List sites.  With regard to PCBs, the EPA has generally followed the expectations 
with regard to treatment that are included in the Toxic Substances and Control Act 
(TSCA), which would not expect treatment of the lower-level PCB concentrations found 
at this Subsite. While the vendor’s proposed remediation strategy would satisfy the 
preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduce 
the volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances, the estimated cost of treating 
the excavated soils and sediments would be in the range of $7 to $10 million.  In 
comparison, the estimated capital costs for local disposal (Cooper-Crouse Hinds North 
Landfill and Salina Landfill) would be much less, ranging between $1.8 and $2.3 million 
and the estimated annual operation and maintenance costs range between $21,750 and 
$31,440.   
 
 
Fish Consumption 
 
Comment #14:  Two commenters expressed concern about the potential exposure of 
subsistence anglers to contamination in fish and inquired as to whether the proposed 
remedy addresses this risk.  One of the commenters noted that the New York State 
Department of Health (NYSDOH) is beginning a study to determine fish consumption from 
the overall Onondaga Lake basin and suggests that its input be sought before the EPA 
attempts to quantify risk in determining remediation strategies for this Subsite.  
 

Response #14:  Currently, the NYSDOH has a specific health advisory for Onondaga 
Lake which recommends that women under 50 and children under 15 not eat fish from 
the Lake, and men over 15 and women over 50 not eat certain species and limit the 
consumption of other species.  This advisory also applies to the Lake’s tributaries and 
connected waters (including Ley Creek).  The fish consumption study referenced in the 
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comment is associated with a federal grant that the NYSDOH received from the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 
as part of the Biomonitoring of Great Lakes Populations Program.  NYSDOH will measure 
a variety of metals and chemicals in blood and urine of up to 300 Burmese and Bhutanese 
refugees and up to 100 people from an urban population who rely on fish from Onondaga 
Lake and nearby water bodies as a source of food.  The baseline biomonitoring data that 
will result from this study will not impact the remedy for the Subsite; therefore, no further 
input from NYSDOH is needed at this time.  Based on the investigations completed to 
date, sufficient environmental data is available to choose and implement a remedial 
decision for the Subsite. 
 
A baseline human health risk assessment (HHRA) is an analysis of the potential adverse 
human health effects caused by the release of hazardous substances from a site in the 
absence of any actions to control or mitigate these under current and anticipated future 
land uses. During the remedial investigation (RI), the EPA evaluated the risks associated 
with the consumption of contaminated fish and concluded that fish consumption by an 
older child (six to 16 years old) poses an unacceptable risk.  Because the selected remedy 
removes contaminated sediments above 1 mg/kg, the risk attributable to remaining 
sediment PCB sources will be significantly reduced.  
  
The remediation of the contaminated sediments in Ley Creek and Onondaga Lake will 
reduce the future accumulation of contaminants in fish.  
 
 
Costs 
 
Comment #15:  A commenter noted that the NCP mandates that the capital and full life 
cycle costs for the various remedial alternatives be compared.  The commenter opines 
that in addition to the cost comparison, it would be useful if the different remedial 
alternatives also compared the energy costs--especially due to concerns about carbon 
emissions.   
 
Response #15:  While the energy costs of the remedial alternatives that were considered 
were not specifically evaluated in the FS report, the ROD recognizes that nonlocal 
disposal of the approximately 150,000 cubic yards of excavated soils and sediments 
would require that an estimated 10,000 trucks drive a much greater distance to nonlocal 
disposal sites, which would result in a substantially greater carbon footprint than local 
disposal.   
 
It should also be noted that the ROD calls for consideration, during the design, of 
technologies and practices that are sustainable.  This would include consideration of the 
following green remediation technologies and practices: 
 

 Use of 100 percent of electricity from renewable sources; 

 Clean diesel fuels and technologies;  

 Methane capture at landfill sites;  
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 Industrial materials reuse or recycling within regulatory requirements; 

 Concrete made with coal combustion products;  

 Construction and Demolition materials; 

 Recycling and reuse of organic materials generated on site; and 

 Capture geothermal energy with pump and treat remediation systems to heat/cool 
structures. 

 
Comment #16:  A commenter inquired as to the estimated cost to dewater the sediments, 
the method of dewatering and the location of the disposal of the sludge from the 
wastewater.   
 
Response #16:  During the design, the specific details related to the dewatering of the 
sediments, such as the method and the location of dewatering facilities, will be developed.  
Water that drains from the sediments during dewatering would be treated to meet 
NYSDEC’s surface water discharge requirements before being discharged. The 
estimated cost to dewater/condition sediments is $364,000.  The dewatered sediments 
and any other solids resulting from treatment of the water (referred to as “sludge” in the 
comment) would be disposed in one of the two local disposal sites or a nonlocal disposal 
site. 
 
 
Comment #17: A commenter inquired as to the basis for the $5/ton estimate for local 
disposal.   
 
Response #17:  The $5/ton estimate is related only to transporting the excavated soils 
and dewatered sediments to a local disposal facility (i.e., 1 mile) and placement of the 
soils and sediments at the facility.  A separate budget line item identifies an estimated 
cost for disposal. 
 
 
Comment #18:   A commenter opines that the $1.3 million liner, leachate collection and 
leachate treatment capital and operation and maintenance (O&M) cost projections for the 
Cooper Crouse Hinds landfill appeared to be underestimated. 
 
Response #18:  In its cost proposal, Eaton estimated that the cost for the liner and 
leachate collection system is $1,261,000. The estimated cost for the leachate treatment 
system is $100,000 (as is noted in Response #39, because the sediments will be 
dewatered and mixed with the soil prior to disposal, it is not anticipated that the material 
will have a significant moisture content, which would result in the generation of very little 
leachate).  The capital, O&M and present-worth costs associated with constructing a cell 
at its Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill for the disposal of the excavated soils and 
sediments in this landfill are $1,761,000, $21,750 and $2,049,800, respectively.4  
 

                                                      
4 See Lower Ley Creek, Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site, Town of Salina, 
Onondaga County, New York, Feasibility Study Supplement, Local Disposal Cost Breakdown, 
EPA, July 2014. 
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Comment #19:  The operator of a disposal facility located approximately 50 miles from 
the Subsite suggested that based on the company’s knowledge of the market and options 
available for disposal, it appears that the EPA overestimated the cost of nonlocal disposal 
of the soils and sediments contaminated with less than 50 mg/kg of PCBs.  The 
commenter indicated that his facility would charge $40/ton for the disposal of these soils 
and sediments (in comparison to the EPA’s estimate of $75/ton).   
 
Response #19:  The unit cost for the disposal of soils and sediments contaminated with 
less than 50 mg/kg of PCBs in a nonlocal landfill was an estimate.   In the ROD, the EPA 
has modified the estimate and utilized the $40/ton unit cost estimate to calculate the cost 
for nonlocal transportation and disposal of the soils and sediments contaminated with less 
than 50 mg/kg of PCBs.   
 
 
Comment #20:  A commenter opines that the FS report does not include common costs 
associated with implementing the remedy that are applicable to both soil and sediment 
remediation, such as infrastructure, layout of office and equipment, staging areas, 
temporary utilities, public and private utility location services, surface water/runoff 
controls, dewatering or water treatment for excavations confirmatory sampling and 
analysis, engineering studies, design, sediment conditioning area, post-treatment 
sampling and analysis for dewatered sediment, and implementing institutional controls.  
 
Response #20:  Many of the specific items noted in the comment are included in the 
general category headings in Appendix C of the FS report. A 15 percent contingency has 
also been added to the construction cost.  The cost estimates are consistent with the 
EPA’s goal of +50 percent/-30 percent accuracy.    
 
 
Comment #21:  A commenter requested that the EPA provide an itemized financial 
update to the public of the RI/FS costs incurred by the EPA and NYSDEC and an 
accounting of the funds in escrow (including the accumulated interest) from the General 
Motors bankruptcy settlement.  
 
Response #21:  While this comment seeks information that is outside the scope of the 
Proposed Plan, the EPA’s cost information is provided below.   
 
Through July 25, 2014, the EPA spent $1,163,016.80 in contractor-related costs in 
performing the RI/FS.  The costs consist of $59,320.31 for Alion Science and Technology 
Corporation (Data Validation), $426,356.59 for Lockheed Martin Services (sampling and 
ecological risk assessment), $273,415.74 for laboratory services and $403,924.16 for Los 
Alamos Technical Associates, Inc. (RI and FS reports).    
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The EPA received $20,884,448.31 for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite from the GM 
bankruptcy settlement.  With interest, that amount was $21,112,139.73 on August 31, 
2014. 
 
EPA does not have information on costs incurred by NYSDEC. 
 
 
Preference for Treatment 
 
Comment #22:  A commenter opined that the EPA neglected consideration of the 
Congressional intent that Superfund sites are not meant to be permanent repositories of 
hazardous waste, but should be cleaned up and made available for reuse. The 
commenter expresses support for remedies that involve treatment and reuse of sites. The 
commenter opines that the proposed local disposal sites are valuable real estate that 
should be available for redevelopment.  
 
Response #22:  Under CERCLA, Section 121, and the NCP, the lead agency must select 
remedies that are protective of human health and the environment, comply with applicable 
or relevant and appropriate requirements, are cost-effective and utilize permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable.  Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for 
remedial actions which employ treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the 
volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at 
a site. 
 
The selected remedy includes the transport for treatment/disposal contaminated soils and 
sediments containing greater than 50 mg/kg of PCBs at a nonlocal facility.  Technical 
feasibility screenings (capacity, ability to comply with New York State landfill closure 
regulations, waste stream compatibility, proximity and constructability) and administrative 
feasibility screenings were performed on 22 sites considered for local disposal of soils 
and sediments containing less than 50 mg/kg PCBs.  These sites were located within a 
10 mile radius of the Subsite. The most favorable local disposal options for soils and 
sediments containing less than 50 mg/kg PCBs were consolidation under the cap of the 
Town of Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the leachate collection system and 
disposal in a newly constructed cell with a liner and leachate collection system at the yet-
to-be capped Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which will be closed under a New York 
State administrative consent order in the near future). Both of these sites are located 
adjacent to areas to be dredged and have contributed to contamination in Lower Ley 
Creek.  In addition, both of these disposal sites are existing landfills with limited options 
for redevelopment that would not be significantly altered by the addition of waste material 
from the selected remedy.   
 
 
Comment #23:  A commenter expressed concern that remedial alternatives to treat the 
contaminated soils and sediments were not considered.    
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Response #23:  The selected remedy employs off-site treatment (as necessary) and 
disposal of the contaminated soils and sediments containing greater than 50 mg/kg of 
PCBs. The EPA does not believe that treatment of the remaining sediments and soil is 
practicable or cost effective given the widespread nature of the sediment and soil 
contamination (primarily, PCBs, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and metals) and the 
high volume of sediment and soils that are being addressed. 
 

 
Wetlands Restoration 
 
Comment #24:   A commenter notes that most of the area adjacent to Lower Ley Creek 
was wetlands that were filled in by municipal refuse.  In that the successful restoration of 
native fish species (and lower organisms) requires spawning habitat, which requires 
better and littoral (close to the bank) habitats and restored wetlands, the commenter 
recommends restoration of the wetlands as a way to countering the adverse effects of 
filling in the wetlands. 
 
Response #24:  While the EPA acknowledges the environmental benefits that would 
result from the removal of the municipal wastes that were deposited in the wetlands 
located adjacent to Lower Ley Creek, under CERCLA, the EPA can only address releases 
of “hazardous substances” from a “facility,” which are defined terms in the statute.  
Because the municipal refuse located beneath the dredge spoils does not meet this 
criteria, the remediation of the Lower Ley Creek Subsite can only address the 
contaminated sediments and the dredge spoils on the banks of the creek.   
 
Contaminated sediments in a wetland located adjacent to the Creek near the Crouse-
Hinds North landfill will be excavated and restored.  
 
 
Contracting 
 
Comment #25:  A commenter representing a provider of analytical services inquired as 
to what entity will be performing the remedial work at the site.   
 
Response #25:  After the selection of a remedy for a site which has viable PRPs, the EPA 
negotiates the performance of the design and construction of the remedy with the PRPs.  
If the PRPs do not agree to perform the necessary work, EPA can order the PRPs to 
perform the work.  In either of these cases the PRP will be responsible for the 
procurement of the necessary design, construction and analytical services.  At some 
sites, the EPA uses the Superfund to implement the work, in which case the federal 
government would be responsible for procurement.5   The EPA intends to have the PRPs 
at this site perform the necessary work. 
 
 

                                                      
5 If the EPA implements a remedy, the Agency’s contracting methods are publicly available.  See 
http://www2.epa.gov/home/contracting-epa. 
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Support for Remedy 
 
Comment #26:  A commenter expressed support for the proposed remedy and asked that 
the remedial plan be implemented as soon as possible.    
 
Response #26:  The EPA intends to utilize its authorities to implement the remedy as 
soon as possible.  While a remedy for the upper portion of Ley Creek has not yet been 
selected (it is anticipated that a Proposed Plan will be released in the very near future), 
there will be a need to coordinate the design and construction of both portions of Ley 
Creek.   
 
 
Treatment of the Soils and Sediments 
 
Comment #27:  A commenter notes that plasma gasification, a process that utilizes a 
plasma torch at temperatures ranging from 4,000 to 25,000 °F to ionize gas and catalyze 
organic matter into synthetic gas and solid waste, has not been investigated or considered 
for any aspect of the overall remedial program at the Onondaga Lake site.  The 
commenter suggests that this technology be considered for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite.   
 
Response #27:  As described in the Rationale for the Selected Remedy section of the 
Decision Summary of the ROD, the EPA believes that the selected remedy is fully 
protective of human health and the environment.  In addition, because there are no 
plasma gasification facilities in close proximity to Onondaga Lake, such a facility would 
need to be either constructed and permitted locally or the contaminated sediments would 
need to be transported a considerable distance to an existing facility.  Both of these 
options would increase the cost of the remedy substantially.   
 
 
Sediment Excavation  
 
Comment #28:  Two commenters expressed concern that the removal of the 
contaminated sediments would disperse them, posing a potential threat to the public.   
 
Response #28:  During the design, the specifics of how the contaminated sediments will 
be removed will be determined.  Whether the sediments are excavated in the wet or the 
dry6 will determine what sediment controls are necessary.  The Creek is normally 
quiescent, except during storms and springtime thaws.  If the sediments are excavated in 
the wet, measures to prevent the dispersion of sediments during their removal, such as 
silt curtains, will be utilized to prevent the migration of contaminated sediments. If 

                                                      
6  Contaminated sediments can be removed by excavating from the banks or dredging (both are 
commonly referred to “in the wet”) or excavating in the dry (closing off the water body or diverting 
the surface water so that soil excavation equipment can be used in a dry environment).    
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excavated in the wet, work would be expected to proceed from upstream to downstream, 
which would also address resuspended sediments that may be deposited in downstream 
areas.    In addition, a community health and safety plan will be developed during remedial 
design and implemented during construction to ensure that the remedy is protective of 
the public.  Dredging operations could be modified if monitoring results indicate 
unexpected concentrations of contaminants.  
 
 
Gas Pipeline, Electrical Transmission Line, Sewer System 
 
Comment #29:  A commenter (National Grid) noted that its buried natural gas pipeline 
and overhead electric transmission facilities and ancillary structures are located on the 
northern and southern banks of the Creek where contaminated soil is to be covered with 
clean soil and a demarcation layer (northern bank) and excavated (southern bank). The 
commenter expressed concern about the potential for interference with the operation of 
these facilities and, by adding a cover and demarcation layer over the pipeline, the 
potential for interference with future pipeline maintenance or replacement and the 
potential for fire and explosion.  The commenter also identified a number of concerns 
related to clearance requirements and its access to its facilities during and after the 
remediation work.    
 
Response #29:  During the RI, the EPA collected soil samples down to several feet on 
the southern bank of the Creek and a portion of the northern bank.  Due to safety 
concerns, the EPA did not sample the soil overlying the two large buried natural gas and 
oil pipelines which run parallel to a portion of the northern bank of the Creek.  During the 
design, the EPA intends to work with National Grid and Buckeye Pipeline Company (the 
owner of an oil pipeline that runs adjacent to the gas pipeline) to facilitate the collection 
of soil samples along the gas and oil pipelines.  Should these soils be found to be 
contaminated, the EPA will work with National Grid and Buckeye Pipeline Company to 
develop a means for preventing exposure to these soils.  The EPA will also work with 
National Grid so that contaminated soils located in the vicinity of its overhead electric 
transmission facilities and ancillary structures can be addressed without interfering with 
them or employees of National Grid’s access to the facilities and structures.  In addition, 
during the design, all equipment transit and excavations in the vicinity of the gas pipeline 
will be developed in consultation with National Grid.  Protocols for National Grid to access 
its facilities during and after the remediation work will need to be worked out during the 
design.    
 
 
Comment #30: A commenter noted that while the FS report and Proposed Plan identified 
the natural gas and oil pipelines on the north side of Ley Creek and the Route 11 bridge 
as infrastructure that needs to be considered in the implementation of the remedy, 
Onondaga County’s trunk sewers, force mains and related infrastructure that must be 
maintained, repaired and upgraded from time-to-time are not identified.   
 



 

V-17 

 

Response #30: During the remedial design, the County sewerage authorities will be 
consulted to insure that the implemented remedy does not prevent maintenance 
personnel from accessing the sewerage infrastructure. 
 
 
Flooding 
 
Comment #31:  A commenter noted that the Creek channel is very flat and is impacted 
significantly by the relative elevation of Onondaga Lake.  The commenter inquired as to 
how the properties that abut or are near the Creek will be protected from flooding.  
 
Response #31:   The excavation areas of the southern bank of the Creek would not be 
backfilled to grade.  Reducing the elevation of this area would increase the flood storage 
capacity of the floodplain. The extent of backfilling in these areas would be determined 
during the remedial design based on the consideration of various factors, including 
flooding potential and desired habitat conditions.   
 
 
Comment #32: A commenter inquired as to whether there are any flood control, flood 
mitigation or flooding impacts that would present a potential impediment to either disposal 
option.  
 
Response #32:  The EPA is not aware of any flood-related impediments to either disposal 
option. 
 
 
Post-Excavation Confirmatory Sampling 
 
Comment #33:  A commenter inquired about the field processes that will be employed to 
insure that all of the sediment that exceeds the cleanup objectives have been addressed. 
 
Response #33: Post-excavation sampling will be performed to confirm that the soil 
cleanup objectives and sediment criteria have been met.  
 
 
Comment #34: A commenter notes a discrepancy in the volume of contaminated 
sediments in the RI report (110,000 cubic yards [CY]) and FS report and Proposed Plan 
(73,000 CY).  
 
Response #34:  The sediment volume noted in the RI report was a rough initial estimate.  
The sediment volume presented in the FS report and Proposed Plan represents a more 
refined, calculated volume.  
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Local Disposal 
 
Comment #35:  A commenter states that the proposed use of local disposal is reasonable, 
appropriate, and consistent with green remediation principles. The commenter suggests 
that the EPA facilitate the development of a viable local disposal option.  
 
Response #35:  The comment is noted. The EPA intends to pursue the local disposal 
option. 
 
 
Comment #36: A commenter inquired as to whether any of the local disposal options were 
eliminated from consideration.  
 
Response #36:  The Palmerton Group on behalf of Carrier Corporation, Cooper Crouse-
Hinds, LLC, Syracuse China Company, and Niagara Mohawk Power Company performed 
technical feasibility (capacity, ability to comply with New York State landfill closure 
regulations, waste stream compatibility, proximity and constructability) and administrative 
feasibility screenings on 22 sites located within a 10-mile radius of the Subsite considered 
for local disposal of soils and sediments containing less than 50 mg/kg PCBs and 
submitted a report to the EPA.  The Palmerton Group concluded that local disposal at the 
Town of Salina Landfill and the Cooper Crouse Hinds North Landfill were the only two 
viable options for local disposal.  The EPA reviewed this report and agrees with the 
Palmerton Group’s conclusion.  
 
 
Comment #37:  Two commenters inquired as to whether or not there are any legal (e.g., 
statutory, regulatory or policy), engineering (e.g., location, volume, compatibility, 
constructability) or cost issues associated with local disposal.  One of the commenters 
inquired as to whether additional disposal at the Town of Salina landfill is a permitted 
activity, since the landfill is closed.   
 
Response #37:  No statutory, regulatory or policy issues have been identified.   
 
 
Comment #38:  A commenter inquired as to when the EPA anticipates making a 
determination as to the local disposal option.  
  
Response #38:  During the remedial design, the engineering and cost considerations will 
be evaluated to facilitate the identification of the specific disposal location.  Not only will 
this evaluation consider the Cooper-Crouse Hinds North Landfill and Salina Landfill, but 
it will also consider nonlocal facilities, such as the disposal facility located approximately 
50 miles from the site (see Comment #19).   
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Local Disposal Leachate Management 
 
Comment #39:  A commenter inquired as to whether leachate management is a potential 
impediment to either local disposal option.  The commenter noted that the Onondaga 
County Sanitary District, generally, will not accept leachate from a hazardous waste site 
absent a compelling public need and only if the resulting discharges meet all applicable 
legal requirements.  The commenter inquired as to what alternative disposal options 
would be employed if the leachate could not be disposed of at the Metropolitan Syracuse 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (METRO).  The commenter also inquired as to the potential 
volume of leachate that would be generated, whether pretreatment would be necessary 
and what provisions would be made to discontinue pumping during peak flows would be 
made.  
 
Response #39:  The remedy calls for the excavation of an estimated 75,000 CY of 
contaminated soils including 12,000 CY of contaminated soils from the wetland area, as 
well as 73,000 CY of sediments from the Creek. Because the sediments will be dewatered 
and mixed with the soil prior to disposal, it is not anticipated that the material will have a 
significant moisture content, and, therefore, would generate very little leachate.  It is 
possible, however, that leachate could be generated as a result of precipitation that 
occurs while the material is being placed in the landfill before the final cap is constructed.  
The specific volume of leachate that will be generated could be estimated based upon 
the presumed moisture content of the soils and sediments and precipitation rates.  
Leachate management is necessary for both local disposal options.  For the Town of 
Salina Landfill, there is already a leachate collection system in place; after pretreatment, 
this leachate will be conveyed to METRO.  Leachate generated from the disposal of Creek 
sediments and soils would be addressed by this system. For the Cooper Crouse-Hinds 
North Landfill, a leachate collection system would need to be constructed.  The disposition 
of the leachate would have to be determined during the design.   
 
 
Institutional Controls 
 
Comment #40: A commenter inquired as to how the proposed institutional controls will 
impact the Ley Creek Drainage District.  The commenter also inquired as to whether or 
not the controls will preclude or restrict wastewater infrastructure upgrades or the 
installation of new infrastructure. 
 
Response #40: The purpose of institutional controls is to protect the integrity of a remedy 
and to prevent exposure to contamination that remains after the remediation is completed.  
It is anticipated that environmental easements/restrictive covenants will be filed that will 
restrict intrusive activities in areas where residual contamination remains unless the 
activities are in accordance with an EPA-approved Site Management Plan (SMP).    
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Supplemental Remedy Based Upon Fish Monitoring 
 
Comment #41: A commenter inquired about the need for additional or supplemental 
remedial actions should the post-remediation monitoring of the fish indicate that 
contaminant levels are not diminishing.   
 
Response #41:  It is expected that concentrations of contaminants in fish will be reduced 
following the completion of remedial activities in Onondaga Lake. Five-year reviews will 
be conducted by the EPA to ascertain whether or not the implemented remedy is 
protective of public health and the environment. Monitoring of fish tissue samples will 
continue both during and after the lake remediation efforts and NYSDOH will continue to 
evaluate the fish data and the fish advisories on an annual basis.  
 
 
Floodplain 
 
Comment #42:  A commenter notes that for the soil capping alternative, contaminated 
areas that are located within the floodplain on the southern bank of the Creek would 
require limited excavation prior to capping so that the surface elevation would not be 
raised, thus, avoiding the loss of flood storage capacity.  The commenter opines that the 
conceptual design of the capping alternatives is improperly constrained by the 
presumption that unacceptable flood impacts would result from a simple covering 
approach.  The commenter notes further that information provided in a 2012 Federal 
Emergency Management Agency flood insurance study of Ley Creek indicates no or little 
impact of hypothetical loss of the entire overbank floodway along the length containing 
the dredge spoils. 
 
Response #42:  In its comments on the Proposed Plan, Onondaga County notes there 
have been increased incidents of flooding in the area since 2000.  Under the selected 
remedy, the excavation areas of the southern bank will not be backfilled to grade, thereby 
increasing the floodplain’s flood storage capacity.  
 
 
Soil Cap 
 
Comment #43:  A commenter opines that the one foot of soil used to contain PCBs at the 
Ley Creek PCB Dredge Spoils subsite should be sufficient for covering the dredge spoils 
areas along Lower Ley Creek.    
 
Response #43:  Under the selected remedy, any contaminated soil located on the 
northern bank of the Creek that cannot be safely excavated because of the presence of 
the two large, buried natural gas and oil pipelines which run parallel to the north bank of 
the Creek will be covered with at least one foot of soil. 
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Sediment Caps 
 
Comment #44:  A commenter suggests that sediment cap designs should not be limited 
to those considered in the FS report. Better information than that which was relied upon 
in the FS is available or can be developed during the design phase to determine the 
appropriate composition of sediment caps and the need for and type of armor layer. 
 
Response #44:  The composition of the sediment caps and, if necessary, the armor layers 
will be developed during the design phase. 
 
 
Comment #45:  A commenter opines that the EPA has, similarly, improperly ruled out the 
use of sediment caps to address areas that contain elevated levels of PCB contamination.  
The commenter opines that the removal of all of the sediment exceeding action levels 
from the deep sediment areas (up to and possibly exceeding 8 feet into the sediment bed) 
may not be practicable or warranted from an exposure/risk perspective.  The commenter 
also expressed concern about slope-stability impacts of deep excavation at or near the 
edge of the Creek bank.   
  
Response #45:  Sediment capping was appropriately evaluated utilizing the evaluation 
criteria.  With the exception of areas that may not be able to be fully remediated (e.g., 
near bridges), capping was determined not to be as good an alternative as the selected 
remedy. So as to not affect the bathymetry of the Creek, capping would require sediment 
excavation to a depth equivalent to the thickness of the cap. The EPA believes that 
excavating deeper pockets of PCB-contaminated sediments is appropriate.   The 
sediment excavation alternative would permanently remove the contaminated sediment 
from the Creek, thereby eliminating the potential for contaminated sediment to find its way 
into Onondaga Lake which could occur under the sediment capping alternative if the caps 
were to be breached because of storm events and/or ice scour.  
 
Issues related to slope-stability will be addressed as part of the design.    
 
 
Sediment Principles  
 
Comment #46:  A commenter opines that considering the scale and volume of sediment 
addressed by the remedy, the administrative process does not comply with the National 
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan or EPA’s 2002 guidance 
“Principles for Managing Contaminated Sediment Risks at Hazardous Waste Sites” in that 
the Region should have submitted the Proposed Plan to the Office of Emergency and 
Remedial Response’s Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation 
(OSRTI) Regional Coordinator along with a written discussion of application of the 
principles for contaminated sediment management enunciated in the guidance 
document.7   

                                                      
7 For Tier 1 sites (greater than 10,000 CY of contaminated sediment), the noted guidance requires 
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Response #46:  As required by the guidance cited by the commenter, the EPA’s regional 
office prepared a Tier 1 Sediment Site Consideration Memo and, consistent with EPA 
policy, consulted with EPA-headquarters prior to issuing the Proposed Plan.  Please refer 
to the Administrative Record.   
 
 
Comment #47:  Consistent with the first principle of the guidance which recommends that 
continuing sources of contamination, recontamination potential, and source control be 
clearly addressed, a commenter notes that neither the Proposed Plan nor the FS report 
discusses the potential for sediment recontamination after implementation of the remedy 
or the nature of continuing sources of contamination to Ley Creek.  
 
Response #47:  The ROD notes that there are a number of prior and current upland and 
adjacent sources of contamination to Ley Creek.  The most significant of these sources 
are the former GM IFG Facility/Ley Creek Deferred Media and Town of Salina Landfill 
subsites (the Ley Creek PCB Dredgings subsite was a significant source of contamination 
to Ley Creek; the remediation of this subsite was completed in 2001).  The control of the 
remaining upland and upstream sources of contamination is an integral part of the overall 
remediation of Lower Ley Creek.  The Creek will continue to be subject to external 
contaminant contributions until these sources of contaminants are eliminated.  Remedial 
activities at Lower Ley Creek will not be initiated until current upstream sources are 
adequately controlled. The contaminated soils on the banks of Lower Ley Creek also 
contribute to the contamination of the sediment through runoff during rain and snow 
events. These areas will be remediated concurrent with the Lower Ley Creek remediation. 
 
 
Comment #48:  A commenter notes that the sediment guidance highlights the importance 
of clearly defined site-specific risk-based cleanup objectives, whereas for the Lower Ley 
Creek Subsite, generic (default) cleanup levels were, instead, selected for use without 
meaningful evaluation of site-specific risk-based cleanup objectives. The absence of 
analysis regarding the extent to which the proposed remedy will achieve cleanup 
objectives also suggests that the Region did not consider or comply with EPA’s own 
guidance document in development of the remedy. 
 
Response #48: The risks associated with potential exposures to the Lower Ley Creek 
sediments, soils and surface water via dermal contact and incidental ingestion, as well as 
potential consumption of contaminated fish and wildlife, were evaluated. Risks from the 
ingestion of sediment and fish are primarily driven by PCBs which were found at levels 
as high as 315 mg/kg in the sediment and 500 mg/kg in the soil. Site-specific 
bioaccumulation factors for PCBs were calculated for forage fish in the upper, middle and 
lower sections of Lower Ley Creek. The lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEL)8-

                                                      

the preparation of a memorandum describing how 11 principles described in the guidance were 
considered.    
8 The LOAEL is the lowest concentration or amount of a substance found by experiment or 
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based sediment PCB concentrations which were protective of ecological receptors 
ranged from 0.08 to 2.28 mg/kg. A sediment cleanup goal of 1 mg/kg was chosen for 
PCBs which is consistently evaluated and often applied at contaminated sediment sites 
in New York State. This value is also supported by NYSDEC’s “Technical Guidance for 
Screening Contaminated Sediments” (January 1999). 
 
 
Comment #49:  A commenter notes that the sediment guidance expressly recognizes that 
a combination of remedial options will be the most effective way to manage risk at many 
sites. Using multiple options in a coordinated fashion, such as excavation, capping, 
monitored natural attenuation and institutional controls, is in many situations the best 
remedial approach when considering and balancing all of the NCP’s remedial criteria. 
This accepted approach in the guidance is particularly appropriate at the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite and supports the development of a more flexible remedy which combines 
excavation, capping, and institutional controls in a tailored fashion, because doing so is 
more consistent with existing site conditions, land uses and remedy implementation 
challenges. However, opines the commenter, the remedy does not effectively combine 
the array of available remedial options in a flexible fashion so as to achieve an efficient, 
implementable, cost-effective, and NCP-compliant cleanup as promoted by the guidance. 
 
Response #49:  The selected remedy is consistent with the sediment guidance; the 
remedy utilizes a combination of excavation, capping and institutional controls.   
 
 
Anthropogenic Sources 
 
Comment #50:  A commenter suggests that the EPA should not require remediation of 
soils located on the northern bank of the Creek in the vicinity of the I-81 overpass. The 
commenter opines that the constituents identified in this area are likely attributable to 
sources unrelated to Ley Creek, such as the I-81 overpass. 
 
Response #50:  The intent of the remedy is to address contamination attributable to 
releases from the hazardous waste sources along Ley Creek, not urban runoff.  
Delineation sampling will be performed during the design.  Unless it is commingled with 
contaminated soil attributable to releases from the hazardous waste sources along Ley 
Creek, contaminated soil that is attributable to other sources will not be addressed by this 
remedy. 
 
 
Comment #51:  A commenter notes that with the exception of PCBs, the other 
contaminants of concern (COCs), such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
have a significant anthropogenic component. It is not clear whether site-specific soil 
background concentrations were compared to the remediation goal criteria. It is also 

                                                      

observation that causes an adverse alteration of morphology, function, capacity, growth, 
development, or lifespan of a target organism distinguished from normal organisms of the same 
species under defined conditions of exposure.  
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unclear how site-specific background concentrations of metals compare to NYSDEC’s 
sediment criteria. Additional background characterization and statistical comparisons to 
remedial action levels should be performed, if chemicals other than PCBs will determine 
the extent of cleanup in any fashion. 
 
Response #51:  Background soil samples were collected in 1998, 1999 and 2003 as part 
of the GM-IFG subsite investigation and these samples also serve as background 
samples for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite. Two soil borings were collected from the 
southwest corner of the former GM-IFG facility and one soil boring was collected from the 
southeastern corner of the property for the purpose of collecting background soil quality 
data.  The only COC that was found was PCBs. 
 
Background sediment samples were collected in 2008 as part of the upstream GM-IFG 
subsite investigation and these samples also serve as background samples for the Lower 
Ley Creek Subsite. Nine sediment samples were collected upstream of the IFG subsite; 
three in the north branch of Ley Creek, three in the south branch and three in the south 
creek. These samples were analyzed for SVOCs, PCBs and metals. Low-level PCBs 
were detected in four of the nine samples (0.174, 0.066, 0.074 and 0.109 mg/kg total 
PCBs). Some low levels of SVOCs and some naturally-occurring metals were found. 
 
Because PCBs are collocated with the majority of the other COCs and are the primary 
risk driver for all pathways for this Subsite, they will be used as an indicator compound to 
ensure that the soil and sediment cleanup goals are achieved. 
 
 
Limiting Sediment Excavation 
 
Comment #52: A commenter suggests that the sediments located immediately 
downstream of the I-81 overpass should be excluded from the remedy because of the 
low levels of PCBs that are present and because the effectiveness of excavation in this 
area would be limited relative to the adverse environmental impacts, implementability 
challenges, and associated costs. 
 
Response #52: Additional sediment sampling will be conducted during the design to 
delineate the areas in the Creek that will require excavation consistent with the ROD.   
 
 
Operation and Maintenance 
 
Comment #53:  A commenter suggests that adaptive management in the long-term O&M 
be allowed to facilitate appropriate modifications of the O&M activities over the long-term.   
 
Response #53:  An SMP will be developed to provide for the proper management of all 
post-construction remedy components. The SMP will allow flexibility to facilitate O&M 
modifications, as may be appropriate, over the long-term.   
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Comment #54:  A commenter suggests that the inspections and maintenance of covers 
used to reduce exposure to PCBs in the soil and sediment may not be warranted in certain 
circumstances (such as where low-levels of PCBs are covered and the effect of mixing 
the cover and the underlying soil or sediment may result in the PCB concentration meeting 
the cleanup objective). 
 
Response #54:  Appropriate inspections, including, specific locations and frequency of 
inspections, will be developed during the remedial design and/or remedial construction.  
Relevant factors, such as anticipated uses of given areas, will be considered in this 
process.  
 
 
Waste Materials Handling 
 
Comment #55:  A commenter suggests that the plan for characterization of the excavated 
waste materials for local or nonlocal disposal should consider the unavoidable mixing that 
occurs. PCB sampling should include either waste pile sampling or in-situ sampling based 
on a vertical averaging of in-place soil and sediment PCB data. 
 
Response #55:  Consistent with the requirements of TSCA, PCB-contaminated soil and 
sediment characterization sampling must be performed in-situ. 
 
 
Remedy Implementation 
 
Comment #56:  A commenter suggests that flexibility related to the methods of treatment 
of the water that is removed from the excavated sediments should be allowed. Because 
NYSDEC’s surface water discharge standards are stringent, the commenter notes that a 
significant capital investment in wastewater treatment equipment might be required if 
treatment is performed on-site. The commenter suggests that the decanted water could 
be addressed either locally or at an off-site facility.   
 
Response #56: During the design, the disposition of the water that drains from the 
sediments during dewatering will be determined.  If the decanted water is to be discharged 
to surface water, it will need to meet NYSDEC discharge requirements; appropriate 
treatment and location of treatment will be determined during the design. 
 
 
 
Remedial Design 
 
Comment #57:  A commenter notes that the FS report provides little detail regarding how 
the project would be laid out.  
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Response #57:  The level of detail provided is typical of an FS, which is meant to provide 
a conceptual level of engineering detail on a variety of remedial alternatives for 
comparison. The details related to how the project would be laid out will be developed 
during the design. 
 
 
Value Engineering 
 
Comment #58:  A commenter suggests that value engineering9 should be allowed to 
accomplish the same level of overall protectiveness at a lower cost. 
 
Response #58:  The contractor that will prepare the design of the remedy will perform 
value engineering.  If the design is performed by an EPA contractor, value engineering 
will need to be performed consistent with OSWER Directive 9335.5-24, “Value 
Engineering for Fund Financed Remedial Design and Remedial Action Projects” April 14, 
2006. 
 
 
Sediment Processing 
 
Comment #59:  A commenter suggests that sufficient flexibility be provided in the 
remedial design to allow mixing of wet sediment and soils with dry soils to reduce the 
amount of dewatering and water treatment that might be necessary. In addition, the 
commenter suggests stockpiling the non-TSCA soils and sediment for potential use as 
final grading material at the local disposal landfill should be allowed. 
 
Response #59:  The processing of the excavated contaminated soils and sediments will 
be developed during the design; mixing of wet sediment with dry soils is expected to be 
considered.   
 
The excavated contaminated soils and sediments containing greater than 50 mg/kg PCBs 
are considered TSCA waste and will be transported to an off-site TSCA-compliant facility.  
All of the excavated contaminated soils and sediments containing less than 50 mg/kg 
PCBs are not considered TSCA waste and can be disposed of at a local or nonlocal 
disposal facility.  This material could be used for grading as long as it is located under the 
final cover.   
 
 
Performance Specifications 
 
Comment #60:  A commenter suggests that consideration should be given to the use of 
performance specifications rather than detailed design for certain aspects of the remedial 

                                                      
9 Value engineering is a highly beneficial technique used to reduce nonessential procurement 
and program costs. It uses systematic and creative methods to reduce costs without sacrificing 
the reliability, efficiency, or original objectives of the project. 
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design (e.g., layout and design of temporary roads, bridges, support facilities; mitigation 
of construction-related releases) to reduce design costs and improve constructability. 
 
Response #60:  Performance-based specifications are allowable under CERCLA.  It is 
not possible to say at this time whether it would be appropriate for this site.  The EPA will, 
however, consider any design contractor efforts to optimize the implementation of the 
remedy and reduce costs, including the use of performance specifications for certain 
aspects of the remedy.   
 
 
Comment #61:  A commenter states that the FS report does not consider use of onsite or 
adjacent non-impacted soils as a borrow source. This should be considered, as it would 
lower the backfill cost, reduce greenhouse gas impacts, and, depending upon the location 
of the borrow source, could be used to offset floodway impacts. 
 
Response #61:  The design will consider the viability of local sources of borrow material.  
 
 
Comment #62:  A commenter opines that the extent of backfill in the remedy is 
unnecessary. Backfill accounts for approximately $4.5 million of the construction cost.    
 
Response #62: The estimates for the extent of backfilling are FS level estimates. Details 
related to backfilling will be refined as part of the design. 
 
 
Beneficial Reuse 
 
Comment #63:  A commenter suggests that excavated clean soils or sediment should be 
considered for beneficial reuse and the reuse of imported materials initially used for 
support facility and road construction as cover or cap materials as well as for final grade 
material at the local disposal landfill. 
 
Response #63:  The disposition of clean soils or sediment and imported materials will not 
be restricted.  Optimization of on-site processes will be considered during the design.  
 
 
Other Potential Sources of Contamination 
 
Comment #64:  A commenter suggests that other potential sources of contamination to 
Lower Ley Creek, including combined sewer overflows, storm sewers outfalls, other 
outfalls, the Plaza East Landfill, Bear Trap Creek and the former City of Syracuse 
abandoned landfill, should be evaluated and addressed by appropriate parties. 
 
Response #64:   Available information indicates that there are no significant ongoing 
sources of contamination to Lower Ley Creek that require investigation or remediation 
prior to advancing the site cleanup.    
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Contaminant Collocation 
 
Comment #65:  A commenter opines that better data analysis should have been 
developed and/or provided to support the conclusion that PCBs in soils and sediment are 
collocated with other contaminants. In addition, the commenter asks how the specific 
areas and volumes of soil and sediment to be removed were defined.  
 
Response #65:  Based upon the results of the RI, the EPA has concluded that PCBs are 
the primary contaminant in the soils on the banks and in the sediments in the Creek. The 
other COCs identified for this subsite are benzo(a)pyrene,10  mercury, chromium, arsenic 
and dioxin.  The data were reviewed to determine the extent, and, thus, the areas and 
volumes of contamination.  
 
 
Solid Waste 
 
Comment #66:  A commenter notes that the presence of solid waste underlying soils at 
the site would likely complicate soil removal and should be considered in the assessment 
of the implementability of alternatives entailing removal.  
 
Response #66:  During the design, the interface between the refuse and the soil to be 
excavated will be determined.  Measures can be employed that will enable excavation to 
the appropriate depth.   
 
 
Risk Reduction 
 
Comment #67:  A commenter opines that no analysis of the extent to which remedial 
alternatives reduce risk is presented. 
 
Response #67: With the exception of the no action alternative, all of the remedial 
alternatives that were developed and evaluated include a combination of technologies 
and options that reduce risk. A detailed quantitative analysis of risk reduction is not 
required. 
 
The area delineated for the remedial action is based upon the presence of elevated levels 
of contamination in the sediments, which pose an unacceptable human health and 
ecological risk and the contaminated sediments’ potential to contaminate Onondaga 
Lake.  As such, the purpose of the cleanup effort is to remove the material to a chemistry-
based value.   
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
10  It should be noted that all or some of the benzo(a)pyrene, a PAH, is likely from urban runoff. 
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Green Remediation 
 
Comment #68:  A commenter states that there is no indication that either NYSDEC or 
EPA Green Remediation Guidance documents were considered in the development of 
the FS or Proposed Plan. 
 
Response #68:  The environmental benefits of the selected remedy may be enhanced 
by consideration, during the design, of technologies and practices that are sustainable 
in accordance with the EPA Region 2’s Clean and Green Energy Policy and NYSDEC’s 
Green Remediation Policy.11 This will include consideration of green remediation 
technologies and practices. 
 
 
Human Health Risk Assessment 
 
Comment #69:  A commenter noted that the fish Regional Screening Levels (RSL) listed 
in Table 2.1 of the HHRA could not be verified. It is assumed that the data was from an 
outdated RSL table (2009). The commenter opines that the EPA should reevaluate and 
revise the RSL, accordingly. 
 
Response #69: The purpose of using a risk-based screen is to reduce the number of 
chemicals that are quantitatively evaluated in the HHRA, to focus on those most likely to 
be of concern for adverse health effects.  The RSL table that was used in the HHRA was 
developed in 2009 and used to identify a discreet list of chemicals for further evaluation 
of fish tissue, which ultimately concluded that unacceptable risk from exposure to various 
site media exists at the Subsite, and this is primarily due to Aroclor 1254, Aroclor 1260, 
chromium and mercury.  The toxicity of these chemicals has not been significantly revised 
since the HHRA was conducted.  Therefore, the conclusions of the HHRA remain valid 
and no further review of the 2009 RSL table is necessary. 
 
 
Comment #70:  A commenter noted that the HHRA indicates that “the factors EF, ED, 
and AT12 combine to yield a factor between zero and one. Values near 1.0 indicate that 
exposure occurs nearly continuously over the specified averaging period, while values 
near zero indicate that exposure occurs infrequently.”  For cancer risks, opines the 
commenter, the combination of EF, ED, AT would normally be less than 1 due to the fact 
that the life span normally is greater than exposure duration. 
 
 

                                                      
11 See http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation and http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_ 
hudson_pdf/der31.pdf. 
 
12 “EF,” “ED” and “AT” are acronyms for “exposure frequency,” “exposure duration” and “average 
time,” respectively.  

http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_
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Response #70: The comment is correct.  The statement in the HHRA is true only for 
noncarcinogenic chemicals and the calculation of a hazard quotient.  However, this edit 
does not change the conclusions of the HHRA. 
 
 
Comment #71:  A commenter opines that it is not clear in the HHRA which chemicals 
were identified with mutagenic models of action and, therefore, adjusted by “age-
dependent adjustment factors.” 
 
Response #71: The HHRA cites the reference for the mutagenic mode of action 
approach, ”Supplemental Guidance for Assessing Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure 
to Carcinogens” (EPA/630/R-03/003F), which includes a list of the chemicals for which a 
mutagenic mode of action has been identified and to which the default age-dependent 
adjustment factors should be applied. 
 
 
Comment #72:  A commenter noted that soil RSLs were used for sediment COC 
screening in Table 2.2 of the HHRA. The EPA, opines the commenter, should address 
the uncertainty associated with this approach. 
 
Response #72: EPA guidance for risk assessment (RAGS, Part A) suggests that applying 
risk-based screening is a way to reduce the number of chemicals retained for quantitative 
analysis and focus that quantitative analysis on a smaller list of chemicals that are likely 
to be present at concentrations of concern for adverse health effects.  The use of soil 
RSLs for sediment concentrations is conservative and likely results in additional 
chemicals being retained for quantitative analysis.  However, the only implication that this 
has on the risk assessment is that additional chemicals are quantitatively evaluated; if 
these additional chemicals are not risk drivers, then retaining them is not going to 
influence the outcome of the risk assessment.  Alternatively, the number of chemicals is 
not required to be reduced, and the EPA could evaluate all chemicals identified at the 
Subsite quantitatively. The EPA chose to reduce the number of chemicals by using this 
screening process, which is consistent with EPA guidance. 
 
 
Comment #73:  A commenter noted that in Table 4.1 of the HHRA, EPA 1997 guidance 
is referenced. That guidance has been updated, with the most recent version issued in 
2011. The commenter opines that the EPA should update the HHRA to be based on the 
most recent guidance. 
 
Response #73: The 2011 version of the Exposure Factors Handbook is not a Superfund-
specific document; rather, it provides a summary of the latest developments in exposure 
science and provides recommendations for a broad range of EPA programs.  The EPA’s 
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) issued a directive in 2014, 
“Human Health Evaluation Manual, Supplemental Guidance:  Update of Standard Default 
Exposure Factors”  OSWER Directive 9200.1-120, that provided recommendations for 
exposure factors that are protective of the reasonable maximum exposure consistent with 
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CERCLA.  A sensitivity analysis of these recommendations, compared to the previously 
recommended exposure parameters, was conducted and concluded that the updated 
values are generally expected to result in a slight decrease in calculated time-weighted 
exposures and risk estimates for most chemicals.  The results of the HHRA and the 
addendum to the HHRA demonstrate levels of risk as high as an order of magnitude over 
acceptable levels.  Therefore, it is expected that unacceptable risks would be present, 
even if the updated exposure information was included, and the results of the HHRA and 
the addendum to the HHRA remain valid. 
 
 
Comment #74:  A commenter noted that the fish ingestion rates presented in Tables 4.1 
and 4.3 of the HHRA for adults and those from 6-16 years old were higher than those 
listed in EPA (2011) Exposure Hand Book, Table 10.3 (25 grams (g) fish/day versus 18 
g fish/day for adults and 16.7 g/day versus 8.6-13 g/day). 
 
Response #74: The fish ingestion rates used in the Lower Ley Creek HHRA are consistent 
with those used for the HHRA conducted for the Onondaga Lake Bottom subsite of the 
Onondaga Lake Superfund site.  The use of these ingestion rates at the Onondaga Lake 
Bottom subsite has been reviewed and accepted as appropriate for a reasonable 
maximum exposure scenario. 
 
 
Comment #75:  A commenter notes that an exposure frequency of 143 events per year 
was identified in Table 4.4 of the HHRA for recreational visitors for exposure to soil in 
dredge spoils area. The commenter notes that this would be equivalent to an exposure 
frequency of almost five events per week during non-winter months, April through 
October. Considering the nature of the land use, this assumption unreasonably 
overestimates exposure and should be revised opines the commenter. 
 
Response #75: The EPA assumed an EF of 143 days per year for the recreational visitor 
to the soil/dredge spoils.  This value was developed assuming three times per week 
during the 39 weeks of spring, summer and autumn, and two times per week during the 
13 weeks of winter.  The EPA believes this EF appropriately represents a reasonable 
maximum exposure scenario for this population at this site. 
 
 
Comment #76:  A commenter noted that the same adherence factor was used in the 
HHRA for sediment exposure and dredge spoil area soil exposure (Tables 4.1 and 4.8). 
The commenter opines that soil would typically have a lower adherence factor due to the 
high water content of sediment. Therefore, opines the commenter, the HHRA calculations 
should be revised to reflect a more appropriate adherence factor. 
 
Response #76: When evaluating dermal contact, the EPA references “Risk Assessment 
Guidance for Superfund Volume I; Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part E, 
Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk Assessment)” (EPA/540/R/99/005).  This 
guidance suggests one way to select a soil-to-skin adherence factor (SSAF) from the 
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many values and activities presented in the guidance is to consider using a geometric 
mean value of a high-end activity, which is the process that was followed in the Lower 
Ley Creek HHRA.  The SSAF used for exposure to soil is 0.3 micrograms per square 
centimeter (mg/cm2), which is the geometric mean value for archeologists, a population 
with high exposure to soil, while the SSAF used for exposure to sediment is 0.3 mg/cm2, 
which is the geometric mean value for reed gathers, a population with high contact with 
sediment.  The sources of these two values are very different and unique to the medium; 
it is a coincidence that these values are the same. 
 
 
Comment #77:  A commenter opines that the exposure assumptions used in the HHRA 
to represent construction workers (Table 4.11; e.g., exposure frequency of 25 days/year) 
are not consistent with EPA (2002) default assumptions for construction workers. 
 
Response #77: The exposure frequency used for the construction worker is 25 days per 
year.  This is not the generic default value of 250 days per year.  It is referenced in the 
table as “BPJ,” best professional judgment.  A 25-day construction period was determined 
to be an appropriate length of time for a construction project, with construction workers 
being exposed to sediments in the Creek during that time. 
 
 
Comment #78:  A commenter noted that the HHRA presents chromium as one of the 
predominant cancer risk contributors for adult recreational ingestion of sediment exposure 
pathway. The commenter points out that Table 6.1 did not list the Slope Factor (SF) for 
chromium and that the SF for hexavalent chromium was used for the risk evaluation. An 
evaluation of chromium speciation is warranted, opines the commenter. The commenter 
opines further that due to the anticipated anaerobic conditions in sediment, the presence 
of hexavalent chromium is unlikely. Therefore, chromium is unlikely a risk contributor for 
the Subsite. 
 
Response #78: Risk in the sediments is driven primarily by Aroclor 1254, Aroclor 1260 
and PAHs, including benzo(a)pyrene, with cancer risks above 10-4.  Although chromium 
has also been identified as a risk driver, its contribution to the cumulative risk is less than 
the chemicals identified.  A slope factor of 5.0E-01 per mg/kg-day was used to estimate 
the cancer risks associated with hexavalent chromium, and this was erroneously omitted 
from Table 6.1 of the HHRA, although it was included in Table 6.1 of the HHRA 
addendum.  Chromium was not speciated, and so the health-protective assumption was 
made to evaluate chromium as hexavalent, the more toxic form.  Sampling conducted 
during the pre-design investigation will include speciation of chromium to refine any areas 
that require remediation.  However, it should be noted that the conclusion that exposure 
to the sediments results in unacceptable cancer risks remains valid, primarily due to 
Aroclors and PAHs. 
 
 
Comment #79:  A commenter noted that Table 5.1 of the HHRA uses a Reference Dose 
(RFD) more stringent than the RSL listed FRFD (7x10-5 versus 5x10-3; see RSL guide, 
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section 5) for vanadium. Risks associated with vanadium are likely overstated as a result, 
opines the commenter. 
 
Response #79: Vanadium is only a risk driver for sediments in the “Dredge Spoils Area,” 
and only for a young child under the age of 6.  There are other risk drivers in the sediments 
of the Dredge Spoils Area, including PAHs, Aroclor 1254, Aroclor 1260, chromium and 
mercury.  The conclusion of the risk assessment that there is unacceptable risk from 
exposure to Subsite-related contamination in the sediments in the Dredge Spoils Area 
remains valid. 
 
 
Comment #80:  A commenter noted that there is no background data discussion in the 
HHRA. Background data and a corresponding risk management approach should be 
included in the HHRA opines the commenter. 
 
Response #80: Lower Ley Creek is one subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site.   
Various reaches of Ley Creek have been sampled as part of other subsite investigations, 
and background has been characterized.  The levels of risk-driving contaminants have 
been reviewed and characterized in the remedial investigation. 
 
 
Errata 
 
Comment #81:  A commenter notes a stream classification error in the Proposed Plan 
and points out that the color-coded concentrations on a figure in the Proposed Plan do 
not agree with the presented data.  Another commenter opines that the RI/FS reports 
misstate the site history.  
 
Response #81:  The stream classification and Subsite history were obtained from existing 
documents.  The identified inaccuracies will be corrected in the appropriate sections in 
the ROD. With regard to the noted figure, the EPA verified the information and revised 
the noted figure in the ROD. 
 
 
Comment #82:   A commenter notes that under “Site History” section in the Proposed 
Plan, the text states that “Ley Creek was widened, deepened and rerouted…through the 
Town of Salina Landfill.  Dredged materials were spread along the banks and were 
disposed of at the landfill.” The commenter questions the veracity of the statement 
regarding the placement of dredged materials in the landfill.   
 
Response #82:  The EPA’s conclusion that dredged materials were placed in the landfill 
is based upon information contained in Onondaga County field notes related to the 
dredging. Excerpts from these field notes are included in the Administrative Record. 
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Comment #83:  A commenter questions the validity of the statement in the Proposed Plan 
that the Cooper North Landfill “contributed to the contamination of Lower Ley Creek" when 
the EPA concluded in its June 28, 2012 "Determination to Not Take Superfund Action" 
that the landfills are not a source of contaminants to Onondaga Lake.   
 
Response #83:  Because contaminants present at the Cooper Crouse-Hinds site are not 
contaminants of concern in Onondaga Lake, the Cooper Crouse-Hinds site was 
determined not to be a subsite.  Because contaminants present at the Cooper Crouse-
Hinds site are contaminants of concern in Lower Ley Creek, the Cooper Crouse-Hinds 
site was determined to be a source of contamination to Lower Ley Creek.   
 
 
Comment #84:  A commenter opines that the excavation volumes and disposal weights 
provided in the FS report indicate a total disposal of 92,000 to 127,000 tons. The EPA 
should reevaluate its disposal estimates and adjust its cost projections accordingly. 
 
Response #84:  FS report Table 5.5, Estimated Area and Volumes for All Chemicals 
Above Cleanup Goals in Soil, provides the basis for the contaminated soil volume.  This 
table indicates that the total volume of soils above the cleanup goals is 80,130 CY.  FS 
report Table 5.6, Estimated Area and Volumes for All Chemicals Above Cleanup Goals 
in Sediment, provides the basis for the contaminated sediment volume.  This table 
indicates that the total volume of sediments above cleanup goals is 72,724 CY.  The 
combined volume of soil and sediment above the cleanup goads is 152,854 CY.  
Considering the density of the soil/sediment mixture, a 1.2 CY/ton factor was used in the 
FS report.  Therefore, the volume is equivalent to 127,379 tons. 
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Lower Ley Creek  
Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

    Town of Salina, Onondaga County, New York 
 

 
                                                          

 July 2014 
                                                                                              

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
 
This Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives considered to address 
contamination at the Lower Ley Creek subsite, which is an operable unit of the 
Onondaga Lake Superfund Site, and identifies the preferred remedy with the 
rationale for this preference. This Proposed Plan was developed by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in consultation with the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). The EPA is issuing this 
Proposed Plan as part of its public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C § 9617(a),  the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. §§ 300.430(f) 
and 300.435(c). The nature and extent of the contamination at the subsite and the 
remedial alternatives summarized in this Proposed Plan are described in the June 
2013 remedial investigation (RI) report and January 2014 feasibility study (FS) report, 
respectively. The EPA and NYSDEC encourage the public to review these 
documents to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the Lower Ley Creek 
subsite and the Superfund activities that have been conducted at this subsite. 
 
The purpose of this Proposed Plan is to inform the public of the EPA’s preferred 
remedy and to solicit public comments pertaining to all of the remedial alternatives 
evaluated, including the preferred remedy. The preferred remedy consists of 
excavation of contaminated Creek sediments, excavation of contaminated soils 
located on the southern bank of the Creek, excavation and capping of contaminated 
soils located on the northern bank of the Creek,1 local disposal of the excavated soils 
and sediments with polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) concentrations less than 50 
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg),2 non-local disposal of excavated sediments with 
PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 50 mg/kg, restoration of all of the 
remediated areas, development of a Site Management Plan, institutional controls and 
long-term monitoring.   
 
The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the preferred remedy for the subsite.  
Changes to the preferred remedy, or a change from the preferred remedy to another 
remedy, may be made if public comments or additional data indicate that such a 
change will result in a more appropriate remedial action. The final decision regarding 
the selected remedy will be made after the EPA has taken into consideration all public 
comments. The EPA is soliciting public comment on all of the alternatives considered 
in the Proposed Plan and in the detailed analysis section of the FS report because 
the EPA may select a remedy other than the preferred remedy.  
 
 
 
___________ 
 
1 Complete excavation of the contaminated soil may not be feasible because of the presence 
of two large, buried natural gas and oil pipelines which run the length of the Creek.  
 
2 Local disposal options under consideration include consolidation under the cap of the Town 
of Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the leachate collection system or in a newly 
constructed cell with a liner and leachate collection system on the yet-to-be capped Cooper 
Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which will be closed under the State Superfund program in the 
near future). The specific local disposal location would be determined during the remedial 
design phase.  Should local disposal options be determined not to be viable, all excavated 
materials would be sent to an appropriate non-local facility for disposal. 

 
 

MARK YOUR CALENDAR 
 
July 15, 2014 – August 14, 2014:  Public 
comment period related to this Proposed 
Plan. 
 
July 29, 2014 at 7:00 P.M.: Public meeting 
at the Town of Salina Town Hall, 201 
School Road, Liverpool, NY. 
 

Copies of supporting documentation are 
available at the following information 
repositories: 
 

Salina Free Library 
100 Belmont Street 

Mattydale, New York 13211 
315-454-4524 

 
Town of Salina 

201 School Road 
Liverpool, New York 13088 

315-457-2710 
 

Atlantic States Legal Foundation 
658 West Onondaga Street 

Syracuse, New York 13204-3757 
315-475-1170 

 
Onondaga County Public Library 

447 South Salina Street 
Syracuse, New York 13202 

 
NYSDEC 

Division of Environmental Remediation 
625 Broadway, 12th Floor 

Albany, New York 12233-7016 
518-402-9775 

Please call for an appointment. 
 

NYSDEC Region 7  
615 Erie Boulevard West 

Syracuse, New York 13204-2400 
315-426-7400 

Please call for an appointment.  
 

EPA-Region II 
Superfund Records Center 
290 Broadway, 18th Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 
212-637-4308 

Please call for an appointment.
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The EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that 
the concerns of the community are considered in selecting 
an effective remedy for each Superfund site.  To this end, 
the RI and FS reports and this Proposed Plan have been 
made available to the public for a public comment period 
that begins on July 15, 2014 and concludes on August 14, 
2014. 
 
A public meeting will be held during the public comment 
period at the Town of Salina Town Hall on July 29, 2014, 
at 7:00 P.M. to present the conclusions of the RI/FS, 
elaborate further on the reasons for recommending the 
preferred remedy and receive public comments. 
 
Comments received at the public meeting, as well as 
written comments, will be documented in the 
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record of 
Decision (ROD), the document that formalizes the 
selection of the remedy.   
 
 
COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS 

 
Written comments on the Proposed Plan should be 
addressed to: 
 
 Pamela Tames, P.E. 

Remedial Project Manager  
 Central New York Remediation Section 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
 New York, New York 10007-1866 
  
 Telefax:  (212) 637-3966 
 Email: Tames.pam@epa.gov 
 
 
SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION 
 
The primary objectives of this action are to remediate the 
soil and sediment contamination, minimize the migration of 
contaminants and minimize any potential future health and 
environmental impacts.   
 
 
SITE BACKGROUND 
 
Site Description 
 
The Lower Ley Creek subsite of the Onondaga Lake site 
consists of the lower two miles of Ley Creek (including the 
Creek channel and adjacent floodplains) beginning at and 

                                                 
3 The flood control project rerouted Ley Creek through the Salina 

Landfill, creating two separate landfills on the northern and 

southern banks of the creek (which are 50 acres and 5 acres, 

including the Route 11 bridge (a.k.a. Brewerton Road) 
and ending downstream at Onondaga Lake (Lake). The 
subsite also includes a 3.7-acre wetland situated on the 
southern bank of the Creek adjacent to the Cooper 
Crouse-Hinds North Landfill and “Old Ley Creek Channel” 
(hereinafter, referred to as “OLCC”), an original section of 
the Creek before Ley Creek was widened and 
reconfigured during a flood control project in the 1970s.3  
In addition, the subsite includes several sections along 
the banks of the Creek where dredged contaminated 
sediments were placed during the flood control project.   
 
In addition to passing under the Route 11 bridge, the 
Creek passes under the 7th North Street and Interstate 81 
bridges. Much of the Creek is shallow, but there are 
sections where the water depth may be 14 feet deep, 
particularly downstream of the 7th North Street bridge. The 
bottom of the Creek is dominated by soft sediment with 
very little stone or other hard surfaces. 
 
The Lower Ley Creek subsite is located within an area 
zoned as an Industrial District. It is surrounded by parking 
lots, the Town of Salina and Cooper Crouse-Hinds 
landfills, other landfilled areas, manufacturing operations, 
several undeveloped properties and a railroad line. Two 
large, buried natural gas and oil pipelines owned by 
National Grid run parallel to the northern bank of the 
Creek for much of this section.  
 
Prior to the early 1970s, some wetlands located on either 
side of the Creek were filled with municipal refuse, 
although there is a NYS regulated wetland (SYW-11) 
mapped on both sides adjacent to Ley Creek downstream 
of the confluence with Bear Trap Creek which enters Ley 
Creek upstream of 7th North Street. 
 
A resolution in support of the transfer of Murphy’s Island, 
also known as SW-12, a 36-acre parcel along the 
Onondaga Lake shoreline that is located at the mouth of 
Ley Creek to the Onondaga Nation was passed by 
Onondaga County in 2011 in order to provide dedicated 
access to Onondaga Lake, which is culturally important to 
the Nation. The Onondaga Nation is a federally 
recognized tribe whose 9.3 square mile reservation is 
located nearby. Murphy’s Island is being addressed by 
the RI/FS that is being performed for the Wastebed 
B/Harbor Brook subsite. 
 
Figure 1 shows the features noted above.   
 
The Creek is not used for commercial transportation or as 
a public water supply, but is currently accessible for 

respectively).    
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recreational uses, such as fishing, and is expected to 
remain so. 
 
A fish consumption advisory, which is updated annually by 
the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), 
currently indicates that the consumption of fish from 
Onondaga Lake and its tributaries (including Ley Creek) 
and connected waters should be limited because of the 
levels of environmental contaminants which have been 
found to be present in the fish tissue. 
 
Site History 
 
Industrialization of the area began soon after the building 
of the Erie Canal in 1857 and the development of railroads 
in eastern Syracuse. Several industries have been located 
near Ley Creek and its branches since the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries. The industrial nature of this area, as 
well as the infrastructure and other development, 
influenced this subsite and contributed to its current 
condition. 
 
Assessments have been performed at many areas in the 
Onondaga Lake drainage basin to determine what sources 
have contributed to the contamination of Onondaga Lake. 
The Lake has a footprint of approximately 4.5 square miles 
and a drainage basin of approximately 250 square miles. 
The Onondaga Lake Superfund site, which includes the 
Lake itself, six major and minor tributaries and various 
upland sources of contamination, was placed on the EPA’s 
National Priorities List on December 16, 1994. NYSDEC 
and EPA have, to date, organized the work for the 
Onondaga Lake NPL site into 11 subsites (see Figure 2). 
These subsites, which are also considered by EPA to be 
operable units of the NPL site. 
 
Prior to the early 1970s, poor channel conditions and large 
impermeable areas in the watershed caused extensive 
flooding of Ley Creek. These flooding events led to the 
creation of the Ley Creek Drainage District. Beginning in 
1970, the Onondaga County Department of Drainage and 
Sanitation widened, deepened and rerouted the Creek 
through the Town of Salina Landfill. Dredged materials 
were spread along the banks of Ley Creek in addition to 
being disposed of at the Town of Salina Landfill.   

 

Investigative fieldwork for the RI/FS at the Lower Ley 
Creek subsite began in November 2009. Sediment, soil, 
groundwater and surface water samples were collected 
and analyzed. In addition, fish samples were collected as 
part of the human health and ecological risk assessments. 

 

Three other subsites of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site 
are located in the vicinity of the Lower Ley Creek subsite: 
the Town of Salina Landfill subsite (“Salina Landfill 

subsite”); the General Motors Inland Fisher Guide Facility 
and Ley Creek Deferred Media subsite (“IFG subsite”) and 
the Ley Creek PCB Dredgings subsite (“PCB Dredgings 
subsite”). The current status of these three subsites is 
discussed below. 
 
The Town of Salina Landfill, located near the Route 11 end 
of the Lower Ley Creek subsite, accepted municipal and 
industrial wastes from the mid-20th century until it was 
closed in 1975 pursuant to an order by NYSDEC. The 55-
acre landfill also accepted some of the contaminated 
dredge spoils during the 1970s Ley Creek flood control 
project. Soil samples taken from the landfill indicated that 
it was contaminated with elevated levels of PCBs, 
polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), mercury, lead and 
chromium. Groundwater samples showed elevated levels 
of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile 
organic compounds (SVOCs). In 1986, NYSDEC and the 
Onondaga County Department of Health collected soil and 
water samples on the north bank of the Creek adjacent to 
the Salina Landfill and in drainage ditches north and east 
of the landfill. PCBs were detected in the soils. NYSDEC 
performed additional sampling between 1987 and 1997. 
Elevated levels of heavy metals were found in addition to 
PCBs. 
 
The EPA and NYSDEC selected a remedy for the 
remediation of the Salina Landfill subsite in 2007. That 
remedy called for the installation of caps on both landfills 
(the main 50-acre landfill located north of the Creek and 
the smaller five- acre landfill located on the south side of 
the Creek), storm water collection and 
groundwater/leachate collection and treatment. Based 
upon the results of samples collected from the five-acre 
landfill during the design of the selected remedy, it was 
determined that the quantity of hazardous substances 
located in this landfill was substantially less than was 
originally estimated. As a result, the remedial alternatives 
were reevaluated and an amended ROD for the site was 
issued in 2010, which called for, among other things, the 
excavation of the five-acre landfill and consolidation of the 
excavated materials on the top of the 50-acre landfill. The 
consolidation of these materials and landfill cap over them 
was completed in 2013. A system to pre-treat the 
contaminated groundwater/leachate collected from the 
landfill is expected to be completed in late 2014.  The pre-
treated groundwater/leachate will be conveyed to the 
Metropolitan Syracuse Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(METRO). 
 
The IFG facility, located just upstream of Route 11, began 
operations in 1952, operating initially as a plating facility 
and later manufacturing plastic automotive components. 
The facility ceased manufacturing operations in 1993. 
Throughout its period of operation, some of the wastes 
from the plant were discharged to Ley Creek. The Ley 
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Creek Deferred Media portion of the IFG subsite includes 

groundwater underlying the Ley Creek PCB Dredgings 
subsite and surface water and sediment in and floodplains 
adjacent to, Ley Creek between Townline Road and Route 
11. The principal hazardous substances at this subsite 
include PCBs, solvents, copper, nickel and chromium. 
 
Three significant response actions were performed at the 
IFG facility to prevent further migration of PCBs from the 
subsite to Ley Creek. An industrial landfill at the IFG facility 
that contains chromium- and PCB-contaminated material 
was capped to prevent contaminants from leaching into 
the groundwater. A second response action involved the 
removal of highly-contaminated soil from a former 
discharge swale. This swale was used in the 1950s and 
1960s as a conduit for the discharge of liquid process 
waste to Ley Creek. The swale was subsequently filled in, 
but the contaminated soil remained until the performance 
of this action. Over 26,000 tons of soils containing PCBs 
were removed from the subsite. The third response action 
involved the construction of a retention pond and 
associated water treatment system. This pond collects all 
water that accumulates on the IFG property in any of the 
storm sewers or abandoned process sewers. The pond 
water is then sent through the treatment plant in order to 
meet permitted discharge limits, prior to discharge to Ley 
Creek. The purpose of this response action was to stop the 
intermittent discharge of PCBs and other contaminants 
that occurred during storm events. An RI/FS for the IFG 
facility portion of the IFG subsite is currently underway. 
 
The RI report for the Deferred Media portion of the IFG 
subsite was approved by NYSDEC in April 2013. An FS 
report is currently under review.  
 
The PCB Dredgings subsite includes certain areas along 
the banks of Ley Creek upstream of the Route 11 Bridge 
where PCB-contaminated dredge spoils that were 
removed from the Creek were placed. NYSDEC issued a 
ROD addressing these spoils in 1997 and construction of 
the remedy was completed in 2001. The remedy included 
the removal and proper off-site disposal of PCB-
contaminated material greater than 50 mg/kg and the 
placement of a soil cover over the remaining dredge spoils. 
Cover maintenance and five-year reviews continue 
because waste remains at the site. 
 

 
SITE HYDROLOGY/HYDROGEOLOGY 
 
Site Hydrology 
 
For most of the Lower Ley Creek subsite, Ley Creek is a 
New York State Class B fresh surface water, which, 
pursuant to 6 NYCRR § 701.7, means the best usages for 
the Creek are “primary and secondary contact recreation 

and fishing. These waters shall be suitable for fish, 
shellfish and wildlife propagation and survival”. The Creek 
itself is not used commercially, although it is accessible for 
fishing or other recreation. While access to the Lower Ley 
Creek subsite is unrestricted, it is difficult to reach in many 
areas because of thick vegetation. The fish species found 
during recent investigations include bluegill, pumpkinseed, 
shiners, bullhead and carp. 
 
Ley Creek is not currently used as a public water supply. 
The creek is, however, currently used for recreational 
purposes, such as fishing. There is no commercial 
transportation use of the Creek. Lower Ley Creek flows 
through urban, developed East Syracuse, past landfills, 
several businesses, under several bridges, along a 
railroad track and near a shopping mall. 
 
The bed of Lower Ley Creek is well channeled with steep 
sides and the Creek depth ranges from one to 14 feet 
deep, averaging three to five feet over much of its length. 
The deepest sections are closer to the Lake and the 
shallowest near the Route 11 Bridge. The bottom of the 
stream is mostly composed of soft sediment, with very little 
areas of stone or riffle (rocky shoal).   
 
Site Hydrogeology 

 

The bedrock geology in the area of Lower Ley Creek 
generally consists of sedimentary rock units from the 
Paleozoic-age Salina Group which, in order of oldest to 
youngest, consists of the Vernon Formation, the Syracuse 
Formation, Camillus Shale and the Bertie Formation. 
Specifically, the bedrock underlying the Lower Ley Creek 
Channel subsite is made up of units of the Vernon 
Formation, which consists of upper Silurian shale and 
dolostone. 
 
Onondaga Lake receives surface runoff from a drainage 
basin of approximately 250 square miles. Surface water 
flows into the Lake via six tributaries: Ninemile Creek, 
Onondaga Creek, Harbor Brook, Bloody Brook, Sawmill 
Creek and Ley Creek. Ley Creek accounts for 
approximately eight percent of the total water inflow to the 
Lake. 
 
Groundwater discharge to surface water channels 
accounts for most of the stream flow in the Onondaga Lake 
Basin. Groundwater discharge accounts for an estimated 
56 percent of stream flow in Ley Creek. The groundwater 
can be found from eight to 12 feet below ground surface 
(bgs) in the overburden of the subsite. 
 
Efforts since 1970 to alleviate the flooding of Ley Creek 
have been generally successful, though the Creek still 
floods beyond its banks periodically.  
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RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
 
Based upon the results of the RI, the EPA has concluded 
that PCBs are the predominant contaminant in the soils 
on the banks and in the sediments in the Creek. The 
primary contaminants of concern (COCs) identified for 
this subsite are PCBs, benzo(a)pyrene,4 mercury, 
chromium, arsenic and dioxin. A review of the sampling 
results indicate that the PCBs are collocated with the vast 
majority of the other COCs.     
 
Soils 
 

Soil samples were collected in floodplain soils on both 
sides of the Creek, a swale area and the OLCC area.  See 
Figure 3 for the locations of the soil samples.  
 
In 2010, 19 samples were collected from the swale, 
located south of Lower Ley Creek and east of the 7th North 
Street Bridge to a depth of five feet bgs.   
 
In OLCC, 31 soil locations were sampled in 2010. Each 
location was sampled at three intervals down to two feet 
bgs. In subsequent sampling, a total of 59 samples were 
collected from 22 soil borings throughout OLCC to a depth 
of 19 feet bgs.   
 
A review of the 1970s flood control construction blueprints 
indicated several areas where dredge spoils were spread 
onto upland areas. As a result, in 2011, 53 locations within 
these areas were sampled down to two feet bgs (municipal 
refuse is located below this depth). 
 
The highest levels of PCB contamination in the soils were 
found in the swale area, where levels as high as 500 mg/kg 
were found at the 6-12 inch bgs interval. PCB levels as 
high as 380 mg/kg were found on the banks of OLCC in 
the 12-24 inch interval. 
 
The highest level of mercury, which was found on the 
northern bank of the Creek in the 0-12 inch interval, was 
4.1 mg/kg. Elevated levels of mercury were also found in 
the 30-36 inch interval in the swale on the southern bank 
of the Creek at levels as high as 3.5 mg/kg.  
 
Benzo(a)pyrene was found on the northern bank of the 
Creek in the 0-12 inch interval at levels as high as 27.4 
mg/kg. The next highest level was 12 mg/kg in the 12-24 
inch interval on the banks of OLCC. 
 
 

                                                 
4  It should be noted that all or some of the benzo(a)pyrene, a 

PAH, is likely from anthropogenic sources, such as urban 
runoff.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
The highest level of total chromium was found in the swale 
area at the 6-12 inch interval at 5,320 mg/kg. The next 
highest levels were found in the swale and on the banks of 
OLCC at 3,430 mg/kg at 0-6 inches and 3,320 mg/kg at 6-
12 inches, respectively. 
 
Elevated levels of cadmium were found in the soils on the 
northern bank of the Creek. The highest level was found 
east of 7th North Street at 337 mg/kg at 0-12 inch.  The 
next highest level was from the same location at 12-24 
inches at 100 mg/kg. Similarly, another location on the 
northern bank west of 7th North Street had 23.7 mg/kg at 
0-12 inches and 35 mg/kg at 12-24 inches. All of the 
remaining samples contained cadmium levels less than 
14.5 mg/kg. 
 
Pesticides, specifically dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 
(more commonly known as “DDT”), were found at elevated 
levels in the soil at the subsite. The highest levels were 
found on the banks of OLCC (as high as 4 mg/kg in the 12-
24 inch interval).5 
 

5  It is likely that the DDT is an artifact of mosquito control, not 
disposal activities.  

What are PCBs? 
 
The predominant contaminant at the Lower Ley Creek 
subsite is PCBs. Due to its non-flammability, chemical 
stability, high boiling point and electrical insulating 
properties, PCBs were widely used in many industrial and 
commercial applications including electrical, heat transfer 
and hydraulic equipment; as plasticizers in paints, plastics 
and rubber products; in pigments, dyes and carbonless copy 
paper; and many other industrial applications. 
 
PCBs are a group of chemicals consisting of 209 individual 
compounds, known as congeners. PCBs were sold in 
mixtures containing dozens of congeners. These 
commercial mixtures were known as Aroclors. 
 
Although manufacturing of PCBs was banned in 1979, they 
can still be released into the environment from poorly 
maintained contaminated sites that contain PCBs, leaks or 
releases from electrical transformers containing PCBs, and 
disposal of PCB-containing consumer products into landfills 
not designed to handle PCBs. PCBs may also be released 
into the environment by the burning of some wastes in 
municipal and industrial incinerators. At the subsite, the 
ongoing source of PCBs is the PCB-contaminated sediment 
in the creek and soils on its banks. PCBs are classified by 
the EPA as probable human carcinogens and are linked to 
other adverse health effects such as a reduced ability to fight 
infection. 
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Dioxins were found on the northern bank of the Creek at 
levels as high as 1,730 nanograms per kilogram (ng/kg) in 
the 0-12 inch interval. 
 
Background soil samples were collected in 1998, 1999 and 
2003 as part of the IFG subsite investigation and these 
samples also serve as background samples for the Lower 
Ley Creek subsite. Two soil borings were collected from 
the southwest corner of the former IFG facility and one soil 
boring was collected from the southeastern corner of the 
property for the purpose of collecting background soil 
quality data.  Of the contaminants noted above, PCBs 
were found at 0.04 mg/kg. 
 
The EPA has adopted NYSDEC’s soil cleanup objectives 
(SCOs) as the remediation goals for this action.  Because 
PCBs are collocated with the majority of the other COCs 
and are the primary risk driver for all pathways for this 
subsite (see the “Site Risks” section, below), they will be 
used as an indicator compound (1 mg/kg PCBs in surface 
soil6 and 10 mg/kg PCBs in soil at depth7) to ensure that 
the soil cleanup goals are achieved. 
 
Sediments 
 
Sediment samples were collected in November 2009 from 
32 locations in the Creek at 0-6-, 6-12- and 18-24- inch 
depth intervals (see Figure 4). Samples were analyzed for 
pesticides, metals, PCBs, VOCs and SVOCs. Sample 
results indicated that there were elevated levels of PCBs 
at the deepest sampling interval during this sampling 
event.  
 
In January 2010, 14 sediment samples were collected 
from eight locations within OLCC and analyzed for VOCs, 
SVOCs, metals, PCBs and pesticides. 
 
In May 2010, seven additional locations within the Creek 
were sampled with the objective of better defining the 
depth of contamination in the Creek sediments. Samples 
were collected at several one-foot intervals down to a 
depth of 10 feet below the water-sediment interface. This 
round of sediment samples was analyzed for metals, 
cyanide, pesticides, PCBs and SVOCs. A selected subset 
of sediment samples was also analyzed for dioxin. 
 
The highest level of PCBs in sediment reported was 315 
mg/kg at the 0-6 inch interval near the Route 11 Bridge. 
The second highest level was 303 mg/kg, found in the 12-
24 inch interval at a nearby location. In general, the upper 
portion of Lower Ley Creek had the highest levels of PCBs. 
Sediment in OLCC had levels of PCBs as high as 69 mg/kg 

                                                 
6 See 6 NYCRR PART 375, Environmental Remediation 

Programs, Subpart 375-6, New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, December 14, 2006. 

in the 78-84 inch interval. The next highest detected level 
of PCBs was 69 mg/kg at the 12-24 inch interval.  
 
The highest level of mercury found in Lower Ley Creek 
sediment was found just upstream of the Interstate 81 
overpass and was 2.1 mg/kg in the 6-12 inch interval.  
 
The highest concentration of benzo(a)pyrene was found 
between the 7th North Street bridge and the Interstate 81 
overpass at 42 mg/kg at the 6-12 inch interval. Elevated 
levels of benzo(a)pyrene were also found in OLCC. 
 
The highest level of arsenic detected was 23.6 mg/kg in 
the 0-12-inch interval in a sample collected just north of 
Interstate 81. 
 
Cadmium was found in the sediment as high as 462 mg/kg 
at 18-24 inches west of 7th North Street and 287 mg/kg at 
18-24 inches in the next downstream sample location.  
Most of the remaining sediment samples had cadmium 
levels less than 14.5 mg/kg. 
 
The highest concentration of nickel in the sediment was 
found at 447 mg/kg at 0-6 inches just west of the Route 11 
Bridge. The next highest level was found at the same 
location at 6-12 inches at 284 mg/kg. The next 
downstream sample location also had an elevated level at 
272 mg/kg at 66-72 inches.  Most of the remaining 
sediment samples had nickel levels closer to the New York 
State sediment criteria of 16 mg/kg. 
 
Elevated levels of total chromium above the sediment 
criteria were found at many locations within Lower Ley 
Creek. The highest level of 1,090 mg/kg was found in a 
sample from the 0-6 inch interval collected near the Salina 
Landfill. 
 
Eight of 10 locations which were sampled in the 0-6-inch 
interval and analyzed for dioxins had levels at or above the 
50 ng/kg EPA Preliminary Remediation Goal for dioxins. 
Three sample results were at or just below 1,000 ng/kg and 
one was 18,000 ng/kg, which was downstream of the 7th 
North Street Bridge. The remaining sample results were 
less than 290 ng/kg for dioxin. 
 
Background samples were collected in 2008 as part of the 
upstream IFG subsite investigation and these samples 
also serve as background samples for the Lower Ley 
Creek subsite. Nine sediment samples were collected 
upstream of the IFG subsite; three in the north branch of 
Ley Creek, three in the south branch and three in the south 
creek. These samples were analyzed for SVOCs, PCBs 

7 See New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation CP-51 / Soil Cleanup Guidance, October 21, 
2010. 
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and metals. Low-level PCBs were detected in four of the 
nine samples (0.174, 0.0665, 0.0744 and 0.109 mg/kg 
total PCBs). Some low levels of SVOCs and some 
naturally-occurring metals were found. 
 
For comparison purposes, Table 1, below, provides 
sediment criteria for the subsite’s metals from the 
NYSDEC’s “Technical Guidance for Screening 
Contaminated Sediments” (January 1999). It should be 
noted that PCBs are the primary risk driver for all pathways 
for this subsite (see the “Site Risks” section, below).  
 
Table 1 – Sediment Criteria for Site-Related Metals 

Chemicals of 
Concern 

Low Effect 
Level 

Severe Effect 
Level 

   
Arsenic 6.0 mg/kg                   33.0 

mg/kg 
Cadmium 0.6 mg/kg 9.0 mg/kg 
Total Chromium 26 mg/kg 110.0 mg/kg 
Lead                               

31 mg/kg 
                110.0 

mg/kg 
Mercury 0.15 mg/kg 1.3 mg/kg 
Nickel 16 mg/kg 50.0 mg/kg 

Source:  New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated 
Sediments, January 1999 

 
Groundwater 
 

Groundwater samples were obtained from monitoring 
wells installed along both sides of the Creek as part of the 
investigation of the Town of Salina Landfill subsite and the 
OLCC portion of the Lower Ley Creek subsite. Twelve 
monitoring wells were sampled in 2010--three on the 
southern side of the Creek and nine on the northern, side 
of the Creek. No contaminants above the Ambient Water 
Quality Standards were found in the groundwater, with the 
exception of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The 
VOCs will be captured by a leachate collection trench that 
will be installed as part of the remediation of the Salina 
Landfill subsite at the edge of the Creek and will be treated. 
 
Surface Water 
 
Surface water samples were collected at 10 locations 
within the Creek. Each sample was analyzed for SVOCs, 
metals and VOCs. All of the sample results for these 
contaminants were within the NYSDEC Water Quality 
Standard with the exception of three locations in the 
uppermost portion of Lower Ley Creek in which several 
SVOCs were slightly above the water quality standard set 
by NYSDEC.  
 
Honeywell collected biweekly surface water samples of 
several Onondaga Lake tributaries including Lower Ley 

Creek at Park Street between June and November 2011. 
PCBs were detected in 10 of the 12 biweekly samples from 
Lower Ley Creek locations at concentrations ranging from 
0.014 to 0.072 µg/L. In addition, six samples were 
collected at the same location during each of two 
stormwater events. During both storm events, PCBs were 
detected in all six samples at levels ranging from 0.11 to 
0.17 µg/L and 0.048 to 0.23 µg/L, respectively. The 
NYSDEC water quality standard for PCBs for the 
protection of people who eat fish from the given water body 
is 0.000001 µg/L and the standard for the protection of 
fish-eating wildlife is 0.000120 µg/L. Therefore, water 
quality standards for PCBs were exceeded under both 
calm and storm conditions. 
 
Fish 
 
Several species of fish were collected in November 2009 
from the upper, middle and lower portion of Lower Ley 
Creek. Carp, sunfish, white suckers, creek chubs, pike, 
brown trout and minnows were collected and 
homogenized, either just fillet or whole body. The 
homogenized whole fish and fillets were analyzed for 
metals, organic compounds and PCBs. The fillet results 
were used in the human health risk assessment while the 
whole-body tissue samples of forage fish were used for 
the food chain models in the ecological risk assessment. 
The results were compared to tissue concentrations of 
PCBs and dioxin reported in the literature that were 
associated with an adverse biological response. The 
highest level of PCBs in whole-fish tissue was found near 
the Salina Landfill at 0.4 mg/kg. The highest level of PCBs 
found in fish fillets was 2.8 mg/kg and was found in the 
upstream portion of the Creek. The highest level of dioxin 
found in whole-body tissue was found in the downstream 
portion nearest to the Lake and was 0.048 µg/kg. The fillet 
with the highest level of dioxin was also found in the 
downstream portion and was 0.074 µg/kg. The highest 
level of arsenic was 1.9 mg/kg, also in the fillets. 
 
In August 2013, six composite samples of whole-body 
prey fish were collected from within Onondaga Lake just 
north of Ley Creek and analyzed for PCBs. The highest 
level of PCBs in these samples was 0.5 mg/kg.    
 
Summary of Upstream Conditions 
 
The immediate upstream section of Ley Creek between 
Townline Road and Route 11/Brewerton Road has been 
designated as part of the IFG subsite. Information 
regarding the sediment, soil, surface water and fish 
sampling analyses will be presented in the RI report for 
this subsite. 
 
Further upstream of Townline Road, Ley Creek divides 
into a north fork and a south fork. 
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SITE RISKS  
 
Based upon the results of the RI, a baseline human health 
risk assessment was conducted to estimate the risks 
associated with current and anticipated future property 
conditions. A baseline human health risk assessment is 
an analysis of the potential adverse human health effects 
caused by exposure to hazardous substances in the 
absence of any actions to control or mitigate these under 
current and reasonably anticipated future land uses. 
 
 
The human health estimates summarized below are 
based on reasonable maximum exposure scenarios and 
were developed by taking into account various 
conservative estimates about the frequency and duration 
of an individual’s exposure to the COCs, as well as the 
toxicity of these contaminants. 
 
A screening level ecological risk assessment (SLERA) 
was conducted to assess the risk posed to ecological 
receptors as a result of subsite-related contamination.  A 
baseline ecological risk assessment (BERA) was 
subsequently, performed.   
 
Human Health Risk Assessment 
 
Although the areas surrounding the Creek are mainly 
commercial/industrial in nature, the Creek is not used for 
commercial/industrial purposes. The Creek is currently 
accessible for recreational uses, such as fishing, and is 
expected to remain so. 

 

The baseline human health risk assessment identified the 
current and potential future receptors that may be affected 
by contamination at the subsite, the pathways by which 
these receptors may be exposed to subsite contaminants 
in various environmental media and the parameters by 
which these exposures and risks were quantified. 
Recreational users (adults, older children aged 6-16, and 
younger children under the age of 6) were the receptors 
evaluated under the current scenario.  Future scenarios 
considered a hypothetical future construction worker 
working on the pipelines and/or the bridges which cross 
the Creek. All populations are evaluated under a 
reasonable maximum exposure scenario (“RME,” the 
highest and most intense exposure reasonably 
anticipated) as well as a central tendency exposure 
(“CTE,” an exposure under average conditions).  
 
EPA evaluated the risks associated with potential 
exposures to Lower Ley Creek and OLCC sediments, soils 
and surface water via dermal contact and incidental 
ingestion as well as potential consumption of 

WHAT IS RISK AND HOW IS IT CALCULATED? 
 
A Superfund baseline human health risk assessment is an analysis 
of the potential adverse health effects caused by hazardous 
substance releases from a site in the absence of any actions to 
control or mitigate these under current- and future-land uses.  A 
four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health 
risks for reasonable maximum exposure scenarios. 
 
Hazard Identification: In this step, the chemicals of potential 
concern (COPCs) at the subsite in various media (i.e., soil, 
groundwater, surface water and air) are identified based on such 
factors as toxicity, frequency of occurrence and fate and transport 
of the contaminants in the environment, concentrations of the 
contaminants in specific media, mobility, persistence and 
bioaccumulation. 
 
Exposure Assessment: In this step, the different exposure 
pathways through which people might be exposed to the 
contaminants in air, water, soil, etc. identified in the previous step 
are evaluated.  Examples of exposure pathways include incidental 
ingestion of and dermal contact with contaminated soil and 
ingestion of and dermal contact with contaminated groundwater.  
Factors relating to the exposure assessment include, but are not 
limited to, the concentrations in specific media that people might be 
exposed to and the frequency and duration of that exposure.  Using 
these factors, a “reasonable maximum exposure” scenario, which 
portrays the highest level of human exposure that could reasonably 
be expected to occur, is calculated. 
 
Toxicity Assessment: In this step, the types of adverse health 
effects associated with chemical exposures and the relationship 
between magnitude of exposure and severity of adverse effects are 
determined.  Potential health effects are chemical-specific and may 
include the risk of developing cancer over a lifetime or other non-
cancer health hazards, such as changes in the normal functions of 
organs within the body (e.g., changes in the effectiveness of the 
immune system).  Some chemicals are capable of causing both 
cancer and non-cancer health hazards.   
 
Risk Characterization: This step summarizes and combines outputs 
of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative 
assessment of site risks for all COPCs.  Exposures are evaluated 
based on the potential risk of developing cancer and the potential 
for non-cancer health hazards.  The likelihood of an individual 
developing cancer is expressed as a probability.  For example, a 
10-4 cancer risk means a “one-in-ten-thousand excess cancer risk”; 
or one additional cancer may be seen in a population of 10,000 
people as a result of exposure to subsite contaminants under the 
conditions identified in the Exposure Assessment.  Current 
Superfund regulations for exposures identify the range for 
determining whether remedial action is necessary as an individual 
excess lifetime cancer risk of 10-4 to 10-6, corresponding to a 
one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess cancer risk.  For 
non-cancer health effects, a “hazard index” (HI) is calculated.  The 
key concept for a non-cancer HI is that a threshold (measured as 
an HI of less than or equal to 1) exists below which non-cancer 
health hazards are not expected to occur.  The goal of protection is 
10-6 for cancer risk and an HI of 1 for a non-cancer health hazard.  
Chemicals that exceed a 10-4 cancer risk or an HI of 1 are typically 
those that will require remedial action at the subsite and are 
referred to as COCs. 
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contaminated fish and wildlife. The adjacent box titled 
“What is Risk and How is it Calculated?” explains what 
levels of risk and hazard typically require remedial action. 
Based on both current and anticipated future use of the 
subsite, two risks to human health are evaluated: (1) the 
excess lifetime cancer risk above the EPA reference 
cancer risk range, and (2) non-cancer health effects 
greater than the EPA threshold value, or Hazard Index 
(HI), relative to any foreseeable current or potential future 
receptor exposed to subsite-related COCs in soil, fish and 
sediment.  
 
The HI acceptable threshold is a number less than or equal 
to one. While an HI of one is exceeded for all receptors, it 
is greatest for a recreational visitor who is less than six 
years old. The total HI for this receptor exposed to Lower 
Ley Creek sediment under the RME scenario would be 65. 
Non-cancer risks from direct contact exposure to sediment 
are primarily driven by PCBs. The total HI for this receptor 
for exposure to Lower Ley Creek soils (rather than 
sediments) under the RME scenario would be 24.  
 
Cancer risk was evaluated for all receptors based on 
exposure to sediment, soils and fish. The highest cancer 
risk was 2x10-3 (or an unacceptable two in one thousand 
excess cancer risk) for the RME scenario via exposure of 
a young child (less than 6 years old) to contaminated soils. 
The primary cancer risk driver for this exposure is 
benzo(a)pyrene via ingestion and dermal exposure to the 
soils. The next highest cancer risk was 1x10-3 (or an 
unacceptable one in one thousand excess cancer risk) for 
the RME scenario via exposure of an older child (six to 16 
years old). The cancer risk drivers for this exposure are 
PCBs, total chromium and arsenic via fish ingestion and 
benzo(a)pyrene via dermal sediment exposure. PCBs are 
the primary risk driver for all pathways.  
 
Ecological Risk Assessment 
 
Five assessment endpoints were selected to evaluate risk 
to ecological receptors at this subsite. They are survival, 
growth and reproduction of aquatic plants, benthic 
invertebrates, fish and piscivorous birds and mammals.  A 
SLERA was prepared to compare measured 
concentrations in abiotic media to conservative screening 
benchmarks. The measured (maximum detected) 
concentration of several inorganics in surface water and 
numerous Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 
measured in sediment samples, exceeded their screening 
benchmarks, indicating the potential for adverse effects to 
the aquatic community in Lower Ley Creek.  
 

                                                 
8   An HQ is the ratio of the potential exposure to a substance and 

the level at which no adverse effects are expected. If the HQ is 

For the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA), 
measured concentrations of selected COPCs in fish tissue 
were compared with concentrations reported in the 
literature that are associated with adverse effects in fish.  
Dietary exposure of piscivorous birds and mammals 
feeding on prey captured from Lower Ley Creek was also 
evaluated. Solid-phase toxicity tests were conducted using 
two invertebrate species. Risk to the aquatic plant 
community in Lower Ley Creek was assessed by 
comparing measured concentrations of COPCs in surface 
water with selected surface water quality benchmarks and 
by comparing measured concentration of COPCs in 
sediment with soil benchmarks for plants. 
 
Exceedances of surface water quality benchmarks and 
sediment benchmarks suggest potential risk to aquatic 
plants, benthic invertebrates and fish. In sediment, 
inorganics (particularly cadmium, total chromium and 
nickel), PAHs, PCBs and some pesticides resulted in 
exceedances of screening values, indicating potential risk 
to aquatic plants and benthic invertebrates. Maximum and 
average soil values for contaminants and inorganics were 
compared to the EPA’s 2003 Ecological Soil Screening 
Levels (EcoSSLs) for plants, soil invertebrates, avian and 
mammalian wildlife. The resulting Hazard Quotients (HQ) 
above 1 were considered to be ecological risk drivers.8 The 
highest HQ was 936.7 for mammalian wildlife exposed to 
cadmium in the soils. There are no EcoSSL benchmarks 
for PCBs, mercury and dioxin. Reduced growth was 
observed in invertebrates exposed to sediment samples 
collected from several locations in Lower Ley Creek; 
significant mortality was observed in one sample.  
 
Total equivalent concentrations of dioxin in fish tissue 
collected from Lower Ley Creek exceeded concentrations 
reported to be associated with adverse effects in fish.  
 
Piscivorous mammals, such as minks and river otters, are 
at risk from dietary exposure to measured total PCB 
concentrations in fish from Lower Ley Creek.  
 
Site-specific bioaccumulation factors for PCBs were 
calculated for forage fish in the upper, middle and lower 
sections of Lower Ley Creek.  Lowest observed adverse 
effect level (LOAEL)-based and no observed adverse 
effect level (NOAEL)-based sediment concentrations were 
calculated to identify a range of sediment PCB 
concentrations below which adverse effects on wildlife 
receptors would not be expected. Sediment 
concentrations that would result in calculated HQs less 
than 1.0 for mink (the most sensitive receptor at this 
subsite based on the food chain models) were calculated. 
The LOAEL-based sediment PCB concentrations 

calculated to be less than 1, then no adverse health effects are 
expected as a result of exposure. 
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protective of ecological receptors ranged from 0.08 to 2.28 
mg/kg. The NOAEL-based sediment PCB concentrations 
protective of ecological receptors ranged from 0.01 to 0.23 
mg/kg. Based upon the results, risk characterization and 
interpretation, ecological risks exist at the subsite from 
contaminants in sediments.  
A SLERA was prepared to compare measured 
concentrations in soils to conservative screening 
benchmarks. It was determined that because of the 
proximity of the IFG subsite to the Lower Ley Creek 
subsite, the BERA for the PCB contaminated soils at IFG 
could also be used to address the Lower Ley Creek subsite 
soils. Ecological risks to burrowing mammals were 
determined to exist at the Lower Ley Creek subsite from 
contaminants in soils.  
 
Summary of Human Health and Ecological Risks 
 
The results of the human health risk assessment indicate 
that the contaminated sediments and soils present an 
unacceptable human exposure risk and the ecological risk 
assessment indicates that the contaminated soils and 
sediments pose an unacceptable ecological exposure 
risk. 
 
Based upon the results of the RI and the risk 
assessments, the EPA has determined that actual or 
threatened releases of hazardous substances present at 
this subsite, if not addressed by the preferred remedy or 
one of the other active measures considered, may 
present a current or potential threat to human health and 
the environment. 
 
 
REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 
 
Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are specific goals to 
protect human health and the environment. These 
objectives are based on available information and 
standards, such as applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs), to-be-considered (TBC) guidance 
and site-specific risk-based levels. 
 
The following RAOs were established for the subsite: 
 
● Reduce or eliminate any direct contact and 

ingestion threat associated with contaminated 
soils and sediments. 

● Minimize exposure of ecological receptors to 
contaminated soils and sediments. 

● Reduce the cancer risks and non-cancer health 
hazards associated with eating fish from Lower 

                                                 
9 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
CP-51 / Soil Cleanup Guidance, October 21, 2010. 

Ley Creek by reducing the concentration of 
contaminants in fish. 

 
To satisfy the direct-contact RAO for soils, as was noted in 
the “Results of the Remedial Investigation” section, above,  
the EPA has adopted NYSDEC’s SCOs as the remediation 
goals for this action. SCOs are based on the lowest 
concentration for the protection of human health, 
ecological exposure or groundwater depending upon the 
anticipated future use of a site.  While the land use of the 
subsite has historically been industrial/commercial, 
several areas along the Creek are considered ecologically 
sensitive.  Therefore, the SCOs identified in Table 2, 
below, will be protective for ecological exposure to subsite 
soils. For sediments, a 1 mg/kg PCB remedial action 
objective will be applied. PCBs are the primary ecological 
risk driver and are collocated with the majority of the other 
sediment COCs.  
 
Table 2 – Soil Cleanup Objectives   

Chemicals of 
Concern 

Surface Soil 
– top 2 feet 

Subsurface Soil – 
deeper than 2 feet 

   

PCBs                             
1 mg/kg 

                                           
10 mg/kg9 

   
Arsenic 13 mg/kg 16 mg/kg 
Cadmium 4 mg/kg 9.3 mg/kg 
Trivalent 
Chromium 

41 mg/kg 1,500 mg/kg 

Copper 50 mg/kg 270 mg/kg 
Lead 63 mg/kg 1,000 mg/kg 
Mercury 0.18 mg/kg 2.8 mg/kg 
Nickel 30 mg/kg 310 mg/kg 
Silver 2  mg/kg 1,500 mg/kg 
Zinc 109 mg/kg 10,000  mg/kg 

Source:  6 NYCRR PART 375, Environmental Remediation 
Programs, Subpart 375-6, New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, December 14, 2006 (protection of 
ecological resources for surface soil and protection of public 
health, commercial use, for subsurface soil).  

 

 

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 
 
CERCLA §121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1), mandates 
that remedial actions must be protective of human health 
and the environment, cost-effective, comply with ARARs 
and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment 
technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the 
maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also 
establishes a preference for remedial actions which 
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employ, as a principal element, treatment to permanently 
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of 
the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants at 
a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further 
specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or 
standard of control of the hazardous substances, 
pollutants and contaminants, which at least attains ARARs 
under federal and state laws, unless a waiver can be 
justified pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. 
§9621(d)(4). 
 
Both local and non-local disposal of the excavated 
contaminated sediments and soils with PCB 
concentrations less than 50 mg/kg10 were considered in 
the FS for each action alternative. Technical (capacity, 
ability to comply with New York State landfill closure 
regulations, waste stream compatibility, proximity and 
constructability) and administrative feasibility screenings 
were performed on 22 sites considered for local disposal 
of soils and sediments containing less than 50 mg/kg 
PCBs.  These sites were located within a 10 mile radius of 
the subsite. The highest screened local disposal options 
for soils and sediments containing less than 50 mg/kg 
PCBs were consolidation under the cap of the Town of 
Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the leachate 
collection system and disposal in a newly constructed cell 
with a liner and leachate collection system at the yet-to-be 
capped Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which will be 
closed under a New York State administrative consent 
order in the near future). Both of these sites are located 
adjacent to areas to be dredged and have contributed to 
contamination in Lower Ley Creek.  Local disposal would 
be accomplished by the construction of on-site temporary 
roads to transport the excavated materials from the work 
area to the disposal area.  
 
The estimated capital costs for local disposal (Cooper-
Crouse Hinds North Landfill and Salina Landfill) range 
between $1.8 and $2.3 million and the estimated annual 
O&M costs range between $21,750 and $31,440.   
 
A range of capital and present-worth costs are presented 
for each alternative, below.  The lower cost in the cost 
range corresponds to local disposal and the upper cost 
corresponds to non-local disposal. This cost savings is 
realized by the reduction in travel costs to distant landfills 
by each truck. 
 
More detailed descriptions of the remedial alternatives for 
addressing the contaminated soils and sediments 
associated with the subsite can be found in the FS report.   
 

                                                 
10 Soil and sediment with PCB concentrations less than 50 mg/kg 
are non-Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) waste and can 

The construction time for each alternative reflects only the 
time required to construct or implement the remedy and 
does not include the time required to design the remedy, 
negotiate the performance of the remedy with any 
potentially responsible parties, or procure contracts for 
design and construction.   
 
The remedial alternatives are: 
 
Soil Alternatives 
 
Alternative S-1:  No Action 
 
 
Capital Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Annual Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
Cost: 

 
 

$0 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Construction Time: 

 
0 months 

 
The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" 
alternative be considered as a baseline for comparison 
with the other alternatives. The no-action remedial 
alternative for soil does not include any physical remedial 
measures that address the problem of soil contamination 
at the subsite. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
remaining above levels that allow for unrestricted use and 
unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the subsite be 
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the 
review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove, 
treat or contain the contaminated soils. 
 
Alternative S-2:  Excavation of Contaminated Soils on 
Northern and Southern Creek Banks and Wetland Area 
and Local or Non-Local Disposal  
 
 
Capital Cost: 

 
$9,807,500-$18,801,000 

 
Annual O&M Cost: 

 
$25,875 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$10,139,000-$18,987,000 

 
Construction Time: 

 
9 months 

 
This alternative consists of the excavation of an estimated 
75,000 CY of contaminated materials which includes soils 
on the northern and southern banks of the Creek that 
exceed the cleanup goals identified in Table 2 and an 
estimated 12,000 CY of contaminated sediments from the 

be disposed of in a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA)-compliant facility. 
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wetland area that exceed the sediment criteria. The depth 
of the excavation on the banks of the Creek and in the 
wetland would, generally, be to two feet, although in some 
areas such as the swale or the OLCC area, the excavation 
could range in depth from three to 14 feet. Contaminated 
areas on or near the buried pipelines which cannot be 
excavated would be capped. 
 
Following excavation, the soils would be subjected to 
Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) testing.11 
Those soils that are determined to be characteristic 
hazardous waste and/or contain dioxin at levels above 1 
µg/kg and are non-TSCA waste (i.e., less than 50 mg/kg 
PCBs) would be disposed of at the nearest available 
RCRA-compliant facility. Those soils that contain PCBs 
greater than 50 mg/kg would be disposed of at an off-site 
TSCA-compliant facility. Those soils that are not TSCA-
regulated and are not characteristic hazardous waste 
would either be disposed of locally or at an appropriate 
non-local facility.  
 
Under this alternative, it is estimated that 71,000 CY of the 
excavated soils would not be TSCA-regulated and would 
not be characteristic hazardous waste.  Therefore, these 
soils could be disposed of either locally or at an 
appropriate non-local disposal facility. It is estimated that 
an additional 3,800 CY of excavated soil would require 
disposal at a non-local RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant 
facility.  
 
Any contaminated soil located on the northern bank of the 
Creek that cannot be safely excavated because of the 
presence of the two large buried natural gas and oil 
pipelines which run parallel to a portion of the northern 
bank of the Creek would be covered with one foot of soil. 
Prior to placing the soil cover, soil samples would be 
collected to document the contaminant concentrations 
and a readily-visible and permeable subsurface 
demarcation layer delineating the interface between the 
contaminated soils and the clean soil cover would be 
installed.  
 
Cleared vegetation would be disposed of locally at a 
nonhazardous waste landfill or could be mulched and used 
elsewhere on-site. 
 
The excavated areas would be backfilled with at least two 
feet of soil meeting NYSDEC Program Policy DER-10, 
Appendix 5.12 The excavated wetland area would be 

                                                 
11 TCLP testing is a soil sample extraction method for chemical 

analysis employed as an analytical method to simulate 
contaminant leaching. The testing methodology is used to 
determine if a waste is a characteristic hazardous waste under 
RCRA. 

6 The hotspot excavation areas of the southern bank would not 

backfilled with soil that meets unrestricted SCOs.  In 
excavated areas where there is underlying municipal 
refuse, a readily-visible and permeable subsurface 
demarcation layer delineating the interface between the 
refuse and the clean soil cover would be required. 
 
The restoration of the excavated areas would be 
performed following the placement of clean backfill. This 
would include the planting of appropriate species of 
wetland and upland vegetation. The details of the 
restoration would be developed during remedial design. 
 
Under this alternative, institutional controls in the form of 
environmental easements and/or restrictive covenants 
would be used to ensure that any intrusive activities in 
areas where contamination remains (including the areas 
where municipal refuse was disposed are in accordance 
with an EPA-approved Site Management Plan. 
 
The Site Management Plan would provide for the proper 
management of all post-construction remedy components. 
Specifically, the Site Management Plan would describe 
procedures to confirm that the requisite engineering (e.g., 
demarcation layer) and institutional controls are in place 
and that such controls continue to protect public health or 
the environment. The Site Management Plan would also 
detail the following: the provision for the management of 
future excavations in areas where contamination remains 
(including the areas where municipal refuse was 
disposed); an inventory of any use restrictions; the 
necessary provisions for the implementation of the 
requirements of any above-noted environmental 
easements and/or restrictive covenants; a provision for the 
performance of the O&M required for the remedy; and a 
provision that a property owner or party implementing the 
remedy submit periodic certifications that the institutional 
and engineering controls are in place. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the 
subsite be reviewed at least once every five years. 
 
Alternative S-3: Excavation of Wetland Area and 
Capping of Contaminated Soils on Southern and 
Northern Creek Banks and Local or Non-Local 
Disposal 
 
Capital Cost: 

 
$8,562,500-$16,063,000 

  

be backfilled to grade.  Reducing the elevation of this area 
would increase the flood storage capacity of the floodplain. The 
extent of backfilling in these areas would be determined during 
the RD based on the consideration of various factors, including 
flooding potential and desired habitat conditions.   
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Annual O&M Cost: $29,875 
 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$8,942,000- $16,299,000 

 
Construction Time: 

 
9 months 

 
This alternative is similar to Alternative S-2, except 
instead of excavating the soils on the northern and 
southern banks of the Creek, the contaminated soils 
would be capped. Contaminated areas that are located 
within the floodplain on the southern bank of the Creek 
would require limited excavation prior to capping so that 
the surface elevation would not be raised, thus avoiding 
the loss of flood storage capacity. Placement of a readily-
visible and permeable subsurface demarcation layer 
delineating the interface between the residually-
contaminated native and/or backfilled soils and the clean 
soil cover layer would also be required.  
 
Under this alternative, an estimated 63,865 CY of 
contaminated soils would be excavated over a 20.5-acre 
area. Following the excavation, approximately three acres 
containing residual contamination would require a two-foot 
cover for the protection of burrowing animals, while the 
remaining 17.5 acres would be covered with a one-foot 
cover for habitat restoration.  
 
Under this alternative, it is estimated that 60,770 CY of the 
excavated soils would not be TSCA-regulated and would 
not be characteristic hazardous waste.  Therefore, these 
soils could be disposed of either locally or at an 
appropriate non-local disposal facility. It is estimated that 
an additional 3,193 CY of excavated soil would require 
disposal at a non-local RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant 
facility.  
 
Under this alternative, institutional controls in the form of 
environmental easements and/or restrictive covenants 
would be used to restrict intrusive activities in areas of 
where contamination remains (including the areas where 
municipal refuse was disposed) unless the activities are in 
accordance with an EPA-approved Site Management 
Plan. 
 
The Site Management Plan would provide for the proper 
management of all post-construction remedy components. 
Specifically, the Site Management Plan would describe 
procedures to confirm that the requisite engineering (e.g., 
demarcation layer) and institutional controls are in place 
and that such controls continue to protect public health or 
the environment. The Site Management Plan would also 
detail the following: the provision for the management of 
future excavations in areas where contamination remains 
(including the areas where municipal refuse was 
disposed); an inventory of any use restrictions; the 
necessary provisions for the implementation of the 

requirements of any above-noted environmental easement 
and/or restrictive covenant; a provision for the 
performance of the O&M required for the remedy; and a 
provision that a property owner or party implementing the 
remedy submit periodic certifications that the institutional 
and engineering controls are in place. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the 
subsite be reviewed at least once every five years. 
 
Sediment Alternatives 
 
Alternative Sed-1:  No Action 
 
Capital Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Annual O&M Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Construction Time: 

 
0 months 

 
The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" 
alternative be considered as a baseline for comparison 
with the other alternatives. The no-action remedial 
alternative would not include any physical remedial 
measures to address the sediment contamination at the 
subsite. 
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the 
subsite be reviewed at least once every five years. If 
justified by the review, remedial actions may be 
implemented to remove, treat or contain the wastes. 
 
Alternative Sed-2:  Monitored Natural Recovery 
 
Capital Cost: 

 
$0 

 
Annual O&M Cost: 

 
$159,000 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$1,973,000 

 
Construction Time: 

 
0 months 

 
This alternative would rely upon natural processes for the 
recovery of contaminated sediments, such as chemical 
transformation, reduction in contaminant 
mobility/bioavailability, physical isolation and dispersion. 
 
This alternative would include monitoring and modeling to 
determine whether the human health and ecological risks 
are being reduced.  
 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
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remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the 
subsite be reviewed at least once every five years. 
 
Alternative Sed-3:  Excavation of Contaminated 
Sediments with Local or Non-Local Disposal 
 
Capital Cost: 

 
$7,550,500-$16,213,000  

 
Annual O&M Cost: 

 
$35,875 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$8,005,00- $16,524,000  

 
Construction Time: 

 
1 year 

 
Under this alternative, all sediments containing PCB 
contamination above 1 mg/kg would be excavated from 
one bank to the other bank of the Creek. In addition, an 
approximate 1,200 foot reach of the creek bottom, just 
upstream of Interstate 81 would be excavated to a depth 
of 1 foot to remove sediments contaminated with PCB and 
elevated metals. Turbidity control measures would be 
developed during the design and implemented during 
construction. A detailed hydrologic analysis would be 
performed during the design phase to determine the effect 
of the alternative on stream flow, flooding, and dynamics, 
and to identify the appropriate materials and bathymetry 
for restoration and long-term sustainability.  At least one-
foot of clean fill would be placed over the excavated areas 
to stabilize the sediment bed and support habitat 
replacement/reconstruction. Shoreline stabilization and 
waterfront restoration would be conducted after the 
excavation activities were completed within a given area.  
 
An estimated 73,000 CY of sediment would require 
excavation. The excavation would range in depth from 8 
feet in the upstream section of the Creek to 1 foot in 
downstream sections of the Creek. It is estimated that the 
farthest downstream section of the Creek, between I-81 
and Onondaga Lake, would not require any sediment 
excavation. The sediment would be transported to a 
nearby staging area where it would be dewatered. Water 
that drains from the sediments during dewatering would 
be treated to meet NYSDEC’s discharge requirements. 
The sediments would then be subjected to TCLP testing. 
Those sediments that are determined to be characteristic 
hazardous waste and/or contain dioxin at levels above 1 
µg/kg and are non-TSCA waste (less than 50 mg/kg 
PCBs) would be disposed of off-site at a RCRA-compliant 
facility. Likewise, those sediments that contain PCBs 
greater than 50 mg/kg would be disposed of at an off-site 
TSCA-compliant facility. Those sediments that are not 
subject to TSCA and are not characteristic hazardous 
waste would be disposed of either locally or at an 
appropriate non-local facility. 
 
Because PCBs are collocated with the majority of the 

other COCs and are the primary risk driver for all 
pathways for this subsite (see the “Site Risks” section, 
above), they will be used as an indicator compound (1 
mg/kg PCBs ) to ensure that the sediment cleanup goals 
are achieved. 
 
Under this alternative, it is estimated 69,100 CY that of the 
excavated sediment would not be TSCA-regulated and 
would not be characteristic hazardous waste.  Therefore, 
these sediments could be disposed of either locally or at 
an appropriate non-local disposal facility. It is estimated 
that 3,600 CY of the excavated sediment would require 
disposal at a non-local RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant 
facility.  
 
During construction, monitoring of water, sediments, air 
quality and odor, noise, lighting and water discharged at 
the sediment dewatering area would be conducted. Post-
excavation confirmation sampling would be conducted 
prior to backfilling to ensure that sediments above the 
cleanup goals have been removed. While long-term 
monitoring of the sediment would not be required because 
all the contaminated sediment would be excavated, fish 
monitoring would be conducted to determine the 
remaining levels of contamination in the fish and the rate 
of decline. 
 
In order to protect the structural integrity of the Route 11 
bridge, it may not be possible to remove all of the 
contaminated sediment at the base of the bridge.  
Therefore, some combination of dredging and capping of 
sediments under the bridge may be necessary in order to 
protect the bridge and not reduce the effective cross 
section of flow for flood protection. 
 
Under this alternative, institutional controls in the form of 
environmental easements and/or restrictive covenants 
would be used to restrict intrusive activities in the capped 
areas unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-
approved Site Management Plan. 
 
The Site Management Plan would provide for the proper 
management of all post-construction remedy 
components. Specifically, the Site Management Plan 
would describe procedures to confirm that the requisite 
institutional controls are in place and that nothing has 
occurred that would impair the ability of such controls to 
protect public health or the environment. The Site 
Management Plan would also detail the following: the 
provision for the management of future intrusive activities 
in the capped areas; an inventory of any use restrictions; 
the necessary provisions for the implementation of the 
requirements of any above-noted environmental 
easement and/or restrictive covenant; a provision for the 
performance of O&M for the remedy; and a provision that 
a property owner or party implementing the remedy 
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submit periodic certifications that the institutional controls 
are in place. 
 
Alternative Sed-4:  Excavation and Placement of 
Granular Material Sediment Cap with Local or Non-
Local Disposal 
 
Capital Cost: 

 
$8,664,500-$15,218,000  

 
Annual OM&M Cost: 

 
$199,875 

 
Present-Worth Cost: 

 
$11,154,000- $17,563,000 

 
Construction Time: 

 
1 year 

 
This alternative includes excavation of shallow sediments 
and the installation of a granular material (sand) sediment 
cap over the upstream and middle sections of Lower Ley 
Creek that exceed 1 mg/kg PCB. 
 
Because PCBs are collocated with the majority of the 
other COCs and are the primary risk driver for all 
pathways for this subsite (see the “Site Risks” section, 
above), they will be used as an indicator compound (1 
mg/kg PCBs ) to ensure that the sediment cleanup goals 
are achieved. 
 
So that the capping would be completed in a manner that 
would maintain the bathymetry of the Creek, at least four 
feet of sediment would need to be excavated before 
placing the sand cap and habitat layer. In areas of high 
erosion potential, a slightly deeper excavation (6 feet) 
would be required to accommodate the placement of a 1.5 
to two-foot sand cap overlain by a two-foot thick armor 
layer followed by a two-foot habitat layer. The 
downstream section of the Creek would not require a cap 
because the sediment contamination in this section is 
shallower than the four-foot depth required for the cap; all 
contaminated sediment in the approximate 1,200-foot 
reach above Interstate 81 would be removed to a depth 
of one foot, obviating the need for a cap.  
 
Similar to Alternative Sed-3, the excavated sediment 
would be transported to a staging area for dewatering and 
conditioning. Water that drains from the sediments during 
dewatering would be treated to meet NYSDEC’s 
discharge requirements. The sediments would then be 
subjected to TCLP testing. Those sediments that are 
determined to be characteristic hazardous and/or contain 
dioxin at levels above one mg/kg and are non-TSCA 
materials would be disposed of off-site at a RCRA-
compliant facility. Under Alternative Sed-4, those 
sediments that contain PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg 
would also be disposed of off-site, at a TSCA-compliant 
facility. Those sediments that are not subject to TSCA and 
are not characteristic hazardous waste would be disposed 
of either locally or non-locally.  

 
Turbidity measures would be developed during the design 
and implemented during construction. Shoreline 
stabilization and waterfront restoration would be 
conducted after the excavation activities were completed 
within a given area.  
 
Under this alternative, an estimated 56,600 CY of 
sediment would require excavation prior to the placement 
of the sand cap.  An estimated 54,000 CY of the 
excavated sediment would not be TSCA-regulated and 
would not be characteristic hazardous waste.  Therefore, 
these sediments could be disposed of either locally or at 
an appropriate non-local disposal facility. An estimated 
2,600 CY of the excavated sediment would require 
disposal at a non-local RCRA- and/or TSCA-compliant 
facility.  
 
The capped areas would require maintenance, as 
necessary and annual monitoring to assure that the caps 
are performing as designed. 
 
During construction, monitoring of water, sediments, air 
quality and odor, noise, lighting and water discharged at 
the sediment dewatering area would be conducted. Post-
excavation confirmation sampling would be conducted 
prior to backfilling to ensure that sediments above the 
cleanup goals have been removed. Fish monitoring would 
be conducted to determine the remaining levels of 
contamination in the fish and the rate of decline. 
 
Under these alternatives, institutional controls in the form 
of environmental easements and/or restrictive covenants 
would be used to restrict intrusive activities in the capped 
areas unless the activities are in accordance with an EPA-
approved Site Management Plan. 
The Site Management Plan would provide for the proper 
management of all post-construction remedy components. 
Specifically, the Site Management Plan would describe 
procedures to confirm that the requisite institutional 
controls are in place and that nothing has occurred that 
would impair the ability of such controls to protect public 
health or the environment. The Site Management Plan 
would also detail the following: the provision for the 
management of future intrusive activities in the capped 
areas; an inventory of any use restrictions; the necessary 
provisions for the implementation of the requirements of 
any above-noted environmental easement and/or 
restrictive covenant; a provision for the performance of 
O&M for the remedy; and a provision that any property 
owner or party implementing the remedy submit periodic 
certifications that the institutional controls are in place. 
Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the 
subsite be reviewed at least once every five years. 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, 
each alternative is assessed against nine evaluation 
criteria, namely, overall protection of human health and the 
environment, compliance with applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements, long-term effectiveness and 
permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume 
through treatment, short-term effectiveness, 
implementability, cost and state and community 
acceptance. 
 
The evaluation criteria are described below. 
 
● Overall protection of human health and the 

environment addresses whether or not a remedy 
provides adequate protection and describes how risks 
posed through each exposure pathway (based on a 
reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are 
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, 
engineering controls, or institutional controls. 

● Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a 
remedy would meet all of the applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements of other federal and 
state environmental statutes and requirements or 
provide grounds for invoking a waiver. 

● Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the 
ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of 
human health and the environment over time, once 
cleanup goals have been met. It also addresses the 
magnitude and effectiveness of the measures that 
may be required to manage the risk posed by 
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes. 

● Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through 
treatment is the anticipated performance of the 
treatment technologies, with respect to these 
parameters, that a remedy may employ. 

● Short-term effectiveness addresses the period needed 
to achieve protection, as well as any adverse impacts 
on human health and the environment that may be 
posed during the construction and implementation 
period until cleanup goals are achieved. 

● Implementability is the technical and administrative 
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of 
materials and services needed to implement a 
particular option. 

● Cost includes estimated capital, annual O&M and 
present-worth costs.   

● State acceptance indicates if, based on its review of 
the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the state concurs with 
the preferred remedy. 

● Community acceptance will be assessed in the ROD 
and refers to the public's general response to the 
alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the 
RI/FS reports. 

 

A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon 
the evaluation criteria noted above follows. 
 
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
 
Alternatives S-1 and Sed-1 would not be protective of the 
environment because they would not address the 
contaminated soils and sediments, which present human 
health and ecological risks.  Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3, 
and Sed-4 would be protective of human health and the 
environment because each of these alternatives relies 
upon a remedial strategy or treatment technology capable 
of eliminating human and ecological exposure to 
contaminated soils or sediments.  
 
Compliance with ARARS 
 
SCOs are identified in 6 NYCRR Part 375, Environmental 
Remediation Programs, Subpart 375-6, effective 
December 14, 2006. There are currently no federal or 
state promulgated standards for contaminant levels in 
sediments. There are, however, other federal or state 
advisories, criteria, or guidance (which are used as TBC 
criteria). Specifically, NYSDEC’s sediment screening 
values are a TBC criteria.   
 
Because the contaminated soils and sediments would not 
be actively addressed under Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and 
Sed-2, these alternatives would not achieve the SCOs or 
sediment remediation goals. 
 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 would attain the 
cleanup levels for soils and the sediment cleanup 
objective, respectively. Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 may 
result in short-term localized exceedances of surface 
water standards because of suspension of impacted 
sediment during excavation. It should be noted that three 
chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to water column 
concentrations (1 ng/l total PCBs federal Ambient Water 
Quality Criterion; 0.12 ng/l total PCBs New York State 
standard for protection of wildlife; and 0.001 ng/l total 
PCBs New York State standard for protection of human 
consumers of fish) will require a waiver due to technical 
impracticability because the PCB contamination entering 
the Lower Ley Creek subsite from upstream will likely 
exceed these ARARs. However, the water quality impacts 
would meet the substantive water quality requirements 
imposed by New York State on entities seeking a dredged 
material discharge permit under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA). For Alternatives Sed-3, and Sed-4, 
other action-specific ARARs include CWA Sections 401 
and 402; the Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10; the 
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Endangered Species Act;13  the New York Environmental 
Conservation Law (ECL) Article 15 Water Resources, 
Article 11 Fish and Wildlife, Article 17 Water Pollution 
Control, Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands and Article 27 
Collection, Treatment and Disposal of Refuse and Other 
Solid Waste; and associated implementing regulations. 
 
Because Alternatives S-2 and S-3 would involve the 
excavation of contaminated soils and Alternatives Sed-3 
and Sed-4 would require dewatering and processing of 
sediments, compliance with fugitive dust regulations 
would be necessary. In addition, all of these soil and 
sediment alternatives would meet the requirements of 
New York State and federal regulations related to the 
transportation and treatment/disposal of wastes.  As is 
noted above, local disposal would result in some of the 
sediments and soils being disposed of at either the Town 
of Salina Landfill (where similar PCB-contaminated 
materials are already present14 under a NYCRR Part 360-
compliant cap) or the Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill 
(which will be closed under the State Superfund program 
in the near future).  Disposal at the Salina Landfill would 
require that the soils and sediment be consolidated under 
the cap within the area controlled by the leachate 
collection system; disposal at Cooper Crouse-Hinds 
property would require that the soils and sediments be 
placed in a new cell that would also meet the substantive 
requirements of NYCRR Part 360. 
 
The CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) 
is implemented by NYSDEC through ECL Article 15 and 
the associated regulations in 6 NYCRR Part 608 Use and 
Protection of Waters. The WQC may establish conditions 
such as preventive measures to minimize re-suspension 
of sediment and water quality monitoring during 
excavation of sediments under Alternatives Sed-3 and 
Sed-4 so that the exceedance of water quality standards, 
if it occurs, is short-lived and resuspension if controlled. 
Placement of fill (such as a cap) and temporary 
discharges of decanted waters would also be addressed 
through a WQC. The substantive requirements of ECL 
Article 15 and corresponding regulations would be met by 
Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4.  
 
CWA Section 402 is implemented by NYSDEC through 
the ECL Article 17 State Permit Discharge Elimination 
System requirements, which regulate the discharge of 
pollutants into waters of the state. Pre-treatment or 
monitoring of decanted water resulting from sediment 
dewatering may be necessary. The decanted water would 
be treated to meet NYSDEC’s State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System discharge requirements.   

                                                 
13  Portions of Ley Creek contain Indiana bat and potentially bald 

eagle habitat. 
14 As is noted in the “Site History” section, above, the landfill 

RCRA is the federal law addressing the storage, 
transportation and disposal of solid and hazardous waste. 
NYSDEC implements RCRA in New York under ECL 
Article 27.  Depending upon the results of the TCLP 
testing of the excavated soils and sediments, RCRA 
requirements may be applicable. 
 
All of the action alternatives (i.e., excluding the "no action" 
soil and sediment alternatives and the Monitored Natural 
Recovery sediment  alternative) would comply with 
TSCA’s PCB cleanup and disposal regulations (40 CFR 
Part 761). 
 
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 would involve no active 
remedial measures and, therefore, would not be effective 
in eliminating the potential exposure to contaminants in the 
soil and sediment and would allow the continued migration 
of contaminants from the soil to the Creek and from the 
sediment to the water column in the Creek. Alternatives S-
2 and Sed-3 would both be effective in the long term and 
would provide permanent remediation by removing the 
contaminated source area soils and sediments and 
securely disposing of them in a RCRA- and/or TSCA-
compliant non-local facility or a local facility, as required. 
Disposal of excavated soils and sediments at non-local 
and local landfills with appropriate caps and leachate 
collection systems as proposed under the action 
alternatives would effectively control the contaminants 
over the long-term.  The contaminated soil and sediments 
that would be targeted for consolidation at the Town of 
Salina are similar to contaminated dredge spoils that are 
already present in the landfill.    
 
Under Alternative S-3, 85% of the contaminated soils 
would be removed permanently, while the remainder 
would be covered. The covered areas would require the 
development of a Site Management Plan, long-term O&M 
and appropriate institutional controls to protect the cover 
and prevent exposure. Alternative S-2 would also require 
long-term O&M, institutional controls and a Site 
Management Plan but for a smaller area than Alternative 
S-3 .  
 
Alternative Sed-4 would permanently remove enough of 
the contaminated sediment to accommodate a granular 
material cap. Exposure to the remaining contaminated 
sediments would be eliminated via the use of caps. 
Consistent with the EPA design guidance for caps, the cap 
would need to be designed to withstand erosional forces 
resulting from a 100-year storm event.    

accepted some of the contaminated dredge spoils during the 
1970s Ley Creek flood control project. 
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Similar to Alternatives S-2 and S-3, Alternative Sed-4 
would require O&M to maintain the integrity of the soil 
cover/cap and the development of a Site Management 
Plan. Because contaminants would remain in-situ, albeit 
beneath the cap, five-year reviews would be required.  
 
For all of the soil action alternatives, institutional controls 
would be needed to restrict intrusive activities in areas of 
where contamination remains.  For the sediment action 
alternatives, institutional controls would be needed to 
restrict intrusive activities in the capped areas. 
 
All of the soil and sediment alternatives that rely on active 
measures would provide reliable protection of human 
health and the environment over time. 
 
Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through 
Treatment 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 would provide no 
reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume. Under the active 
soil and sediment alternatives, the mobility of 
contaminants would be eliminated via the excavation (with 
local or non-local disposal) and/or capping of 
contaminated soils and sediments.   
 
Short-Term Effectiveness 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 do not include any 
physical construction measures in any areas of 
contamination and, therefore, would not present any 
potentially adverse impacts to remediation workers or the 
community as a result of its implementation. Alternatives 
S-2, S-3, Sed-3, and Sed-4 could present some limited 
adverse impacts to remediation workers through dermal 
contact and inhalation related to the sampling excavation 
and/or capping activities. Noise from the excavation and 
capping work associated with Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 
and Sed-4 could present some limited adverse impacts to 
remediation workers and nearby residents. In addition, 
interim and post-remediation soil and sediment sampling 
activities would pose some risk. The short-term impacts to 
remediation workers and nearby residents under all of the 
alternatives could, however, be mitigated by following 
appropriate health and safety protocols, by exercising 
sound engineering practices and by utilizing proper 
protective equipment. 
 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 would require the 
off-site transport of contaminated soils and sediments. 
Temporary roadways could be utilized to move the soils 
and sediments that would be disposed of locally, thereby 
reducing potential impacts on local traffic. The non-local 
disposal option of Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 
would require the transport of approximately 150,000 CY 
of contaminated soils and sediments over local roadways 

to the non-local disposal facility. This volume of material 
would require transporting an estimated 10,000 truckloads 
of material, which could have a greater adverse impact on 
local traffic and roadways than the local disposal option. It 
would also increase the potential for traffic accidents 
compared to the local disposal option.  
 
The use of the Town of Salina landfill for the disposal of 
the excavated soils and sediments might increase the 
amount of leachate collected at this facility during the 
temporary partial removal of the landfill cap. In addition, 
the partial cap removal might cause odors. Appropriate 
mitigation measures would be taken to reduce these 
temporary impacts. Construction-related noise would also 
need to be mitigated.  Similar short-term impacts were 
effectively addressed during the excavation of the five-
acre landfill and consolidation of the excavated materials 
on the top of the 50-acre landfill which was completed in 
2013.  The use of Cooper Crouse-Hinds Landfill for the 
disposal of excavated soils and sediments would also 
require that mitigation plans be in place to address 
potential odor and noise issues. 
 
For Alternatives S-2 and S-3, there is a potential for 
increased storm water runoff and erosion during 
construction and excavation activities that would have to 
be properly managed to prevent or minimize any adverse 
impacts. For these alternatives, appropriate measures 
would have to be taken during excavation activities to 
prevent transport of fugitive dust and exposure of workers 
and downgradient receptors to PCBs.  
 
Because no action would be performed under Alternative 
S-1, there would be no implementation time. It is estimated 
that Alternatives S-2 and S-3 would require nine months to 
complete the excavation and/or capping and restoration. 
Sediment removal in Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 may 
result in short-term adverse impacts to the Creek. These 
impacts include exposure of contaminated sediments to 
the water column, fish and biota because of the 
resuspension of sediments during removal, and  
temporary loss of benthos and habitat for the ecological 
community in the excavated areas. Risks caused by 
resuspension can be minimized through the use of 
engineering controls and appropriate operation of 
excavation equipment.. Replacement of the benthic 
habitat would be implemented through the addition of a 
layer of appropriate backfill material in excavated areas 
after sediment removal. Physical construction of 
Alternative Sed-3 could likely be completed in two 
construction seasons. Excavation, contaminated media 
handling and dewatering might create air emissions and 
odors through the release of SVOCs and VOCs from the 
excavated materials. However, because of the low levels 
of VOCs in Lower Ley Creek, significant odors and air 
emissions are not expected. However, odor controls would 
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be employed, if necessary during remedial activities.  
 
Alternative Sed-4 would cause short-term adverse effects 
to the Creek similar to those caused by Alternative Sed-
3. Physical construction of Alternative Sed-4 is expected 
to be completed within two construction seasons. 
 
Implementability 
 
Alternatives S-1, Sed-1 and Sed-2 would be the easiest 
alternatives to implement, as there are no construction 
activities to undertake. 
 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, Sed-3 and Sed-4 would employ 
technologies known to be reliable and that can be readily 
implemented. Equipment, services and materials needed 
for Alternatives S-2 and S-3, are readily available. Land-
based excavation equipment and dewatering systems 
similar to that which may be used under Alternatives Sed-
3 and Sed-4 have been implemented successfully at 
numerous sites. The actions under all of these 
alternatives would be administratively feasible.   
 
Sufficient facilities exist for the local disposal of the 
excavated soils and sediments but appropriate 
arrangements with the current facility owner[s] for disposal 
on their properties would need to be made. While the Town 
of Salina Landfill currently has a means of pre-treating the 
collected contaminated groundwater/leachate prior to 
discharge to METRO, such treatment and discharge 
infrastructure does not exist at the Cooper Crouse-Hinds 
Landfill.  Therefore, handling of the leachate would need 
to be addressed. 
 
While soil excavation under Alternative S-2 is technically 
feasible, the existence of two large buried pipelines on the 
northern bank of Lower Ley Creek would require special 
excavation techniques so that these pipelines are not 
disturbed. In addition, one of the pipelines crosses the 
Creek just downstream of the Route 11 bridge. Special 
excavation techniques and/or adjustments to the depth of 
the excavation required in Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 
may have to be made because of the location of the gas 
pipeline. A sediment cap may be required in this area 
under Alternative Sed-3 if it is not possible to remove all 
the contamination down to the cleanup goal.  
 
In order to protect the structural integrity of the Route 11 
bridge, it may not be possible to remove all of the 
contaminated sediment at the base of the bridge.  
Therefore, some capping of sediments under the bridge 
may be necessary to maintain a protective remedy. 
 
The implementation of institutional controls would be 
feasible to implement under the sediment alternatives. 
 

Short-term and long-term monitoring for Alternative Sed-
4 can be readily implemented to verify cap effectiveness.  
 
Cost 
 
The present-worth costs associated with the soil and 
sediment remedies are calculated using a discount rate of 
seven percent and a thirty-year time interval.   
 
The estimated capital, O&M and present-worth costs for 
each of the alternatives utilizing local and non-local 
disposal are presented below.   
 

Alternative Capital Annual 
O&M 

Total 
Present 
Worth 

S-1 $0 $0 $0 
S-2--local 
disposal 

$9,807,500 $25,875 $10,139,000 

S-2--non-
local 
disposal 

18,801,000 $15,000 $18,987,000 

S-3--local 
disposal 

$8,562,500 $29,875 $8,942,000 

S-3--non-
local 
disposal 

$16,063,000 $19,000 $16,299,000 

Sed-1 $0 $0 $0 
Sed-2 $0 $159,000 $1,973,000 
Sed-3--local 
disposal 

$7,550,500 $35,875 $8,005,000 

Sed-3--non-
local 
disposal 

$16,213,000 $25,000 $16,524,000 

Sed-4--local 
disposal 

$8,664,500 $199,875 $11,154,000 

Sed-4--non-
local 
disposal 

$15,218,000 $189,000 $17,563,000 

 
As can be seen by the table, although Alternative S-2 is 
the most costly soil alternative, the costs of Alternative S-
3 are very similar. The capital cost to implement 
Alternatives Sed-3 and Sed-4 are very similar, with 
approximately $1 million between them. However, 
because of the much higher annual O&M costs 
associated with Alternative Sed-4, the present-worth cost 
for Alternative Sed-4 is approximately 45% greater than 
Sed-3, when comparing the local disposal options, and 
approximately 6% greater when comparing non-local 
disposal. 
 
 
State Acceptance 
 
NYSDEC concurs with the preferred remedy. 
 
 



Superfund Proposed Plan                                                   Lower Ley Creek Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

 

20 
EPA Region II – July 2014 

Community Acceptance 
 
Community acceptance of the preferred remedy will be 
addressed in the ROD following review of the public 
comments received on the Proposed Plan. 
 
 
PREFERRED REMEDY 
 
Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives, EPA, 
in consultation with NYSDEC, recommends Alternative S-
2 (excavation and local or non-local disposal of soil) as the 
preferred alternative to address the contaminated soil and 
Alternative Sed-3 (excavation and local or non-local 
disposal of sediment) as the preferred alternative for the 
sediment. See Figure 5 to see the soil and sediment areas 
which would be addressed under this remedy.  
 
This alternative consists of the excavation of an estimated 
75,000 CY of contaminated soils on the northern and 
southern banks of the Creek that exceed the SCOs and an 
estimated 12,000 CY from the wetland area that exceeds 
the sediment cleanup objectives and an estimated 73,000 
CY of sediments containing contamination above the 
sediment cleanup objectives. The sediments would be 
excavated to depths ranging from 1 to 8 feet. The depth of 
the excavation on the banks of the Creek and in the 
wetland would, generally, be to 2 feet.  The excavation in 
the swale and OLCC areas would range in depth from 
three to 14 feet.   
 
Any contaminated soil located on the northern bank of the 
Creek that cannot be safely excavated because of the 
presence of the two large, buried natural gas and oil 
pipelines which run parallel to the north bank of the Creek 
would be covered with one foot of soil. Prior to placing the 
soil cover, a readily-visible and permeable subsurface 
demarcation layer delineating the interface between the 
contaminated soils and the clean soil cover would be 
installed.  
 
The excavated areas would be backfilled with at least two 
feet of soil meeting the criteria set forth at NYSDEC 
Program Policy DER-10, Appendix 5. The excavated 
wetland area would be backfilled with soil that meets 
unrestricted SCOs.  In excavated areas where there is 
underlying municipal refuse, a readily-visible and 
permeable subsurface demarcation layer delineating the 
interface between the refuse/“native” soil and the clean 
soil cover would be installed. 
 
In addition, the excavation of the southern bank soils in 
Alternative S-2 would not be backfilled to grade. Reducing 
the elevation of this area would increase the flood storage 
capacity of this floodplain. The extent of backfilling in this 
area would be determined during the design phase based 

on the consideration of various factors, including flooding 
potential and desired habitat conditions. 
 
A detailed hydrologic analysis would be performed during 
the design phase to determine the effect of the remedy on 
stream flow, flooding and dynamics, and to identify the 
appropriate materials and bathymetry for restoration and 
long-term sustainability.  
 
Excavated areas would be restored with clean substrate 
and vegetation consistent with an approved habitat 
restoration plan developed as part of the design. The main 
goal of the habitat restoration would be to restore the 
habitats affected by the remedy. The restoration would 
meet the substantive requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 608 
and 663. A habitat assessment to characterize the habitats 
and organisms that would be affected by the remedy would 
be performed to support the development of the 
restoration plan and design. 
  
Habitat restoration of Ley Creek would include the 
placement of at least one foot of substrate similar to the 
existing sediments over disturbed areas and restoration of 
vegetation. Clean fill meeting the requirements of DER-10, 
Appendix 5 would replace the excavated soil and sediment 
or complete the backfilling of the excavation and establish 
the designed grades at the subsite. The specific thickness 
and substrate material to be used for the backfill in these 
areas would be determined during the remedial design as 
part of the habitat restoration plan.  
 
The habitat restoration plan would also describe the 
specific design for areas impacted by the remediation of 
sediments and soils, actions (if any) needed for the 
protection of affected species and determine the 
appropriate plantings (including types and locations) 
necessary to restore habitats. The habitat restoration plan 
would also include the necessary requirements for 
monitoring restoration success and for restoration 
maintenance. 
 
Cleared vegetation would either be disposed of locally, 
stockpiled for habitat restoration or mulched and used 
elsewhere on-site. 
 
The excavated sediment would be transported to a 
staging area where it would be dewatered. Water that 
drains from the sediments during dewatering would be 
treated to meet NYSDEC discharge requirements. The 
soils and sediments would be subjected to TCLP testing. 
Those soils and sediments which fail TCLP testing and 
are determined to be characteristic hazardous waste and 
are non-TSCA waste (i.e., less than 50 mg/kg PCBs) 
would be disposed of off-site at a RCRA-compliant facility. 
Those soils and sediments that contain PCBs greater 
than 50 mg/kg would also be disposed of off-site, at a 
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TSCA-compliant facility. Those soils and sediments that 
would not be TSCA-regulated (less than 50 mg/kg PCBs) 
and are not characteristic hazardous waste would be 
disposed of locally. Local disposal options under 
consideration include consolidation under the cap of the 
Town of Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the 
leachate collection system or in a newly constructed cell 
with a liner and leachate management system15 at the yet-
to-be capped Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which 
will be closed under a New York State administrative 
consent order in the near future). The specific local 
disposal location would be determined during the 
remedial design phase. Should local disposal be 
determined not to be viable, all excavated materials would 
be sent to an appropriate non-local facility for disposal. 
 
Appropriate controls and monitoring (e.g., community air 
monitoring) would be utilized to ensure that during 
remediation activities, airborne particulate and volatile 
organic vapor concentrations surrounding the excavation 
area are acceptable. 
 
Under this alternative, institutional controls in the form of 
environmental easements and/or restrictive covenants 
would be used to restrict intrusive activities in areas of 
where contamination remains (including the areas where 
municipal refuse was disposed) unless the activities are in 
accordance with an EPA-approved Site Management 
Plan. 
 
The Site Management Plan would provide for the proper 
management of all post-construction remedy components.  
Specifically, the Site Management Plan would describe 
procedures to confirm that the requisite engineering (e.g., 
demarcation layer) and institutional controls are in place 
and that nothing has occurred that would impair the ability 
of such controls to protect public health or the 
environment. The Site Management Plan would also detail 
the following: the provision for the management of future 
excavations in areas of where contamination remains 
(including the areas where municipal refuse was 
disposed); an inventory of any use restrictions; the 
necessary provisions for the implementation of the 
requirements of the above-noted environmental easement 
and/or restrictive covenant; a provision for the 
performance of the O&M for the remedy; and a provision 
that the property owner or party implementing the remedy 
submit periodic certifications that the institutional and 
engineering controls are in place. 

                                                 
15 The leachate management system would include leachate 

collection and pre-treatment and disposal at a local publicly-
owned treatment works, treatment and disposal to surface 
water or some other form of management, such as temporary 
storage pending and shipment to a permitted facility for 
treatment/disposal. 

The Site Management Plan would also include fish 
monitoring to determine the remaining levels of 
contamination in the fish and the rate of decline, as well as 
the performance of the habitat maintenance and 
monitoring required by the remedy (including, but not 
limited to, long and short-term remedy effectiveness, 
habitat restoration success and the recovery of biota). 
 
The environmental benefits of the preferred remedy may 
be enhanced by consideration, during the design, of 
technologies and practices that are sustainable in 
accordance with the EPA Region 2’s Clean and Green 
Energy Policy and NYSDEC’s Green Remediation 
Policy.16 This would include consideration of green 
remediation technologies and practices. 
 

Remediation of the upstream portion of Ley Creek that is 
part of the IFG subsite would need to be performed prior 
to the performance of any remedial activities in the Lower 
Ley Creek subsite to prevent the potential for 
recontamination. While a remedy has not yet been 
selected for the upstream portion of Ley Creek, should the 
selected remedy include the excavation of upstream 
contaminated sediments, the EPA would coordinate the 
construction of the preferred remedy at Lower Ley Creek 
with the sediment excavation work at the IFG subsite. 
 
During the design, a Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey 
would be performed to document the subsite’s historic 
resources. 
 
Because this remedy would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the 
subsite be reviewed at least once every five years. 
 
Basis for the Remedy Preference 
 
Alternatives S-2 and S-3 would both effectively achieve the 
soil cleanup levels.  While Alternative S-2 is slightly more 
expensive than Alternative S-3, Alternative S-2 would not 
require the monitoring and maintenance of large capped 
areas.  Although not called for in the remedy, generally 
speaking, deeper soils would meet the ecological SCOs 
following the excavation except in the areas of the OLCC 
and the swale. Therefore, the EPA believes that 
Alternative S-2 would effectuate the soil cleanup while 
providing the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the 
evaluating criteria. 

16 See http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation and 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_hudson_pdf/der31.p
df. 
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The capital cost to implement Alternative Sed-3 is 
approximately $1.1 million less than Alternative Sed-4. 
However, because Alternative Sed-3 would not require 
annual monitoring and maintenance of caps with the 
exception of limited areas that cannot be excavated 
because of potential impacts to pipeline/bridge structures, 
the present-worth cost differential between Alternatives 
Sed-3 and Sed-4 with the local disposal option represents 
an increase of just over $3 million.   
 
Alternative Sed-3 would permanently remove the 
contaminated sediment from the Creek, thereby 
eliminating the potential for contaminated sediment to find 
its way into Onondaga Lake which could occur under 
Alternative Sed-4 if the caps were to be breached 
because of storm events and/or ice scour.    
 
For these reasons, the EPA has identified Alternative 
Sed-3 as its preferred sediment alternative, because it 
would effectuate the sediment cleanup while providing the 
best balance of tradeoffs among the alternatives with 
respect to the evaluating criteria.    
 
The non-local disposal component of Alternatives S-2 and 
Sed-3, the preferred soil and sediment alternatives, 
respectively, would require the transport of approximately 
150,000 CY of contaminated soils and sediments over 
local roadways to the non-local disposal facility. This 
volume of material would require transporting an estimated 
10,000 truckloads of material, which could have a 
significant adverse impact on local traffic and roadways. It 
would also increase the potential for traffic accidents, 
which could result in releases of hazardous substances.  
In addition, non-local disposal would cost an estimated 
$17.4 million more than local disposal.  Both the Town of 
Salina Landfill and the Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill 
are located adjacent to areas to be dredged and have 
contributed to the contamination of Lower Ley Creek. 
Local disposal at either of these locations would also have 
a smaller carbon footprint than non-local disposal.  While 
construction activities associated with disposal of the soils 
and sediments at these locations may increase the 
potential for additional short-term impacts, such as noise 
and odors, mitigation activities are available to limit such 
impacts and were successfully employed during the recent 
remediation at the Town of Salina Landfill.  Therefore, the 
preferred disposal option is local disposal.   
 
The preferred remedy is believed to provide protection of 
human health and the environment, provide the greatest 
long-term effectiveness, be able to achieve the ARARs 
more quickly, or as quickly, as the other alternatives and 
is cost effective. Therefore, the preferred remedy would 
provide the best balance of tradeoffs among alternatives 
with respect to the evaluating criteria. The EPA and 
NYSDEC believe that the preferred remedy would be 

protective of human health and the environment, comply 
with ARARs, be cost-effective and utilize permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or 
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable.   
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world

By Cindy Carcamo
Los Angeles Times

T he first lady and her 
entourage were waiting. 
So were politicians, cam-
era crews and aid work-

ers in blue vests, ready to hand 
out suckers and balloons to 
toddlers pulled along by their 
frazzled mothers.

A chartered flight that 
landed in San Pedro Sula, 
Honduras, Monday was the 
first carrying only mothers 
and children deported by 
the U.S. as it tries to stem 
a wave of migration from 
Central America that has over-
whelmed U.S. border officials. 
U.S. officials said there would 
be many more.

While Honduran officials 
were trying to put the best 
face on the process, one 
human rights worker termed 
the exodus of thousands in 
search of a job or safety from 
rampant violence, and their 
forced return by the United 
States “a great tragedy.”

Critics said government 
inaction was largely respon-
sible, and that the welcome in 
San Pedro Sula, a city some-
times called the murder capital 
of the world, was mostly a 
show. Despite the govern-
ment’s promise of job leads, 
a $500 stipend, psychologi-
cal counseling and schooling, 
returning mother Angelica 
Galvez said she wasn’t expect-
ing much.

“They haven’t helped me 
before,” said Galvez, 31, who 
was traveling with her 6-year-
old daughter Abigail. “Why 
should I believe them now?”

Galvez and her daughter 
were among the 38 Hondurans 
on the flight, who had been 
held at a U.S. detention center 
in Artesia, N.M. Forty people 
— 18 mothers, 13 girls and 
nine boys — had been sched-
uled to be on the flight, but 
two fell ill and didn’t travel.

U.S. officials said the flight 
reflected their determination 
to stem the tide of migration. 
The number of women and 
children arriving in the U.S. 
from El Salvador, Guatemala 
and Honduras has skyrocketed 
in recent months, with more 
than 57,000 people seeking 
permission to remain.

U.S. officials have long 
been sending back adults and 
some children; Monday’s 
flight was the first to carry 
only mothers and children. 
Many of those who have by 
headed north in recent months 

said that although poverty and 
violence pushed them to act, 
they had moved now because 
they heard that there was a 
new U.S. policy that made it 
easier for children or single 
women with at least one child 
to remain in the country.

In fact, U.S. law estab-
lishing a full legal review 
applies only to unaccompa-
nied minors. But when single 
mothers started appearing with 
their children, border officials 
had no place to house them 
and released many with a 
“notice to appear” later.

“This is just the initial 
wave,” said an official with 
the Department of Homeland 
Security, who added that the 
group was deported at the 
direction of President Barack 
Obama. “Our border is not 
open to illegal migration, and 
we will send recent illegal 
migrants back.”

Honduras first lady Ana 
Garcia de Hernandez, who 
was at the processing center 
when the group arrived, has 
been at the forefront of the 
crisis, spearheading the new 
governmental programs that 
she says are aimed at improv-
ing the lives of those who are 

sent back and giving others a 
reason to stay.

“They are very sad, of 
course,” she said of the 
women who arrived back in 
Honduras on Monday. “But 
we want to give them oppor-
tunities.”

At the processing center 
about half a mile from the 
airport, women and children 
received food, medical screen-
ings and money. Officials 
kept a close watch on them, 
cordoning them off and away 
from media as they boarded 
yet another bus for stops at a 
child welfare office, shelter 
and bus terminal.

Galvez, a single mother, 
said she left Honduras because 
she couldn’t find a job.

Despite all the attention they 
received upon their arrival, 
Galvez said she didn’t even 
receive enough money at the 
processing center to get her 
all the way home to La Ceiba 
— about a three-hour drive 
northeast of San Pedro Sula. 
Instead, she planned to stay 
the night with a family mem-
ber in San Pedro Sula.

She and her daughter started 
their trek north on May 27 
after family members told 

her there was a new U.S. law 
that gave people like her per-
mission to enter the country. 
She walked, took a series of 
buses and paid criminals about 
$25 dollars to ride with her 
daughter on top of the infa-
mous northbound freight train 
known as “La Bestia,” or “the 
Beast.”

She had no intentions of 
sneaking into the U.S., instead 
giving herself up to Border 
Patrol officials near McAllen, 
Texas, she said. She never 
made it to her brother’s home 
in Dallas.

“It was a dangerous trip,” 
she said of her journey. “I 
wouldn’t recommend it to 
anyone.”

But others were still try-

ing. More Central American 
migrants were crossing 
the Suchiate River from 
Guatemala into Mexico on 
Monday, sheltering at relief 
centers in southern Mexico 
or waiting alongside railroad 
tracks hoping to climb aboard 
a train and head to the U.S.

“La Bestia” had stopped 
running for several days 
while workers repaired tracks 
that had been vandalized. It 
was expected to resume late 
Monday or Tuesday.

“I want to keep going,” 
Jessica Sandoval, 30, said as 
she waited at a refugee shel-
ter in Arriaga, Mexico, with 
her three daughters ages 2, 8 
and 11. They left La Cieba, 
Honduras, 17 days ago and 

had been at the shelter for 
nearly a week.

She said her region of 
Honduras had become a living 
hell because of gangs, drug 
traffickers, political violence 
and a lack of jobs after numer-
ous factories shut down.

San Pedro Sula is the sec-
ond-largest city in a country 
with the highest homicide rate 
in the world. An assassin can 
be easily hired for $100 and 
people don’t answer phone 
calls from unknown cellphone 
numbers, fearing it may be an 
extortion demand.

Some of the city’s roughest 
neighborhoods resemble tropi-
cal ghost towns because scores 
of Hondurans have fled their 
homes and abandoned their 
houses because they’ve had 
enough of the violence at the 
hands of two of the country’s 
most notorious gangs — Mara 
Salvatrucha and Barrio 18.

So far this year in San 
Pedro Sula, there were 594 
homicides in the region in and 
around the city, according to 
the city’s morgue statistics. 
Last year, there were a total of 
778 homicides.

Hugo Ramon Maldonado, 
vice president for the 
Committee for the Protection 
of Human Rights in Honduras, 
estimates that 80 percent of 
the people emigrating from 
Honduras are fleeing some 
sort of criminality or violence, 
such as extortion threats from 
gangs or drug traffickers.

The government is largely 
to blame because it rarely goes 
after criminals, he said.

“Giving them 10,000 
Limpiras ($500 dollars) and 
sending them on their way? 
That’s not an alternative. That 
doesn’t help,” Maldonado said 
of the new programs.

“What I believe they are 
doing now is just making 
a political show with our 
returned migrants. What is 
happening in this country is a 
great tragedy.”

 In Honduras: HOmE AGAiN
US immigration officials send first chartered flight carrying mothers and children back

Families arrive by bus back to San Pedro Sula, Honduras, after being deported from the United States in May. This week, 
others returned on the first chartered flight, as the U.S. deals with the influx of illegal immigrants. (Meridith Kohut / The New york Times)

ANNIVERSARY SALE.
SAVE 40% ON THE ENTIRE MISSION COLLECTION

stickleyaudi.com

300 Towne Drive, Towne Center, Fayetteville   315.637.7770

complimentary interior design service

*Off suggested retail. Previous purchases excluded. May not be combined with any other discount or promotion.

NOW THROUGH JULY 28, SAVE 40%* ON LEGENDARY,
HANDCRAFTED SOLID OAK & CHERRY FURNITURE

MADE IN THE USA.
Express yourself with furniture built to last for generations. 

Find that perfect bedroom, dining room, living room, occasional or 
upholstery Mission piece at special savings now!

We’re celebrating the 25th anniversary of Stickley’s reissue 
of the historic Mission Collection.

THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY INVITES

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE LOWER LEY CREEK SUBSITE OF THE

ONONDAGA LAKE SUPERFUND SITE

TOWN OF SALINA, ONONDAGA COUNTY, NEW YORK

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has issued a Proposed Plan for addressing

contamination at the Lower Ley Creek subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site and has

opened a 30-day comment period on the Proposed Plan which ends on August 14, 2014. As

part of the public comment period, the EPA will hold a public meeting on the Proposed Plan

on July 29, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. at the Town of Salina Town Hall, 201 School Road,

Liverpool, New York.

The preferred cleanup plan outlined in the Proposed Plan for cleanup of the Lower Ley Creek

site consists of excavation of contaminated creek sediment, excavation of contaminated soil

located on the southern bank of the creek, excavation and capping of contaminated soil located

on the northern bank of the creek, local disposal of the excavated soil and sediment with

polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) concentrations less than 50 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg),

non-local disposal of excavated sediment with PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 50

mg/kg, restoration of all of the remediated areas, development of a Site Management Plan,

institutional controls and long-term monitoring.

Local disposal options under consideration include consolidation under the cap of the Town of

Salina Landfill within the area controlled by the leachate collection system or in a newly

constructed cell with a liner and leachate collection system on the yet-to-be capped Cooper

Crouse-Hinds North Landfill (which will be closed under the State Superfund program in the

near future). The specific local disposal location would be determined during the design of the

cleanup. Should local disposal options be determined not to be viable, all excavated materials

would be sent to an appropriate non-local facility for disposal.

The Proposed Plan and other site-related documents are available for public review at the

following locations:

Salina Free Library

100 Belmont Street

Mattydale, New York 13211

315-454-4524

Town of Salina

201 School Road

Liverpool, New York 13088

315-457-2710

Atlantic States Legal Foundation

658 West Onondaga Street

Syracuse, New York 13204-3757

315-475-1170

EPA-Region II

Superfund Records Center

290 Broadway, 18th Floor

New York, New York 10007-1866

212-637-4308

Please call for an appointment

Onondaga County Public Library

447 South Salina Street

Syracuse, New York 13202

NYSDEC

Division of Env. Remediation

625 Broadway, 12th Floor

Albany, New York 12233-7016

518-402-9775

Please call for an appointment.

NYSDEC Region 7

615 Erie Boulevard West

Syracuse, New York 13204-2400

315-426-7400

Please call for an appointment.

The Proposed Plan is also available online:

http://www.epa.gov/r02earth/superfund/npl/onondagalake/index.html.

Written comments on the Proposed Plan for the Lower Ley Creek subsite should be sent

(e-mailed or postmarked) no later than August 14, 2014 to: Pamela Tames, P.E., Remedial

Project Manager, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 290 Broadway, 20th Floor, New

York, New York 10007-1866, faxed to: (212) 637-3966, or e-mailed to: tames.pam@epa.gov.

0000514250-01
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local news

should be fired,” the complaint 
filed with the CRB reads. 
“These officers should be 
prosecuted in criminal court.”

CRB Administrator Joseph 
Lipari said he could not com-
ment on individual cases. He 
said he investigates each com-
plaint submitted and presents 
the cases to the board at an 
executive session. From there, 
complaints can ultimately 
result in a letter to the police 
chief, recommending policy 
changes or disciplinary action.

In the complaint, Johnson 
writes that he believes he was 
racially profiled. He said all 
the officers who arrested him 
were white, while he and the 
10 others arrested after the 
party were all black.

Johnson compares the inci-
dent to a massive house party 
in Pompey, also held early 
in July, in which a sheriff’s 
helicopter was used to break 
up the party with 500 to 700 
people. In that case, the par-
tygoers were mostly white 
and authorities just sent them 
home. (Police later charged 
one person.)

Connellan said that before 
the July 6 arrest, police had 
been following a large group 
having “flash mob” parties 
in the University Hill area. 
Connellan said the parties 
were a drain on police resourc-
es and a quality of life issue. 
He said that as time went on, 
partygoers had become more 
aggressive and there had been 
evidence of drug use. People 
also had thrown things at offi-
cers, he said.

Johnson was charged with 
four misdemeanors: inciting to 
riot, resisting arrest, second-
degree riot and second-degree 
reckless endangerment, as 
well as the violation of tres-
passing.

Court papers state that ear-
lier the night he was arrested, 
Johnson incited a riot at a 
party on Comstock Avenue.

“Johnson was observed 
picking up a rock and throw-
ing it at a group of officers, 
nearly striking them,”  police 
said. Police said Johnson 
then fled, running north 
on Comstock Avenue. 

Meanwhile, the group contin-
ued to stand in the middle of 
the road, dancing and climbing 
on vehicles, police said.

A neighbor of the Comstock 
Avenue party, who is not 
familiar with the men arrested, 
did not recall the party being 
excessively loud or out of 
control.

Ben Erwin, 32, who lives at 
108 Comstock Ave., said his 
neighbor notified him of the 
party before it started.

“I’ve lived in this house for 
two or three years,” Erwin 
said. “It wasn’t the craziest 
party I’ve ever seen. No one 
was doing keg stands in my 
driveway.”

An hour after police broke 
up the party on Comstock, 
some of the partygoers gath-
ered about a mile away on 
Miles Avenue.

Davon Bullock Sr., who 
lives at 221 Miles Ave., was 
awakened by loud music. 
Police presence was warrant-
ed, he said.

“It sounded like the officers 
were trying to control the situ-
ation as best as they could,” 
Bullock said.

Police said that at 2:35 a.m., 
Johnson and the 10 other men 
trespassed onto 223 Miles 
Avenue. (In Johnson’s com-
plaint to the CRB, he states 
he was on a property at 219 
Miles Avenue.)

According to court papers, 
police said Johnson immedi-
ately resisted arrest.

Court papers, police reports 
and arrest records from the 
July 6 incident list eight 
police officers by their last 
names. Those officers’ full 
names, found in the city’s 
most recently available pay-
roll, are Joel Dorchester, 
John Gunsalus, Shawn 
Kelley, William Lashomb, 
Joseph Mauro, Ahmad Mims, 
Gordon Quonce and Mark 
Techmanski.

Johnson said four officers 
used excessive force in his 
arrest.

In court papers, one of the 
officers, Joseph Mauro, pro-
vided the following account:

As the officer began to 
guide Johnson’s left wrist 
behind his back, Mauro wrote, 
he told him he was under 

arrest. Johnson then said, “I 
didn’t do anything,” and pulled 
his left arm away, Mauro said 
in court papers.

Police forced Johnson to 
the ground to handcuff him, 
Mauro said in court papers. 
Johnson continued to pull 
his arm away, placing his 
right arm under his torso and 
moving his body around to 
free himself, the officer said. 
Johnson tensed his upper body 
and torso and kept his hands 
away from the officers, Mauro 
said in court papers.

After a brief struggle, offi-
cers forced Johnson’s hands 
behind his back and hand-
cuffed him, Mauro said in 
court papers.

In the account Johnson gives 
to the CRB, he writes officers 
used racial slurs and threat-
ened him not to mess with city 
police. In all, 11 young black 
men between the ages of 16 
and 20 were arrested early that 
Sunday morning.

Charged with tresspass 
and second-degree riot were 
Kenneth McFadden, 20, of 
Liverpool; Patrick Johnson, 
20, of Liverpool; Preston 
Fagan, 16, of Camillus; 
Michael Henry, 29, of 
Syracuse; Jafonta Johnson, 
17, of Syracuse; and Mario 
Franco, 20, of Syracuse. 

According to Elijah 
Johnson, who is not related to 
the Patrick or Jafonta Johnson, 
those were the six men in the 
Cadillac with him.

Also facing charges were 
Jordan Stenson, 20, of 
Liverpool; Corey Gary, 18, 
of Syracuse; Anija-Khallil 
Robinson, 18, of Syracuse; 
and Christian Kailer, 19, of 
Syracuse.

Johnson said they were 
not with him when police 
approached the car.

The Post-Standard inter-
viewed four of the men, who 
corroborated Johnson’s claims 
of excessive force. They also 
said they believe they were 
arrested because of racial pro-
filing.

Most of the men’s next city 
court appearances, including 
Elijah Johnson’s, are sched-
uled for Aug. 19.

Contact Julie McMahon at 412-
1992 or by email.

liverpool man accuses 
police of racial profiling
LiverpooL, FroM pAGe A-3

No one was charged at the scene of a huge house party in Pompey on July 2, even though 
police called in a helicopter to help break it up. One person, the son of the homeowner, was 
later charged. (Provided photo, faces obscured)

The EPA will give the 
public another month to 
comment on the plan to 
clean up polluted Ley Creek 
near Onondaga Lake.

The comment period was 
to end Thursday, but it will 
be extended to Sept. 13.

Contaminated soil in 
and around the creek poses 
an “unacceptable risk” to 
humans and the environ-
ment, the EPA plan says. 
The plan calls for a com-
bination of excavation and 
capping, similar to the 
cleanup of Onondaga Lake.

Written comments may be 
sent to:

Pamela Tames, P.e., Remedial 
Project Manager
u.s. environmental Protection 
agency, Region 2
290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New york, N.y. 10007-1866
Fax: (212) 637-3966
email: tames.pam@epa.gov

— Glenn Coin

EPA gives more time 
for comments on 
Ley Creek cleanup

By Tim Knauss 
tknauss@syracuse.com

Mayor Stephanie Miner said 
she is researching the possibil-
ity of building a city-owned 
fiber-optic network to improve 
access to high-speed Internet 
service in Syracuse.

Miner, who has expressed 
frustration at the lack of local 
broadband options, said a pub-
lic network might be the best 
way to ensure that Syracuse 
has affordable, high-speed 
service.

“I’m putting together a plan 
that we can do it ourselves, as 
a community,’’ Miner said.

Cities such as Chattanooga, 
Tenn., and Wilson, N.C., have 
established public networks 
that provide download speeds 

of up to 1 gigabit per second, 
50 times faster than the aver-
age U.S. connection. Miner 
said that’s the standard she is 
eyeing for Syracuse.

But the mayor said her 
administration is just begin-
ning to research the idea, and 
many details would have to be 
worked out before a proposal 
could be brought forward.

“Would we have to do that 
in phases? What would that 
look like? How would we pay 
for it? What would the model 
be? Those are all things that 
we are currently looking at,” 
Miner said.

Monday, Miner participated 
in a New York City meeting 
hosted by the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors, which has estab-

lished a task force to address 
income inequality and to 
promote economic mobility 
and job creation in America’s 
cities. The task force, which 
includes Miner and roughly 
30 other mayors, has targeted 
broadband access as a critical 
factor in overcoming econom-
ic barriers facing low-income 
or unemployed city residents.

Chaired by New York City 
Mayor Bill de Blasio, the task 
force has pledged to promote 
access to high-quality pre-
kindergarten education and 
an increase in the minimum 
wage. The U.S. Conference 
of Mayors released a report 
Monday saying that income 
inequality has grown worse 
since 2008, and is expected to 

continue.
Dozens of communities 

across the country have estab-
lished public networks that 
bypass commercial Internet 
providers such as Time 
Warner Cable and Verizon, 
but the practice is increasingly 
controversial. Some states 

have passed laws restricting 
municipal broadband, on the 
grounds that it interferes with 
private commerce, and federal 
regulators are currently weigh-
ing whether to overturn such 
limits.

Contact Tim Knauss at 470-3023.

Miner eyeing a plan  
for municipal broadband

Syracuse Mayor Stephanie Miner signs the Cities Of Oppor-
tunity task force’s Commitment to Action on Monday in New 
York City. For more on the task force’s meeting, turn to Page 
A-13. (Provided photo)

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

EXTENDS PUBLIC COMMENT ON

PROPOSED PLAN FOR

LOWER LEY CREEK SUBSITE OF

ONONDAGA LAKE SUPERFUND SITE

TOWN OF SALINA, ONONDAGA COUNTY,

NEW YORK

Written comments on the Proposed Plan for the Lower Ley Creek

subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site should be mailed

(postmarked), e-mailed or faxed no later than September 13, 2014 to

Pamela Tames, P.E., Remedial Project Manager, U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency, 290 Broadway, 20th Floor, New York, New York

10007-1866; tames.pam@epa.gov or (212) 637-3966, respectively.

Information about the Lower Ley Creek subsite can be found at

http://www.epa.gov/r02earth/superfund/npl/onondagalake/index.html.
0000518503-01
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 2                  MS. ROMANOWSKI:  I think we're going
 3              to go ahead and get started.  First I'd
 4              just like to welcome everyone for coming
 5              out tonight.  My name is Larisa
 6              Romanowski, I'm a Public Affairs
 7              Specialist with the US Environmental
 8              Protection Agency.  I'm joined tonight
 9              by a couple of my colleagues from EPA.
10              Pam Tames, who is our Remedial Project
11              Manager for the Lower Ley Creek website
12              is here tonight.  In addition, we have
13              Joel Singerman, who is Chief of our
14              Special New York Remediation Section.
15                  The purpose of the meeting tonight
16              is really for us to have an opportunity
17              to present to you the EPA's proposed
18              cleanup plan for the Lower Ley Creek
19              area of the Onondaga Lake Superfund site.
20                  The proposed plan, the actual
21              document some of you actually picked up
22              earlier, the plan itself was released to
23              the public earlier in the month.  And
24              there is a public comment period that's
25              underway, and that comment period
0004
 1                        Romanowski
 2              actually goes until August 14th of 2014.
 3              So there are a couple more weeks of the
 4              public comment period.  Public input is
 5              a really important component of EPA's
 6              decision-making process at a Superfund
 7              site, so we really appreciate your
 8              presence here and participation.
 9                  First a couple things I want to make
10              note of as far as public comments.  I do
11              have an Information Sheet at the front
12              of the room, it does give you an
13              opportunity of the various ways you can
14              submit a comment.  The perfect
15              opportunity is actually here tonight.
16              At the end of the meeting after our
17              presentation there is going to be an
18              opportunity for you to either ask a
19              question or present a comment right
20              after the meeting.  So certainly that's
21              one opportunity.
22                  In addition if you don't, if you
23              prefer not to speak you always have the
24              opportunity to submit something in
25              writing.  And again, like I said, you
0005
 1                        Romanowski
 2              have until August 14th to do that.  We
 3              do have comment sheets at the back of
 4              the room, so if you would prefer just to
 5              write down a comment or a question and
 6              submit it to us at the end of the
 7              meeting that's perfectly fine too.  We
 8              have a lot of ways to do that, and again
 9              our information is all written down at
10              the back of the room, such as contact
11              information by e-mail, mail or also by
12              fax.  Those are different ways that you
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13              can submit comments to us.
14                  Just want to mention that John here,
15              he is our stenographer (court reporter),
16              and he's going to be transcribing the
17              meeting tonight.  It's really important
18              for us to be able to capture your
19              comments so that those comments can be
20              considered before a final decision is
21              made on the project.  So he'll be making
22              note of everything that we're discussing
23              tonight.  And again, there is an
24              opportunity to speak at the end of the
25              night and he'll be capturing those
0006
 1                        Romanowski
 2              comments.
 3                  I do want to also just mention that
 4              in the final decision document when EPA
 5              makes our decision about what is going
 6              to happen there is a document that's
 7              prepared called a Record Of Decision.
 8              In that Record of Decision there will be
 9              a section that's called the
10              responsiveness summary.  So even if you
11              do not present a comment or question
12              tonight all of the comments that are
13              received are going to be captured in
14              that responsiveness summary that's
15              included in that final decision
16              document.  So those will all be
17              summarized there as well.
18                  So what I'd like to do next is just
19              briefly go over the agenda for our
20              presentation tonight.  Okay, so first
21              Joel is going that start us off by
22              talking a little bit about the Superfund
23              process for site investigation and
24              cleanup.  That will give you an overview
25              of the Superfund process and some of the
0007
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 2              various steps that are involved.
 3                  Next, Pam will take us through site
 4              background and history, kind of bring
 5              everyone up to speed on where we are,
 6              how we arrived here, and what the issues
 7              are with the contamination of the site.
 8              Next she'll discuss the site
 9              investigation results, the development
10              of cleanup options and then the proposed
11              cleanup plan.  Exactly what EPA is
12              proposing to address the contamination
13              of the site.
14                  And lastly we'll have an opportunity
15              for questions and answers at the end.
16              So I would just ask that everyone hold
17              any questions that you have until that
18              time.  So without further adieu I'm
19              going to go ahead and pass things over
20              to Joel who will get us started.
21                  MR. SINGERMAN:  Several well
22              publicized toxic waste disposal
23              disasters in the late 1970s shocked the
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24              nation and highlighted the fact that
25              past waste disposal practices were not
0008
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 2              safe.
 3                  In 1980, Congress responded with the
 4              creation of the Comprehensive
 5              Environmental Response, Compensation and
 6              Liability Act, more commonly known as
 7              Superfund.  The Superfund law provided a
 8              federal fund to be used in the cleanup
 9              of uncontrolled and abandoned hazardous
10              waste sites, and for responding to
11              emergencies involving hazardous
12              substances.
13                  In addition, EPA was empowered to
14              compel those parties that are
15              responsible for these sites to pay for
16              or to conduct the necessary response
17              actions.  The work to remediate a site
18              is usually very complex and takes place
19              in a number of stages.  Once a site is
20              discovered, an inspection further
21              identifies the hazards and contaminants.
22                  A determination is then made whether
23              to include the site on the Superfund
24              National Priorities List, a list of the
25              nation's worst hazardous sites.  Sites
0009
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 2              are placed on the National Priorities
 3              List primarily on the basis of their
 4              scores obtained from the hazard ranking
 5              system, which evaluates the threat posed
 6              by a site.  Only sites on the National
 7              Priorities List are eligible for
 8              remedial work financed by Superfund.
 9                  The selection of a remedy for a
10              Superfund site is based on two studies:
11              A remedial investigation and a
12              feasibility study.  The purpose of the
13              remedial investigation is to determine
14              the nature and extent of the
15              contamination at and emanating from the
16              site and the associated risks to public
17              health and the environment.
18                  The purpose of the feasibility study
19              is to identify and evaluate ways to
20              clean up the site.  However,
21              participation is a key feature of the
22              Superfund process.  The public is
23              invited to participate in the decisions
24              that will be made at a site through the
25              Community relations Program.  Public
0010
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 2              meetings such as this one are held, as
 3              necessary, to keep the public informed
 4              about what has happened and what is
 5              planned for the site.  The public is
 6              also given the opportunity to ask
 7              questions about the results of the
 8              investigations and studies conducted at
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 9              the site and to comment on the proposed
10              remedy.
11                  After considering public comments on
12              the proposed remedy a Record of Decision
13              is signed.  A Record Of Decision,
14              documents why a particular remedy was
15              chosen.  The site then enters the design
16              phase, where the plans associated with
17              the implementation of the selected
18              remedy are developed.
19                  The remedial action is the actual
20              hands-on work associated with cleaning
21              up the site.  Following the completion
22              of the remedial action, the site is
23              monitored, if necessary.  Once the site
24              no lodger poses a threat to public
25              health or the environment it can be
0011
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 2              deleted from the Superfund National
 3              Priorities List.
 4                  I will now ask Pam to come up to
 5              talk about the site.
 6                  MS. TAMES:  Thank you all for
 7              joining us today.  The Onondaga Lake
 8              Superfund site, and it has 11 sub-sites.
 9              Lower Ley Creek right over here is one
10              of the sites.  The other 10, if you have
11              any questions about them we'll be able
12              to answer at the very end.
13                  Next slide, please.  All right, this
14              slide is a little dark but let me point
15              out some of the features of Lower Ley
16              Creek.  It's the lower two miles of Ley
17              Creek starting from Route 11 over here
18              heading all the way down to the lake.
19              Here's I-81, the lake, here's Crouse
20              Hinds landfill, Town of Salina landfill,
21              and we have another sub-site right next
22              door, which is Inland Fisher Guide, this
23              is the old GM plant right here, which
24              was the start of much of the
25              contamination that we're finding at
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 2              Lower Ley Creek.
 3                  So it's surrounded by landfills,
 4              floodplains over here and on both sides,
 5              and industrial areas.  And the creek
 6              flows into the lake.  And the sediment
 7              in the creek varies in depth from a half
 8              a foot down to 8 feet.  And the water
 9              depth at Route 11 is about 2 feet and it
10              gets deeper towards the lake to about 10
11              feet.
12                  Next slide, please.  Here one view
13              from 7th North Street.  And this is from
14              Park Street.  Next, here is a little bit
15              of a site history.  The waste disposal
16              practices at several industries located
17              near the creek and its branches
18              contributed to the current condition.  I
19              mentioned GM, which was a major
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20              contributor of PCBs.
21                  Poor channel conditions caused
22              extensive flooding of Ley Creek back in
23              the '60s.  I don't know if, some of you
24              might have been living around here then.
25              And so therefore in the 1970s Onondaga
0013
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 2              widened and deepened the creek and the
 3              creek was also rerouted through the
 4              Salina landfill.  Dredge materials from
 5              that widening and deepening were then
 6              spread on undeveloped areas adjacent to
 7              the creek.
 8                  Here we have on the left, we have
 9              the original configuration of Ley Creek.
10              And this area, these are residential
11              homes over here.  This area had
12              extensive flooding and the creek went
13              down into the dog legs before it went
14              across to the lake.  On the right you
15              can see the realignment of the creek.
16              This now goes through Salina landfill
17              instead of going around.
18                  This area over here is what we're
19              now calling old Ley Creek channel.  It's
20              not connected to this part of the creek
21              anymore, but it is connected over this
22              side and it was never widened or
23              deepened or touched, so it remained
24              contaminated.
25                  The blue areas are the floodplains.
0014
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 2              So when you have a big storm, when you
 3              have your spring thaws, these are the
 4              areas that flood.  This is the wetland
 5              area that's right next to the creek.
 6              And here is another wetland area.
 7                  So starting in 2009 right after the
 8              site became a sub-site we started our
 9              investigative work.  We sampled the
10              sediment, the soil, the surface water
11              and we also collected fish all along the
12              2 mile length of the creek.  What we
13              found were that the primary contaminants
14              were PCBs.  We also found polycyclic
15              aromatic hydrocarbons, also known as
16              PAHs, and a number of metals.
17                  We then looked at the risk to people
18              and to the environment, to wildlife.  We
19              took the levels of contaminants that we
20              found and we plugged it into different,
21              to adults, to children, we analyzed how
22              they could possibly be exposed.
23                  So the first thing we did was we
24              took a number of samples.  So first,
25              this is the sediment, we took 32 samples
0015
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 2              at 32 locations all along the creek.  We
 3              sampled to 2 feet deep.  Any samples
 4              that were contaminated at the bottom of
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 5              the 2 feet we went back and we took
 6              deeper samples down to 10 feet.  So the
 7              first round was 32 locations, then we
 8              went back and we did an additional 7
 9              locations down to 10 feet.  The highest
10              levels of PCBs in the sediment were 315
11              milligrams/kilograms.  And that was
12              found up here by the Salina landfill.
13              We also found metals, we found mercury,
14              cadmium, nickel, chromium and we also
15              found some PAHs.
16                  This is, we did diver assisted
17              sampling where necessary in the creek.
18              That's the picture on the left.  And we
19              did our sample processing outdoors.
20              Every sample that was collected we
21              looked to see if it was sediment, if it
22              was clay, what we found.  And then the
23              sample was taken and sent to the lab.
24                  Then we also did the soil.  We
25              weren't exactly sure where the sediment
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 2              had been spread back in the '70s, we had
 3              a good idea.  So we instituted a grid, a
 4              sampling plan.  And all those yellow
 5              dots that you see are all our soil
 6              sample locations.  There were 53
 7              locations all along, south and on the
 8              northern bank.
 9                  Areas, you know, the Salina landfill
10              we didn't sample because it's been
11              sampled as part of the Salina sub-site.
12              Same with Crouse Hinds landfill, that's
13              already been sampled.  And places that
14              were, where a building had been standing
15              back in the '70s, we knew they weren't
16              going to spread contaminated -- or
17              spread the soil, the sediment next to
18              the building.
19                  Next slide please.  These are the
20              locations where the soil was sampled for
21              old Ley Creek.  So here is the rerouted
22              section of Ley Creek.  And Ley Creek,
23              old Ley Creek channel goes down this
24              way, this blue line; and then we sampled
25              on both sides.  This area over here is
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 2              part of the Salina landfill, it has
 3              since been excavated and consolidated
 4              with the other half, with the rest of
 5              the landfill.
 6                  So as I said we did a risk
 7              assessment.  We looked at the potential
 8              exposures to children and adults to the
 9              soil, to the sediment and the surface
10              water.  We looked at how they could
11              become in contact with these materials,
12              by skin contact, if they drink the
13              water, you know, with sediment in it or
14              eat contaminated fish and wildlife.  And
15              we found that PCBs were the primary risk
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16              agent for these pathways.  Other risks.
17              There were other risks because of total
18              chromium and arsenic exposure due to
19              fish ingestion and PAHs due to the skin
20              exposure.
21                  We also looked at risk to wildlife.
22              There are certain mammals that eat a lot
23              of fish.  And they are a lot smaller so
24              that when they eat fish it doesn't take
25              as much of a contaminant level to
0018
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 2              contaminate or affect the wildlife.  We
 3              found there was also a risk to burrowing
 4              mammals from contaminants in the soil.
 5                  So we came up with a number of
 6              different cleanup options.  With every
 7              plan that we do there is also a No
 8              Action option.  The next alternative we
 9              looked at was the excavation of
10              contaminated soils on both the northern
11              and southern creek banks and the wetland
12              area with either local disposal or
13              non-local disposal.
14                  Possible locations for local
15              disposal that we have looked at are the
16              Town of Salina landfill and the Crouse
17              Hinds northern landfill.  So at the
18              Salina landfill, if we put our materials
19              there, it would be where the leachate
20              collection system is operational.  And
21              at the Crouse Hinds landfill, if we put
22              our materials there, we would be building
23              a cell with a leachate collection
24              system.
25                  The third alternative is excavation
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 2              of the wetland area and capping of
 3              contaminated soils on the northern and
 4              southern creek banks, also with local or
 5              non-local disposal.  The capping on the
 6              southern creek bank would also include
 7              some excavation, because if we just put
 8              material over everything we would lose
 9              floodplains in the area, and we wanted
10              to keep the floodplains capacity the
11              same.
12                  Then we looked at the sediment,
13              possible sediment options.  Just like
14              with the soils we have a No Action
15              alternative where we don't do anything.
16                  Our Sed-2 alternative is monitored
17              natural recovery where there is no
18              actual construction but we monitor, we
19              see what is happening in the system, if
20              clean sedimenting is covering over the
21              contaminated sediment that is there.
22                  Sed-3, we excavate all the
23              contaminated soil and -- sediment rather
24              with local or non-local disposal.  And
25              alternative Sed-4 is excavation and
0020
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 1                          Tames
 2              placement of a granular material
 3              sediment cap with local or non-local
 4              disposal.
 5                  Now, for the fourth alternative,
 6              because the creek is so shallow, if we
 7              just went in and placed the cap over the
 8              contaminated materials you wouldn't have
 9              a creek anymore.  It would be just land,
10              it would fill in the creek because the
11              creek is very shallow.  So in order to
12              keep the creek flowing we would have to
13              excavate to the depth of our cap and
14              then put the cap back in to maintain at
15              least 2 feet of water in the creek.
16                  Each of the alternatives that we
17              have are evaluated.  There are nine
18              different criteria.  The first criteria
19              is overall protection of human health
20              and the environment.  The second one is
21              compliance with applicable or relevant
22              and appropriate requirements at federal
23              laws, state laws.  The third, long term
24              effectiveness and permanence.  We want
25              to make sure that whatever we're
0021
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 2              spending our money on will last.
 3                  Reduction of toxicity, mobility and
 4              volume we want to reduce and if possible
 5              eliminate the contamination that we
 6              find.  Short term effectiveness.  We
 7              would like to see everything cleaned up
 8              quickly.
 9                  Implementability.  We have to be
10              able to do the plan that we come up
11              with.  Sometimes things, you know,
12              certain different alternatives fell out
13              in our screening just because it would
14              not work at this site.  We look at cost.
15              We look at state acceptance and
16              community acceptance and that's why
17              you're here tonight.
18                  So we came up with our proposal, and
19              New York State concurs with us.  So we
20              are looking at alternative S-2 for soil
21              cleanup and Sed-3 for sediment cleanup.
22              Which means we will excavate the PCB
23              contaminated soils on the northern and
24              southern creek banks in the wetland
25              areas.  The wetlands will be restored.
0022
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 2              We will also excavate the PCB
 3              contaminated sediment.  We will use
 4              either local or non-local disposal.  And
 5              there will be long term monitoring.
 6                  So you can see on this slide, this
 7              is old Ley Creek channel and the
 8              southern banks.  Here is the old Ley
 9              Creek area and these are the excavation
10              areas.  So in some of these there are a
11              couple of hot spots, some of these areas
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12              are deeper than others.  Most of the
13              areas will be excavated at least 2 feet.
14              Here on this, this area is this blown
15              up.  Here we have some other areas that
16              also require some excavation.
17                  Next slide.  These are the areas on
18              the northern bank that will require
19              excavation.  This is by I-81.  Here's
20              another area up here, and up on this
21              side.
22                  The sediment excavation areas vary
23              depending on how much contamination we
24              found in the creek.  The excavation will
25              be as deep as 8 feet, which is over in
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 2              this area over here, down to, this is
 3              one foot of excavation.  It's much
 4              cleaner down at this end than up at this
 5              end.
 6                  The cost.  So we estimated the cost,
 7              we have a range based on whether the
 8              materials will be disposed of locally or
 9              at an off-site distant landfill.  So for
10              soil cleanup it's 9.8 to 18.8 million.
11              Sediment cleanup 7 and-a-half to 16
12              million.  And the annual operations,
13              maintenance and monitoring for local
14              disposal it's about $61,000, $62,000 a
15              year.  And for off-site disposal it's
16              $40,000 a year.  It goes down for
17              off-site because the tipping fee for
18              off-site landfills includes their long
19              term maintenance and monitoring of their
20              landfill.  So when you add everything
21              up, the present worth is between 18 and
22              35 and-a-half million.
23                  I noticed that a lot of you picked
24              up a copy of the proposed plan.  We also
25              have the remedial investigation, so you
0024
 1                          Tames
 2              can see details of the samples, the
 3              sample analysis.  And all our maps are
 4              in our remedial investigation feasibility
 5              study.  And we have, we put them online
 6              for you.  We also have a number of local
 7              information repositories that you can
 8              view.  Everyone was sent a disc so you
 9              can go to the libraries and look at your
10              leisure.
11                  As Larisa said earlier, the public
12              comment period will end on August 14th.
13              You can write me a letter with your
14              comments, you can send me an e-mail, you
15              can fax me your comments or you can give
16              your comments here tonight.
17                  Now we have questions.  We have
18              other people available to answer
19              questions about other parts of the
20              Onondaga Lake site also.
21                  MR. SINGERMAN:  Just note a couple
22              things.  The remedy that Pam described
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23              is the preferred remedy.  We won't make
24              a decision until after the comment
25              period closes.  And as I mentioned
0025
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 2              earlier it will be documented in the
 3              document called Record Of Decision.  We
 4              hope to make that decision probably
 5              before the end of September.
 6                  MS. ROMANOWSKI:  Thank you, Pam.  So
 7              again, in just a minute here what we're
 8              going to do is open it up for comments
 9              and questions.  What I'm going to ask is
10              that if everybody could just, I'll ask
11              everybody to come up one at a time.  If
12              you can indicate your interest in coming
13              up here to say something just by raising
14              your hand I'll call people up
15              individually.
16                  What I am going to ask for the
17              purposes of our stenographer (court
18              reporter) is that when you do come up
19              before you make a statement if you could
20              just say your name, state your name, and
21              if you wouldn't mind also spelling your
22              last name out for us so that we make
23              sure he captures your name and comments
24              accurately.  So without further adieu I
25              think if anyone has a comment or
0026
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 2              question, just go ahead and raise your
 3              hand and let me know and we'll start
 4              bringing people up.
 5                  ROBERT PAPWORTH:  My name is Bob
 6              Papworth.  I'm a trustee for the Nature
 7              Conservancy in Central and Western New
 8              York, and I've been watching this unfold
 9              with a great deal of interest.  If you
10              look at the record of the Onondaga Lake
11              Superfund site going back about 20 years
12              you will not find any evidence that
13              plastic gasification technology has been
14              investigated or considered for any
15              aspect of the overall program; all 12
16              sites.  And this particular site with
17              all the water involved is a particular
18              challenging topic because of mixture and
19              sand and chemicals.
20                  If you did plasma gasification, you
21              want to try to avoid vitrifying the sand
22              you would have a huge mass of gasified
23              sand.  So the trick is to try to clean
24              the sand without destroying it.  And
25              that requires treatment in the lower
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 2              temperature probably less than a
 3              thousand degrees Farenheit.  I do not
 4              know whether that type of temperature
 5              would be able to destroy the particular
 6              items that you've identified here.
 7                  However, it's not difficult to get
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 8              on the Internet and develop a list of a
 9              dozen plasma gasification vendors
10              working here in North America.  I might
11              mention that along side the whole
12              Onondaga Lake issue there is the county
13              incinerator issue producing toxic ash.
14              That toxic ash is eminently treatable
15              with plasma gasification as well.  So
16              it's a dual need here, more than a dual
17              need if going forward with the capacity
18              of county OCRRA operation, which now
19              includes Cortland County and the Ley
20              Creek site, the site on the other side
21              of the lake as well as wast beds 1
22              through 8, which is the core of the
23              whole problem.  And the new waste beds
24              that have been created to receive the
25              bottom material from the lake.
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 2                  This is not intended as criticism by
 3              the way, I think Honeywell has done a
 4              lot of good work and it's been very
 5              expensive.  The tasks they have done has
 6              been necessary to do.  They cleaned up
 7              the bottom of the lake or in the process
 8              of it and they've driven a wall down the
 9              western side to stop the water from
10              percolating in the lake.  So those are
11              all good steps to be taken.
12                  Within the last thirty days the city
13              of Hamilton Ontario, a city of about
14              550,000 people committed to a plasma
15              gasification system to treat their
16              entire municipal solid waste problem.  I
17              think the cost of that system is about
18              $34 million, and coming from a company
19              in Britain.
20                  There are a number of American
21              companies in the business in Europe and
22              in Asia.  The reason for that for
23              example, in Japan toxic landfills are
24              not permitted, so they have to find ways
25              to clean things up.  Britain has levied
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 2              a tax on landfills to discourage
 3              landfills, and landfills are prohibited
 4              in a number of European countries.  So
 5              plasma gasification has taken off in
 6              Europe and Asia much more than here in
 7              the United States.  There are a number
 8              of sites in the United States however,
 9              so it is growing in usage.
10                  Now I realize that investigating a
11              plasma gasification alternative here
12              will throw a monkey wrench into the time
13              schedule that you've outlined, which is
14              pretty tight.  I've been working on it
15              for a number of years.  I don't know
16              what can be done to explore this option
17              at this point.  But I would be one
18              personally to contribute my time and
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19              effort to put into it to help the EPA
20              and the state Brownfields program.
21                  By the way I do not know of a single
22              instance in which New York State
23              Brownfields program has ever employed
24              the plasma gasification anywhere in the
25              state.  So if we bring it off here in
0030
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 2              Onondaga County we would be the first in
 3              the state and set a precedent throughout
 4              the state and the country.  Thank you.
 5                  MS. ROMANOWSKI:  Anyone else like an
 6              opportunity to ask a question or make a
 7              comment?  Okay.
 8                  JULIA BRAUNMUELLER:  Good evening,
 9              my name is Julia BraunMueller.  Just
10              like to read a quick statement.  The
11              proposed plan for Lower Ley Creek states
12              that the remediation of Upper Ley Creek
13              would need to occur before Lower Ley
14              Creek to prevent the potential for
15              recontamination.  The consistency of the
16              cleanup approaches for Upper Ley Creek
17              and Lower Ley Creek is a really
18              important issue.
19                  Currently no information is
20              publically available on what steps the
21              EPA and the DEC may be taking to
22              coordinate the remedies for both Lower
23              Ley Creek and Upper Ley Creek.
24              Interested parties should be provided
25              with this information before asked to
0031
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 2              make judgments about the remediation
 3              plan now being proposed by the EPA for
 4              this site.  Furthermore, this knowledge
 5              of both remediation plans will allow
 6              interested parties to make better
 7              informed comments which would tend to
 8              increase the efficiency and reduce the
 9              overall environmental footprint with
10              both sites and the cleanup of Ley Creek.
11                  As a result the public comment
12              period should, for the Lower Ley Creek
13              should be extended until the proposed
14              plan for Upper Ley Creek is relieved to
15              allow this side by side review.  Thanks.
16                  MS. ROMANOWSKI:  Thank you.  Is
17              there anyone else?
18                  JESSIE TURNER:  My name is Jes
19              Turner, I'm a student at SUNY
20              Environmental Engineering.  I actually
21              agree with the two people before me.  I
22              think that there does need to be more
23              research on this topic.  Because as the
24              woman before me said, we're not really
25              sure exactly what the plan is to move
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 2              the sediment from the Lower Ley Creek.
 3              It sounds like there is a lot of
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 4              contaminated sediment.  And if it's 10
 5              feet below the surface that would
 6              require removal of a lot of material.
 7                  And then moving it around would
 8              create more contaminants that are in
 9              highly populated areas.  So I think that
10              there should be also an extended period
11              of time for people to respond and come
12              up with more ideas on what they want to
13              happen to their home town.  Thank you.
14                  MR. SINGERMAN:  Just to respond to a
15              couple things.  Regarding the plasma
16              gasification, we didn't look into that
17              because we had a problem with metals.
18              We didn't really think that plasma would
19              really work with metals.
20                  Regarding the issue regarding the
21              fact there is two independent
22              investigations underway, EPA and DEC
23              have been coordinating both efforts.
24              And just because the Lower Ley Creek is
25              moving a little more quickly than the
0033
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 2              Upper Ley Creek doesn't mean that you
 3              have to wait to see what, you know, to
 4              coordinate the two, because we're both
 5              coordinating.  There is certain
 6              regulations, as Pam mentioned earlier,
 7              there are certain regulations that
 8              apply, we have to comply with, and that
 9              regulation applies to both Upper and
10              Lower.  So the cleanup levels that would
11              be applied to both would be the same.
12              Just how you do it.
13                  We had some discussion and we
14              realize that the Upper part has to be
15              done first because basically you do
16              things upstream first before you do
17              downstream.  But the thing is that we
18              believe that this is a better way to do
19              it because of the fact that first of
20              all, we have the work that's been done
21              in the Upper Ley Creek, that would most
22              likely, the decision perhaps would be
23              made in the very near future.  But that
24              has, that enforcement agreement is
25              already in place to cover all that work.
0034
 1                        Singerman
 2              Whereas in our situation we have to
 3              negotiate with the parties responsible,
 4              which may take several months.  So
 5              ultimately all the work will be
 6              performed in a consistent manner, you
 7              know, basically probably starting, maybe
 8              even perhaps make sense to use the same
 9              contractor to do all the work.
10                  But again, we don't see it as, and
11              also there is only certain things that
12              can be done.  Capping, natural recovery,
13              as Pam mentioned, dredging, excavation.
14              So really the options are basically
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15              essentially the same range of options
16              for both the Upper and Lower.  So we
17              don't really see, you know, no real
18              advantage gained by delaying the
19              selection remedy here, because this way
20              we select the remedy and we can start
21              the negotiation process and hopefully
22              have a design in place so that when the
23              design for the Upper is completed
24              basically all can be done at one time.
25                  ROBERT PAPWORTH:  Have you actually
0035
 1                        Romanowski
 2              talked to plasma vendors who actually
 3              told you they couldn't handle the metal?
 4                  MR. SINGERMAN:  No, we haven't.
 5                  ROBERT PAPWORTH:  I'm not an expert
 6              on it but I would certainly investigate
 7              it.
 8                  MS. ROMANOWSKI:  Anyone else comment
 9              or question?  No.  All right, well again
10              I certainly would like to thank everyone
11              for coming out tonight.  Again, you know
12              your feedback is very valuable to us for
13              this process.  Reminder, if anyone has a
14              thought after this meeting, something
15              that comes to mind, again that comment
16              period is open until August 14th.  So
17              there are comment sheets at the back of
18              the room if you would like to write
19              something down and give it to us before
20              you leave, that's great.  If not you'll
21              have other opportunities to go ahead and
22              submit that to Pam either by fax, e-mail
23              or by postal mail.  So thank you again
24              for coming out tonight, have a great
25              evening.
0036
 1                        Romanowski
 2                          *   *   *   *
 3                          C E R T I F I C A T E
 4                   This is to certify that I am a
 5              Certified Shorthand Reporter and Notary
 6              Public in and for the State of New York,
 7              that I attended and reported the above
 8              entitled proceedings, that I have
 9              compared the foregoing with my original
10              minutes taken therein and that it is a
11              true and correct transcript thereof and
12              all of the proceedings had therein.
13   
14   
                                _______________________
15                              John F. Drury, CSR, RPR
16   
17              Dated:  July 30, 2014
18   
19   
20   
21   
22   
23   
24   
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David W. Nunn 
Attorney at Law 
Direct Dial: 419-247-1672 
dwnunn@eastmansmith.com 

Lauren P. Charney, Esq. 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

EASTMAN & SMITH LTD. 
ATTOR:\'EYS AT LAvV 

Established 1844 

July 28, 2014 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Pamela Tames, P .E. 
Remedial Project Manager 

One SeaGate, 241
h Floor 

P.O. Box 10032 
Toledo, Ohio 43699-0032 

Telephone: 419-241-6000 
Facsimile: 419-24 7-1777 

New York/Caribbean Superfund Branch 
Office of Regional Counsel, EPA Region 2 
290 Broadway, 17th Floor 

Central New York Remediation Section 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 New York, New York 10007-1866 

Re: Lower Ley Creek Subsite, Onondaga Lake Superfund 
Site, Onondaga County, New York 

Dear Ms. Charney and Ms. Tames: 

We are writing on behalf of four companies (Carrier Corporation; Cooper Crouse
Hinds LLC; Syracuse China Company; and Niagara Mohawk Power Company, d/b/a National 
Grid, collectively referred to as the "Companies") who along with certain other parties have thus 
far received notice of potential liability letters from U.S. EPA relating to the captioned 
Superfund Subsite. This letter is in regard to the Proposed Plan which EPA issued earlier this 
month for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite. 

The Companies intend to submit written comments to EPA regarding the 
Proposed Plan for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite. However, because the manner in which the 
upstream source of contamination to Lower Ley Creek (i.e., the Upper Ley Creek Subsite) is 
orcmosed to 

Department of Environmental Conservation. Moreover, that the Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study and related documents supporting Proposed Plan for the Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite were just publicly released by it is not feasible for the Companies to prepare 



Lauren P. Charney, Esq. 
Pamela Tames, P .E. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
July 28, 2014 
Page 2 

For these reasons, the Companies request, pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 300.430(f)(3)(C), 
that EPA extend the public comment period for responding to the Proposed Plan for Lower Ley 
Creek for ninety (90) days, provided that the Proposed Plan for Upper Ley Creek is released 
within the next sixty (60) days. In the event the Proposed Plan for Upper Ley Creek is not 
released within the next sixty ( 60) days, the EPA should extend the public comment period for 
the Lower Ley Creek Subsite accordingly. This will allow the Companies to have a reasonable 
opportunity to provide comments to the Proposed Plan, as required under the National 
Contingency Plan. Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Very truly yours, 

EASTMAN & SMITH LTD. 

/LVL_ 
David W. Nunn 

DWN/sk 
cc: Counsel for Companies 
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Gary P. Gengel 

Direct Dial: 212.906.4690 
gary.gengel@lw.com 

LATHAM&WATK IN SLLP 

September 11,2014 

VIA FEDEX & E-MAIL 

Pamela Tames, P.E. 
Remedial Project Manager 
Central New York Remediation Section 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

53rd at Third 

885 Third Avenue 
New York, New York 10022-4834 
Tel: +1 .212.906.1200 Fax: +1 .212.751 .4864 

www.lw.com 

FIRM I AFFILIATE OFFICES 

Abu Dhabi Milan 

Barcelona Moscow 

Beijing MuniCh 

Boston New Jersey 

Brussels New York 

Chicago Orange County 

Doha Paris 

Dubai Riyadh 

DOsseldorf Rome 

Frankfurt San Diego 

Hamburg San Francisco 
Hong Kong Shanghai 

Houston Silicon Valley 

London Singapore 

Los Angeles Tokyo 

Madrid Washington, D.C. 

File No. 042990-0034 

Re: Cooper Crouse-Hinds. LLC Technical Comments on Proposed Plan 
for Lower Ley Creek 

Dear Ms. Tames: 

Solely on behalf of Cooper Crouse-Hinds, LLC ("Cooper"), we submit these 
comments to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's ("USEPA") Proposed Plan, issued 
on July 15, 2014, for the Lower Ley Creek Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 
("Site"). In addition to our comments below, we also join the comments of the De Minimis 
Companies (Cooper, Carrier Corporation, Syracuse China Company, and Niagara Mohawk 
Company d/b/a National Grid), submitted on September 11, 2014. Cooper reserves the 
right to rely on and use the public comments submitted on the Proposed Plan by any other 
person. 

First, the Proposed Plan states on page 22 that the Cooper North Landfill has 
"contributed to the contamination of Lower Ley Creek." However, USEPA has previously 
concluded that Cooper's North and South Landfills are not a source of contaminants to 
Lower Ley Creek. Indeed, on page 2 of its June 28, 2012 "Determination to Not Take 
Superfund Action" (Exhibit 1), USEPA stated that "there is no identified pathway for Site
related contamination to migrate from either the Crouse-Hinds North and South Landfills 
or the Mathews Avenue Landfill areas of concern to Onondaga Lake." Given that Ley Creek 
is a direct tributary to Onondaga Lake, we conclude that EPA's determination that there is 
no identified pathway between the Cooper landfills and Onondaga Lake extends to Ley 
Creek as well. Therefore, we believe the statement on page 22 is inaccurate and request 
that EPA remove any statements indicating that either of the Cooper landfills is a source of 
contaminants to Ley Creek. 

NJ\226951 .4 



Pamela Tames, P.E. 
September 11,2014 
Page2 

LATHAM&WATK IN S LLP 

Second, with respect to the discussion of local disposal options where the Cooper 
North Landfill option is referred to as a "newly constructed cell" (p. 11), we would like to 
clarify that any newly constructed cell at the North Landfill would be on top of existing or 
reconsolidated wastes and sediments that was authorized and approved as part of Cooper's 
August 29, 2011 RD/RA Consent Order with the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation ("NYSDEC") (Index No. R7-0666-05-11, Site No. 7-34-004), 
not a new cell in an area with no underlying waste. 

Third, we request that USEPA provide an itemized financial update to the public as 
to the RifFS costs incurred to date by USEPA and the NYSDEC, and an itemized accounting 
of the remaining funds in escrow (including any accumulated interest) from the General 
Motors bankruptcy settlement. This should include all of the regulatory and administrative 
oversight costs for this project. 

Fourth, with respect to the cost estimates we provided to USEPA on July 3, 2014 for 
use of the Cooper North Landfill as the local disposal site, we would like to attach an 
updated table of capital and O&M costs for the North Landfill reflecting the dredge volume 
estimates provided in the Proposed Plan (Exhibit 2). 

Finally, we request that USEPA correct an error in the GPS coordinates for USEPA 
sample points LLCD-27 and LLCD-31, which appear on certain USEPA figures as being 
located on Cooper's North Landfill. See, for example, Figure 2.6 from the Lower Ley Creek 
Remedial Investigation Report (attached as Exhibit 3). Because USEPA has never conducted 
any sampling on Cooper property, we believe LLCD-27 and LLCD-31 were, in fact, taken on 
the neighboring Plaza East property and therefore the sample location indicators on the 
North Landfill must be the result of an error in the GPS coordinates on file. 

Please include this letter in the administrative record for the Proposed Plan. Thank 
you for your consideration. 

Gary P. Genge} 
LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 

Enclosures 

cc: Davon M. Collins, Esq. (Latham) (via email) 
William V. Shaklee, Esq. (Eaton/CC-H) (via email) 
Nelson M. Olavarria (EatonfCC-H) (via email) 

NJ\226951.4 
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NYSDEC DETERMINATION NOT TO TAKE 
SUPERFUND ACTION 



DETERMINATION TO NOT TAKE SUPERFUND ACTION 

Crouse-Hinds Landfills 
and Mathews Avenue Landfill 

Onondaga Lake Areas of Concern 

( 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region II 

New York, New York 
June 2012 



DETERMINATION TO NOT TAKE SUPERFUND ACTION 

Introduction 

Following the development of the Hazard Ranking System 1 scoring package and the 
listing of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site on the National Priorities List, investigations. 
at areas of concern determined the boundaries of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site to 
be Onondaga Lake and any tributaries or upland areas that contribute or have contributed 
contamination to Onondaga Lake. These boundaries of the Superfund Site were 
memorialized through the decision and enforcement documents subsequently issued for 
the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. 

Currently, twelve areas of concern have been determined to be part of the Onondaga 
Lake Superfund Site. By this document, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 
documenting its determination to not take federal Superfund action at two other areas, 
which were ·evaluated, but are not included In the twelve areas of concern noted above. 
These two areas of concern are the Crouse-Hinds North and South Landfills and the 
Mathews Avenue Landfill (see Appendix I, Figure, attached hereto, for the location of the 
areas of concern). 

Because there Is no identified pathway for Site-related contamination to migrate from 
either the Crouse-Hinds North and South Landfills or the Mathews Avenue Landfill areas 
of concern to Onondaga Lake, no action is required under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Respon-se, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 
U.S.C.§9601, et seq. The fact that no Superfund response action is anticipated 
regarding these areas of concern does not in any way affect any future potential Natural 
Resource Damages (NRD} claims. In addition, this determination does not preclude 
New York State or the NRD Trustee Council from taking actions at these areas under their 
authorities, as appropriate. 

Crouse-Hinds North and South Landfills 

The Crouse-Hinds North and South Landfills area of concern consists of two adjacent, 
uncovered, inactive landfills-the 21.5-acre North Landfill and the 19.4-acre South 
Landfill. The North Landfill is located in the Town of Salina and the South Landfill is 
locate.d in the City of Syracuse. The landfills are separated by Seventh North Street and 
are located in an area that includes light industrial and commercial usage. Ley Creek, a 
tributary of Onondaga Lake, flows from north to south, west of the area of concern. The 
North Landfill is separated from Ley Creek by undeveloped property owned by Plaza 
East, LLC. The western boundary of<the South Landfill is adjacent to Ley Creek. 

The Hazard Ranking System, a numerically-based screening system that uses 
Information from Initial, limited Investigations to assess the relative potential of sites to 
pose a threat to human health or the environment, is the principal mechanism EPA uses 
to place uncontrolled hazardous waste sites on the National Priorities List. 



South Landfill will be submitted for review by Fall 2012 and that the design for the North 
Landfill will be submitted by mid-2013. The hot spot excavation work in the North Landfill 
is planned for fall2012. 

Mathews Avenue Landfill 

The unlined Mathew's Avenue Landfill was formerly a construction/demolition debris 
disposal area used by AlliedSigmil (predecessor to Honeywell International Inc. or 
Honeywell). The area of concern consists of the landfill and an adjacent ponded/wetland 
area located north of the landfill and south of the Erie Canal. 

Limited investigations by Blasland and Bouck involving the excavation of test pits were 
completed in 1989 and 1990. Mercury and chlorinated benzene compounds were 
detected in soil samples collected from the test pits. Mercury and other contaminants, 
including chlorinated benzenes, other volatile organic compounds, PCBs, and lead, were 
also detected in sediment samples collected by NYSDEC in 1996 and 1997. A PSAwas 
performed at the area of concern in 2002 and 2003. Results of the PSA demonstrate 
elevated levels of volatile organic compounds (e.g., chlorobenzene), semi-volatile 
organic compounds (e.g., naphthalene, dichlorobenzenes, phenols, and polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons), PCBs, and metals (e.g., chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, and 
zinc). During the PSA investigation, Allen-Moore diaphragm cells (and possibly mercury 
cells), w_hich are associated with the Chlor-Aikali process (which was employed at 
AlliedSignal's LCP/Bridge Street and Willis Avenue plants), were detected in the landfill. 
Honeywell-related contaminants (mercury and chlorinated benzenes) have been 
detected in landfill soils, surface water, and sediments located in the ponded/wetland 
area and a swale that is immediately adjacent to the landfill. Sampling results show that 
there is sediment and surface water contamination at the site, but there are no off-site 
impacts. Specifically, mercury concentrations in sediment and surface water are 
elevated in the drainage swale adjacent to the area of concern and south of the Erie 
Canal that discharges to Geddes Brook; however, contaminant concentrations in the 
swale decrease as the distance from the landfill increases. In the groundwater, vinyl 
chloride, trichloroethylene, and tetrachloroethylene have been detected in some deep 
wells located In the vicinity of and downgradient of the landfill, however, the 
contamination is · limited In areal extent and dissipates to levels that are below 
groundwater standards or to non-detect levels. Mercury concentrations in Geddes 
Brook downstream of the landfill (and upstream of where the West Flume, a man-made 
stream, discharges to Geddes Brook) are below NYSDEC's Lowest Effect Levels2 for 
sediment. In addition, mercury was not detected in surface water samples in this portion 
of the brook. 

Although the landfill Is located upgradient of Geddes Brook, the results of sediment 
samples from the brook indicate that contaminants have not migrated to it. Specifically, 

Lowest Effect Level is a level of sediment contamination that can be tolerated by the 
majority of benthic organisms. 
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An unknown quantity of foundry sand from the adjacent Crouse-Hinds manufacturing 
facility was disposed of in the North Landfill from the mid-1950s through 1972. From 
1972 through approximately 1979, the North Landfill was used for the disposal of 
approximately 85 cubic yards per day of industrial wastes, including foundry sand, floor 
sweepings, metal buffing, polishing residue, scrap lumber, plastic wastes, and paint 
scrapings from the Crouse-Hinds facility. Zinc hydroxide sludge was deposited in the 
landfill between 1972 and 1980. From 1980 to 1983, approximately 40 cubic yards per 
day of industrial waste, Including foundry sand and core butts were disposed of In the 
landfill from the facility. The North Landfill has been inactive since 1989. From 1960 to 
1969, the South Landfill accepted a combination of municipal solid waste from the City of 
Syracuse and industrial waste from the Crouse-Hinds facility. The industrial waste 
consisted of foundry molds, core sand, scrap steel drums, fly ash, paint scrapings, 
garbage, and construction and demolition debris. Approximately 2,000 cubic yards per 
week of municipal solid waste from the City of Syracuse were accepted at the landfill from 
1960 to 1963. The South Landfill has been Inactive since 1969. In 1984, the two 
landfills were listed as a "Class 3" New York State Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Site (Site No. 7-34-004) pursuant to New York State Environmental Conservation Law. 

Investigations at the landfills conducted In the 1980s by the New York State Department 
. of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) indicated that site-related contaminants had 
migrated to Ley Creek. Specifically, cyanide and phenol were detected in the surface 
water of Ley Creek adjacent to and downstream of the landfills at concentrations 
exceeding their respective surface water standards. In addition, cyanide was detected 
In Ley Creek sediments near the landfills at that time. A 2004 Preliminary Site 
Assessment (PSA} and a 2006 Supplemental Site Assessment (SSA} were conducted by 
Crouse-Hinds under NYSDEC oversight. The PSAISSA, which consisted of test pit 
excavations to aid in the determination of the horizontal and vertical" extent of fill in the 
landfills, collection and analysis of soil/waste samples from the test pits, surface soil 
sampling and analysis, groundwater and leachate sampling and analysis, drainage 
channel and Ley Creek sediment and surface water sampling and analysis, and wetlands 
delineation indicated that landfill-related contaminants were either not detected or were 
not detected above upstream concentrations in Ley Creek. While there may be a minor 
threat of release to the tributary, the PSA and SSA indicate that the landfills do not appear 
to be a threat to Onondaga Lake. 

A remedial investigation was completed in August 2009 and a feasibility study was 
completed in April201 0. On February 4, 2011, NYSDEC released a Proposed Remedial 
Action Plan, proposing a remedy for the landfills. A public meeting was held on February 
17, 2011 . A remedy was selected by NYSDEC on March 31, 2011. The major features of 
the selected remedy include excavation and off-site disposal of three hot spots in the 
North Landfill, consolidation of waste within both the North and South Landfills to protect 
surface water and wetlands, excavation and proper disposal of PCB-contaminated 
wetland sediments, and placement of engineered caps over both landfills. A work plan 
outlining the tasks that need to be performed to design and construct the selected remedy 
was approved by NYSDEC on April 26, 2012. It Is anticipated that the design for the 
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contaminants detected in the landfill and an adjacent swale which discharges to Geddes 
Brook were not elevated in the portion of Geddes Brook located between where the swale 
discharges to Geddes Brook and the West Flume. While surface soil may be eroded as 
a result of surface water runoff, and could potentially migrate off·site, surface soil 
migration through the drainage swales is unlikely due to the presence of dense vegetation 
in the swales. 

Currently, the site is being used only for limited activities. The Village of Solvay Public 
Works uses a small portion of the site south of the landfilled area for the storage of 
equipment and yard waste (mulch). Solvay Electric utilizes the property to access the 
electric substation situated in the south·central portion of the property. A remediation 
plan to support the redevelopment of the property is currently being prepared by 301 
Belle Isle Road LLC, a developer, under NYSDEC's Brownfield Cleanup Program3. 

Supporting Documentation 

Documentation in support of this determination includes the following: 

Crouse--Hinds North and South Landfills 

Hydrogeologic Investigation, Empire, 1983 
Phase I Report, Engineering Investigations and Evaluations at Inactive Hazardous 
Waste Disposal Sites, Crouse·Hinds, Dames & Moore, 1983 
Site Summary Report, TAMS Consultants, Inc., 1998 
Preliminary Site Assessment, lnteGreyted, 2004 
Supplemental Site Assessment Report, Delta, 2006 

Mathews Avenue Landfill 

3 

Mathews Avenue Preliminary Site Assessment Report, O'Brien & Gere, April 2007 
Remedial Action Worlc Plan, Parcel A, Mathews Avenue Site Development, 
O'Brien & Gere, October 2010 
Joint Application for Permit, Mathews Avenue Site Development, O'Brien & Gere, 
October 2010 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Mathews Avenue Site Development, 
O'Brien & Gere, October 201 0 
Stormwater Management Plan, Mathews Avenue Site Development, O'Brien & 
Gere, October 2010 

The Brownfield Cleanup Program spurs private·sector cleanup, redevelopment, and 
reuse of contaminated properties. 
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Highlights of Community Participation 

On March 15, 2012, EPA published a notice in the Syracuse Post-Standard announcing 
the commencement of a 30-day public comment period on its March 2012 Notice of U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency's Determination to Not Take Superfund Action at 
Crouse-Hinds Landfills and Mathews Avenue Landfill Areas of Concern. The Notice of 
Determination provided the basis for EPA's decision to not take Superfund action at the 
Crouse-Hinds North and South Landfills and the Mathews Avenue Landfill areas of 
concern. The Notice of Determination, as well as documents in support of this document, 
was made available to the public in five local repositories and on EPA's website for a 
30-day comment period which concluded on April14, 2012. 

As part of the consultation process, a draft Notice of U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency's Determination to Not Take Superfund Action at Crouse-Hinds Landfills and 
Mathews A venue Landfill Onondaga Lake A mas of Concern was provided to the 
Onondaga Nation. In response to comments on the draft document from the Onondaga 
Nation, a modification was made to the Notice and a written response was provided to the 
Nation on March 5, 2012. The Onondaga Nation reissued its comment letter on May 3, 
2012. See Appendix II, attached hereto, for the Onondaga Nation's comment letters and 
EPA's response. 

Authorizing Signature 

Based on the foregoing, EPA, with NYSDEC's concurrence, has concluded that no 
federal Superfund response actions are required relating to the Onondaga Lake 
Superfund Site at the Crouse-Hinds Landfills and Mathews Avenue Landfill areas of 
concern. Both areas of concern are being or will be addressed under state authorities. 
The fact that no federal Superfund response action is anticipated regarding these areas 
of concern does not in any way affect what is considered to be the Onondaga Lake 
Superfund Site for the purpose of future potential NRD actions, nor does it affect 
Superfund action taken or to be taken in other areas of concern at the Onondaga Lake 
Superfund Site. 

Pursuant to CERCLA requirements, the Onondaga Lake Bottom Site remedy will be 
reviewed not less than once every five years (beginning August 2015) to ensure that it 
remains pr tective of human health and the environment. This review, which will be 
summar" in a "Five-Year Review Report," will be based upon an evaluation of the 

result ro mo~1 ~ng~. thhe ;medy. - · __,... 

~~Re? - -JUK~ ~81 UJ/2-

Walter E. Mugdan, Director Date 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
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EXHIBIT 2 

ADDENDUM TO COOPER LOCAL DISPOSAL 
COST ESTIMATES 



CC-H North Landfill Ley Creek O&MM Cost Estimate 

ANNUAL OM&M_ COSTS - NORTH1 CC-H LANDFILL Rate Units Quan.tity Extension 
Groundwater Sampling $1,000 Event 4 $4,000 
Surface Water Sampling $750 Event 4 $3,000 
Methane Gas Monitoring $500 Event 4 $2,000 
Cap & Fence ~epairs $4,000 Annual 1 $4,000 
Mowing $2,500 Lot 1 $2,500 
Wetlands Replanting $1,250 Annual 1 $1,250 
Annual Progress Report $5,000 Annual 1 $5,000 

Annual Cost Total $21,750 

Net Present Worth (30 Years and 1.68% Discount Rate1) $509,255 
Leachate collection, sampling, disposal $25,000 Lot 2 $50,000 

Total OM&M Costs $559,255 
- - ·· 

50°/o for C-H and 50% for Lower Ley Creek $279,628 
1 Average of 2008- 2014 Superfund Interest Rates 

.~--------------.---------------T---------------------
1 
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EXHIBIT 3 

FIGURE 2.6 FROM LOWER LEY CREEK 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 
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ATLANTIC STATES 
LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 
 

 
 

Lower Ley Creek 
Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 
Town of Salina, Onondaga County, New York 

 
Atlantic States Legal Foundation, Inc., PRAP comments 

11 August 2014 
 

Atlantic States Legal Foundation, Inc. appreciates this opportunity to comment on the proposed PRAP 
for the Lower Ley Creek subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site.  Our comments, which follow, 
should be incorporated into the record being prepared for the agency to draft a final ROD for this site.  
Do not hesitate to contact us if further clarification of our comments is needed. 
 
Before giving our suggestions for the final action, we wish to put on record a number of more general 
comments that pertain to this site and to the process. 
 
Availability of documents 
 
For all practical purposes the public has been excluded from viewing any of the important technical 
studies and reports for this site.  We at ASLF are a repository library, but only received a CD with said 
documents shortly before the public hearing held on 29 July 2014.  We also realize that the documents 
are on-line on the US EPA website.  For all previous subsites of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site we 
have received hard copies of reports when they were issued.  We were able to read and assimilate the 
detailed materials and the public was likewise able to come to our office.  The current approach of 
dumping all materials into repositories and onto the web in one operation effectively eliminates any 
possibility of their being read.  We urge, despite the extra trees that might have to be sacrificed, that 
paper copies of all reports be made available as previously. 
 
The Congressional mandate to US EPA requires that different alternative remedies be compared as to 
their initial capital cost and their full life cycle costs.  However, in addition to a monetary comparison, it 
would be extremely useful if the different remedies also stated the energy costs (in BTUs or other 
appropriate units of measurement).  This is especially true today when we are deeply concerned with 
overall carbon emissions.   
 
This subsite is one of a number of subsites that could be called the Ley Creek Watershed cluster.  
Although we realize that different teams are working on the different subsites, the public needs to 
better understand how these are being coordinated.  Perhaps they are technically independent of one 
another and thus can be so evaluated, but we are skeptical and would appreciate a further discussion of 
how they all are being considered beyond what appears in the site history part of the PRAP. 

658 West Onondaga St. Syracuse, NY 13204-3711   (315) 475-1170   FAX (315) 475-6719   Atlantic.States@aslf.org 



 
Finally, we are concerned that US EPA has apparently completely neglected the Congressional intent 
upon reauthorizing the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act that 
superfund sites are not meant to be permanent repositories of hazardous waste, but that sites should 
be cleaned up and made available for re-use.  Perhaps there are materials that cannot be destroyed or 
otherwise made harmless to people and the environment.  If that is the case then such an analysis 
should be included in the PRAP.  Bear in mind that we are not asking for, nor do we want, transport of 
the wastes to another location for permanent storage.  We are looking at remedies that involve 
treatment and re-use of the site.  Finally, these sites located close to or in a city are valuable real estate 
that should be available for re-development.  That ultimate value should be considered in looking at 
remedial options. 
 
Site specific comments 
 
 
We are skeptical of the analysis of risk for those eating fish from Ley Creek.  We realize that much of the 
land in question is “private” and therefore officially off-limits to fisher people.  However, we know both 
anecdotally and from discussion at other subsite meetings that people still fish this creek.  In addition, 
the analysis does not look at the highest risk consumer, namely those immigrants and refugees, 
particularly those from Southeast Asia, who depend on fish for a significant part of their diet and who 
might be fishing in Ley Creek.  ASLF with funding from various sources including US EPA has been trying 
to: evaluate who is eating the fish, communicate better with non-English language fish eaters, and 
supply better advisories and warnings.  Currently, the New York State Department of Health is beginning 
another study (funded by ATSDR) to determine fish consumption from the overall Onondaga Lake Basin 
and their input should be sought before US EPA attempts to quantify risk in determining remediation 
strategies for this subsite. 
 
We agree with Congress that the end point of remediation should not be permanent storage piles, or 
landfills, containing hazardous contaminants.  Enough work and practical experience has shown that 
PCBs can be bio-remediated.  This can be through active means or just through attenuation.  The 
physical arrangements of the materials can influence half-lives.  Also, studies have shown that the 
mycorrhizal associations with the native Black mulberry (Morus nigra) include bacteria that breaks down 
PCBs.  And of course there are other methods being used around the world to destroy PCBs in soil.  
None of these alternatives seems to even have been considered and therefore it is impossible to 
evaluate their feasibility in this situation.  Methods also exist to deal with soil metal contaminants either 
by treatment and removal or else by immobilization techniques.  Again this is neither mentioned nor 
discussed. 
 
Much of lower Ley Creek was once wetland.  Public money through the enforcement of Atlantic States 
Legal Foundation and New York State vs. Onondaga County as well as the clean-up being undertaken by 
Honeywell (and volunteer clean-up by Lockheed Martin) will result in an Onondaga Lake that will be 
swimmable and with time, fishable.  Through the assessment of natural resource damages and 
implementing restoration-like projects, habitat in the Onondaga Lake Basin should be “improved.”  The 
successful restoration of native fish species (and associated lower organisms) requires spawning habitat 
and that requires better and littoral habitats and restored wetlands.  Most of the lower Ley Creek 
acreage was wetlands that were subsequently filled by various dumping programs.  We have previously 
been ignored in recommending wetland restoration, but that aside, it should be a significant part of 
removing current adverse effects of these contaminants to human health and the environment. 
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1.0 Scope 

1.1 This document presents minimum conditions for work within National Grid 
electric transmission line rights-of-way, whether owned in fee or by easement.  
Activities that are not fully in conformance with this document may sometimes be 
allowed provided they are specifically shown on plans or described in 
specifications or other documents that have been reviewed and approved by 
National Grid. 

1.2 “Requestor” as used in this document refers to any person, organization, 
corporation or other entity requesting permission to conduct activities within a 
transmission line right-of-way or anyone acting on the Requestor’s behalf. 

2.0 Compliance/Safety 

2.1 All activities conducted by the Requestor shall comply with all applicable Federal, 
state, and local laws, statutes, rules, regulations, and codes.  In particular, the 
requirements of the following statutes, regulations, and safety codes and 
guidelines, appropriate for the voltage(s) of the transmission line(s) within the 
right-of-way, must be met: 

2.1.1 National Electrical Safety Code  

2.1.2 In Massachusetts: 

a 220 CMR 125.00, “Installation and Maintenance of Electric 
Transmission Lines,” 

b MGL Chapter 166 Section 21A “Coming into Close Proximity to 
High Voltage Lines” except that the required clearance of six feet 
is insufficient.  The minimum clearance allowed by OSHA shall be 
maintained. 

2.1.3 In New York, Part 57 of the New York State Industrial Codes Rules (also 
known as the “High-Voltage Proximity Act” ) 
(http://www.labor.ny.gov/workerprotection/safetyhealth/sh57.shtm) 

2.1.4 All OSHA regulations governing working clearances to electric distribution 
and transmission lines shall be followed.  Although regulations 29 CFR 
1926 Subpart CC and 29 CFR 1926.1501 may be specific to equipment 
that can hoist, lower, and horizontally move a suspended load, all 
equipment operating within a right-of-way shall maintain the clearances 
specified in these regulations, including but not limited to cranes, 
backhoes, excavators, forklifts, pile drivers, and drill-rigs. 

a In accordance with 1926.1408, if the Requestor asks to encroach 
upon the 20 foot clearance requirement and requests voltages of 
electric lines near the proposed work or activity, the Requestor 
shall provide an aerial photograph or detailed survey plan 
delineating the area of work or activity in proximity to electric lines 
and structures.  Requests may be emailed to 
TransmissionEngineering@NationalGrid.com or mailed to 

http://www.labor.ny.gov/workerprotection/safetyhealth/sh57.shtm
mailto:TransmissionEngineering@NationalGrid.com
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National Grid c/o Transmission Engineering, 40 Sylvan Road, 
Waltham, MA 02451. 

2.2 The Requestor shall not place or store any items within the right-of-way, 
including construction materials or debris, excavated soil, trailers, or storage 
containers. 

2.3 The Requestor shall not unload or load vehicles or equipment within the right-of-
way. 

2.4 The Requestor shall adequately ground vehicles, equipment, fences and gates, 
at all times and in accordance with applicable Federal, state, and local laws, 
statutes, rules, regulations, and design codes, including, but not limited to, those 
listed in paragraph A above and IEEE Standard 80. 

3.0 Protection of Transmission Line Facilities 

3.1 The Requestor shall, at all times, protect transmission line facilities from damage. 
In addition to compliance with safety codes as described in paragraph 1 above, 
protection of transmission facilities shall, as a minimum, include the following: 

3.1.1 The Requestor shall operate equipment and vehicles at least 50 feet 
horizontally away from any transmission line pole, tower, guy wire, or guy 
anchor. 

3.1.2 When making a rough cut during excavation, the Requestor shall disturb 
no earth within an area bounded by a line drawn 25 feet plus 2.5 times 
the depth of the cut from the nearest transmission line pole, tower leg, 
guy wire, or guy anchor, but not less than 50 feet.  Upon completion of 
the rough cut, the slopes of the bank shall be graded on a slope no 
steeper than one vertical to five horizontal and stabilized with vegetation 
or rip-rap.  The top of the slope shall be at least 50 feet from the nearest 
pole, tower leg, guy wire, or guy anchor. 

3.1.3 The Requestor shall not store or use explosives within the right-of-way. 

3.1.4 The Requestor shall locate all ground wires buried in areas to be 
excavated and shall protect them against damage.  If a buried ground 
wire is broken, the Requestor shall prevent anyone from touching it and 
shall notify National Grid. 

4.0 Access to Right-of-way 

4.1 The Requestor shall not at any time block or impede access to or along the right-
of-way. 

4.2 The Requestor shall not damage roads or trails used to gain access to or along 
the right-of-way. 

4.3 All underground utilities and all proposed bituminous and/or concrete drive 
surfaces and underground utilities shall be designed to withstand and meet 
AASHTO Standard Specifications for Bridges and Highways H-20 highway class 
design criteria for vehicular loading. 
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5.0 Preservation of Rights and Future Use 

5.1 National Grid retains all rights granted in the original right-of-way deed.  
Specifically, National Grid reserves the right to place future structures or relocate 
existing structures anywhere within the right-of-way, and reserve the right to 
control any vegetation within the right-of-way. 

5.2 The Requestor shall place no above or below ground structures within the right-
of-way, including streetlights, signs, sheds, fences, septic systems, and 
swimming pools. 

5.3 Improvements shall not continuously occupy more than 100 feet along any line 
drawn longitudinally along the right-of-way. 

5.4 Improvements shall not occupy expected future locations of transmission 
structures.  This includes the bisector of angles in the right-of-way and generally 
includes areas adjacent to existing structures. 

6.0 Protection of Interests 

6.1 National Grid shall not be held liable for any damage to the Requestor’s activities 
within the right-of-way when such damage is the result of construction, 
maintenance, or operation or other use of existing or future transmission line 
facilities. 

6.1.1 For any proposed underground pipe or conduit the Requestor shall 
provide warning tape in the trench for all and tracer cable for non-metallic 
pipes or conduits when located within a transmission corridor.  Plans 
provided for review shall identify such warning tape and tracer cable. 

6.1.2 All newly installed pipes and conduits shall be marked in the field using 
three sided markers.  A specification will be provided the Requestor as 
needed.  

6.2 The Requestor shall pay all costs associated with modifications or repairs made 
necessary to National Grid’s facilities as a result of activities by the Requestor, 
including the cost of repairs or modifications to buried ground wires.  Repairs 
and/or modifications shall be performed by National Grid.  The Requestor shall 
notify National Grid’s Manager of Transmission Engineering Services when a 
buried wire is damaged. 

6.3 The Requestor shall notify National Grid in writing at least 24 hours before the 
start of the work.  In New York the notification shall also be made in accordance 
with the requirements of the High Voltage Proximity Act (Section 57.7). 

6.4 Electrostatic currents may occur in proximity to electric transmission lines under 
certain circumstances.  Although people may experience annoying shocks due to 
these currents when touching conductive objects, National Grid is not able to 
eliminate the currents.  The steady-state current due to these electrostatic effects 
is within the limits established by the National Electrical Safety Code. 
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7.0 Deliverables 

7.1 Full-sized paper copies of plans prepared to an appropriate scale shall be 
provided by the Requestor.  Plans shall be certified by an appropriate 
professional licensed in the state in which the project is located.  Digital 
signatures of a licensed professional will not be accepted.   If plans are 
acceptable and an agreement can be achieved, the Requestor shall provide final 
plans in both paper and pdf versions. 

7.2 Upon completion of any development located within a transmission corridor, 
Requestor shall provide upon request by Transmission Engineering, a certified 
As-Built Plan.  Plan shall be certified by a licensed professional. 
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Revision History 

 
Version Date Revision Author Reviewer Approver 

1.2 07/12/2007 Revised wording relative to 
electrostatic currents in 
paragraph 6.D.to clarify the 
issue.  Previous wording:  
“Mild shocks due to 
electrostatic currents may be 
felt when touching conductive 
objects, such as vehicles, 
located within the right-of-way.  
Although these shocks may be 
annoying, National Grid will not 
be able to eliminate them.” 

Mark 
Browne 

 Mark 
Browne 

1.3 11/29/2010 Clarify that guideline applies to 
electric transmission rights of 
way 
Clarify that activities must 
comply with requirements for 
the voltages of lines within the 
right of way 
Add requirement to comply 
with MGL Chapter 166 Section 
21A 

Mark 
Browne 

 Mark 
Browne 

1.4 07/11/2012 Added AASHTO H-20 load 
criteria requirement for 
proposed drive surfaces and 
u/g utilities. 

Keith 
Tornifoglio 

 Mark 
Browne 

1.5 03/17/2014 Added Appendix A, full-sized 
hardcopies to-scale, and 
warning tape and tracer cable 
for buried utilities 

Keith 
Tornifoglio 

 Mark 
Browne 

1.6 07/18/2014 OSHA clearances Keith 
Tornifoglio 

 Mark 
Browne 

 

































 
September 13, 2014 

Pamela Tames, P.E. 
Remedial Project Manager 
Central NY Remediation Section 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 1007-1866 
 
Dear Ms. Tames: 
 
RE: Town of Salina Comments on Proposed Plan for Lower Ley Creek 
 
The Town of Salina offers the following comments on the Proposed Plan for Lower Ley Creek: 
 
Page 3, 3rd paragraph under site history: text indicates that “Ley Creek was widened, deepened and 
rerouted…through the Town of Salina Landfill.  Dredged materials were spread along the banks and were 
disposed of at the landfill”.  The 6th paragraph in that same section again indicates the landfill accepted some of 
the contaminated dredge spoils.  
 
Note that historical aerial photographs indicate that the creek was widened both upstream and downstream of 
the landfill.  A more accurate description of the scope of dredging is included in the RI Report.  Also, CHA is 
not aware of the specific documentation that indicates dredged materials were placed in the landfill.  There is a 
note on page 5 that references flood control blueprints showing where dredge spoils were spread on upland 
areas but these are not included in the Proposed Plan or RI Report.    
 
Page 19, 3rd paragraph under Implementability:  text indicates that “…appropriate arrangements with the 
current facility owner(s) for disposal on their properties would need to be made”.  The Town of Salina is 
neither advocating that the landfill be used as a local disposal option or opposed to the plan; they will consider it 
under the right circumstances.   
 
The Town notes that the Proposed Plan does not specifically state whether additional disposal at the landfill is a 
permitted activity since the landfill is in fact closed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Town of Salina 
OFFICE OF THE TOWN SUPERVISOR 

Salina Town Hall 
201 School Road – Room 112 

Liverpool, NY 13088 
(315) 457-6661 

Fax: (315) 457-4476 
www.salina.ny.us 

supervisor@salina.ny.us 
Twitter: @TownofSalina 

FB: townofsalina 
 
 

Mark A. Nicotra 
Town Supervisor 

Nancy A. O’Neil 
Secretary to the Supervisor 

 

Colleen Gunnip 
Deputy Town Supervisor 

 



The Proposed Plan discusses the Cooper Crouse Hinds Landfill as an option but concedes that the groundwater 
/leachate “treatment and discharge infrastructure does not exist at the Cooper Crouse-Hinds Landfill”.  The 
cost projections for capital costs and O&M costs at the Cooper Crouse Hinds landfill include an estimate of 
$1.3 million for the liner, leachate collection and leachate treatment work, which appears to underestimate the 
potential total costs. 
 
USEPA may want to re-evaluate the cost of non-local disposal of soils and sediments.  The current solid waste 
market may lead to a lower cost than estimated and existing local permitted facilities would have all the 
required infrastructure in place.   
 

Sincerely, 

 
Mark A. Nicotra 

Supervisor 
Town of Salina 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Bob Papworth < Rppwrth@verlzon.net> 
Thursday, September 11, 2014 8:33 PM 
Romanowski, Larisa; Tames, Pam 
Joanne Mahoney; Brian F. May; Casey Jordan; Christopher Ryan; Danny Liedka; David 
Knapp; Derek Shepard, Jr.; J. Ryan McMahon, ll; Jim Carl; John Dougherty; Judith 
Tassone; Kathleen Rapp; Kevin Holmquist; Linda Ervin; Michael Piechocki; Monica . 
Williams; Patrick Kilmartin; Peggy Chase 
Lower Ley Creek Site of th~ Onondaga Lake Superfund Project Public Comment for 
EPA 
R~ 08.22.2014 Papworth 0nondaga Lake.Letter.pdf 

Dear Ms. Romanowski and Ms. Tames: 

The following comments are submitted for the proposed plans within the comment period, which was 
extended until Sept. 13th. 

The EPA's proposed plan would excavate and remove nearly 100,000 cu~lc yards of sand from Lowe~ Ley 
Creek. The plan would not clean the sand, but would remove and dispose the sand In a tC?xlc landfill in the. 

·Township of Salina, N.Y., where It would permanently remain. · · .. 

The alternate plan, which ( propose; will temporarily remove the sand, thermally treat the sand to remove all 
toxic elements, then return the cleaned sand to Its original landscape locations. 
There will be no disposal into a toxic landfill. This plan ·has been p~evlously transml~ed to th~ On~ndaga 
County Executive Mahoney, and to the County Legislature. 

. . ' 

Please note that the vendor which has provided this proposal (attached above} Is experienced In serving the · 
mining Industry._ Th~ pr~posed treatment is based on the existing N.Y.S. D.E.~~Data B~se, as weli .as the Lower 
Ley Creek Feasibility _Study data. The vendor, Noble Metals Extraction, LLC., plans to treat the .sand .with . 
thermal desorption, supplemented by mechanical removal techniques to eXtract heavy metals. :This I~ a 
process commonly ~mpioyed In the mining Industry, and Is appropriate to the Lower Ley Creek contaminant 
component$. · 

In addition, pleas~ note the explanation of thermal desorption, w_hich is provided on the EPA web~sl~e. The 
most accessible document is titled: "A Citizen's Guide to Thermal Desorption". In addition, there Is a 
Wlklpedla page whic~ explains Thermal Desorption. 

.· . . . 
The plan which Is proposed by Noble· Metals will thermally remove volatile taxies and llght metals • . Then, 
mechanical methods will remove heavy metals. All toxic components would be captured for subsequent 
destruction. The sand would be clean. And, the pr~posed process rate of approximately 1,000 cubic yards per 
day wo~Jd complete sand cleaning at the Lower Ley Creek site In approximately 4 months of pr'?cesslng. 

The budget for ttiis new proposal for Lower Ley Creek remediation is within the budget which was presented 
at the public hearing at the Town of Salina this summer. 

1 

... 



Moreover, following the completion of the lower ley Creek remediation work, the same process can be 
carried out for the Upper Ley Creek site. The capital investment need not be repeated. In addition, following 
the completion of the Upper ley Creek site, the remediation plant could be moved to the opposite side of the 
lake, again without repeating the original capital investment. The polluted sands In the several sites on the 
west side of the lake would be remedlated in the same manner, with no toxic landfllling, and returning the 
cleaned sand to Its natural landscape locations. 

The result would be actually to clean the sand, not create toxic landfills. And operate competitively, within 
the alternate budgets. 

It Is the only plan of remediation which will actually clean the sand. It Is the only possibility to restore to 
natural and l"lormal both Onondaga lake and Its watershed. And, It Is the only plan which avoids permanent 
toxic landfills In our communities. 

Respectfully, 

Robert A. Papworth, Trustee 
The Nature Conservancy, CWNY 
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Noble Metals Extraction Systems, LLC 

533 E. Sherman Street 

Marion, Indiana 46952 
765-251-9015   Office 

888-448-7649   Fax 

www.noblemetalses.com 

admin@noblemetalses.com 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dear Mr. Papworth: 
 
 
 
 
 

As per our conversation in early August and as referenced in your letter of 
 

August 12, 2014 I have prepared a brief Statement Of Work (SOW) for the Lower 
 

Ley Creek Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site, Syracuse, NY. 
 

 
 

Materials identified for this SOW were obtained from the Final Feasibility Study 

Report Lower Ley Creek Subsite Of The Onondaga Lake Superfund Site, 

Syracuse NY. EPA Contract No: EP-W-10-007 and data obtained from the New 

York State Department Of Environmental Conservation. 
 
 

Attached you will find a copy of any pages referenced form the Feasibility Study 

for your convenience. 
 
 
Respectfully,  

 
 
 

 

 
John Burns 

 

Noble Metals Extraction Systems, LLC 
 

775-846-9588 Cell 

 

http://www.noblemetalses.com/
http://www.noblemetalses.com/
mailto:admin@noblemetalses.com


NOBLE METALS EXTRACTION SYSTEMS, LLC 

533 E. SHERMAN STREET  MARION INDIANA 46952 765-251-9015 OFFICE 888-448-7649 FAX 

www.noblemetalses.com 

 

 

 

Noble Metals Statement of Work 
For Lower Ley Creek Sub Site and Wastbeds 9-15 

At the Onondaga Lake Superfund Sites, Syracuse New York 
 
 

August 21, 2014 
 

1.  PURPOSE 
 

This Statement of Work (SOW) sets forth an alternative approach to remediate 
soils and sediments containing hazardous substances, pollutants or 
contaminants as defined in Appendix B of the FINAL FEASIBILITY REPORT 
LOWER LEY CREEK SUBSITE OF THE ONONDAGA LAKE SUPERFUND 
SITE, SYRACUSE NY. EPA Contract No:EP-w-10-007 (See Attachment). This 
SOW contains the following: 

 
a. A brief description of the equipment required. 
b. A description of its function. 
c. An estimate of the total volume of material to be processed on a per 

weekly basis. 
d. An estimate of operating cost per cubic yard. 
e. A cost estimate to manufacture and assemble a complete remediation 

system with all site specific requirements in place. 
f. A list of potential environmental and economic advantages and a time line 

of engineering, construction and on site assembly. 
 

1.1  REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE 
 

While thermal treatment of soils or sediments to remove hazardous substances, 
pollutants or contaminants has been an accepted remedial alternative for organic 
analytes, it is typically not used where metals are the source of  contamination. 
However, the metals extraction industry has had to deal with more complex ores 
over the past thirty years. As a result, thermal treatment of soils and sediments 
has become the method of choice in the industry. We combine the equipment 
and methodology used in thermal treatment of soils with highly efficient metal 
extraction equipment and methodology. As a result, we have an efficient system 
that can effectively deal with a variety of soil conditions. 

 
1.2 SYSTEM OPERATION 

 
Noble Metals remediation of soils or sediment containing hazardous substances, 
pollutants or contaminants is to first heat them (to a temperature typically used in 
mining applications to deal with sulfides) to approximately 800 degrees F.  The 
organic analytes along with several of the metal analytes such as Mercury, Lead 
and Cadmium will be volatized and drawn off entering an oxidizer.  The oxidizer 
operating at approximately 2000 degrees F breaks down the volatized analytes 

http://www.noblemetalses.com/
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into toxicants and carcinogens which are then captured and stabilized. The soil 
or sediment then passes thru a heat exchanger which cools the material to a 
temperature of approximately 150 degrees F. The remaining metals are them 
removed using standard mining methods appropriate to the metal analytes. 

 
1.2.1  DESCRIPTION OF DISCHARGED MATERIALS 

 
There are three categories of material discharged from the integrated system 
. 

a. Stabilized Toxicants and Carcinogens. 
b. Base Metal Concentrates 
c. Sterile Soil Matrix 

 
The stabilized toxicants and carcinogens are easily disposed, typically in land 
fills. The base metal concentrates and the soil matrix both have economic value 
and can be sold to offset a portion of the costs. 
The generation of electricity using the heat exchanger as a power source is also 
available. This is often used in remote locations to augment valuable 
consumables such as fuel for generators and could provide an additional income 
stream to help offset project costs. 

 
1.3 PRODUCTION RATE 

 
System design is based on a production capacity of 1000 tons per 24 hour day. 
Maintenance, weather conditions and other typical operating challenges  may 
reduce the actual rate somewhat. 

 

 
1.4 OPERATING COST 

 
Direct operating costs of integrated systems used in the mining industry range 
from $90.00.00 to $135.00.00 per cubic yard.  Considering the analytes listed in 
Appendix B (See Attachment) operational cost should trend toward the lower 
side of this range. 

 
1.5 ENGINEERING, SITE SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS, CONSTRUCTION AND 
ON SITE ASSEMBLY 

 
A commercial operation history of more than 20 years world wide has created a 
vast data base covering many different soil and sediment conditions. The list of 
analytes from Appendix B (See Attachment) would not indicate the need for 
extensive research and development. It should require little engineering other 
than that required for integration of site specific modifications to existing designs. 
The construction of specific equipment not commercially available will be done at 
our facility in Marion Indiana. While no specific site has yet been determined, 
several locations currently exist which will be good candidates. 

http://www.noblemetalses.com/


NOBLE METALS EXTRACTION SYSTEMS, LLC 
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1.6 ENGINEERING, SITE SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS, CONSTRUCTION AND 
ON SITE ASSEMBLY COSTS 

 
Total cost will be greatly affected by the availability of key components required 
to assemble a complete integrated system. Based on current availability of key 
components cost should fall in a range of $7,000,000.00 to $10,000,000.00 
USD. 

 
A site evaluation fee of $750,000 will be required to facilitate an on-site 
evaluation. The site evaluation will include  laboratory testing of bulk samples( to 
establish the site specific engineering criteria), overall engineering for site 
specific modifications. Noble Metals will reserve key components where 
available, and establish a representative model. We will also provide support and 
attendance at all public comment hearings if required. This fee will be applied to 
the cost of the integrated system and applied as a partial prepaid deposit 
amount.  Should no further actions beyond the scope described above be 
required Noble Metals shall retain the fee as payment in full for services 
rendered. 

 
1.7 ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC ADVANTAGES 

 
An environmental advantage is obtained by the elimination of and or reduction of 
analyte levels to meet Human Health Risk Assessment as obtained from Table 
2,C. of the FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT (See Attachment). This will 
reduce or eliminate any potential for contamination in the future. 

 
There will be positive economic advantages for the local economy by the creation 
of well-paid long term jobs, the supply of commercially viable by-products, and 
the potential to supply electricity to the power grid.  This equipment has a 
production life regularly exceeding 20 years and could be used for remediating 
waste beds 9-15. This could provide an ongoing economic benefit for the 
community. 

 
1.8 TIME LINE OF ACTION 

 
a. Present to October 1, 2014.  Site evaluation, sample acquisition 

 
b. October 1, 2014 to November 30, 2014.  Laboratory testing of bulk 

samples to establish minimum engineering criteria, engineering, 
reservation of available key components, and a model construction. 

 
c. December 1, 2014 to December 15 2014.  Provide a new SOW and scope 

of effort based upon tests results along with a follow-on contract. 
 

d. December 16, 2014 to April 30, 2015. Acquisition, construction and site 
specific modifications competed and ready for shipment to site. 

http://www.noblemetalses.com/


NOBLE METALS EXTRACTION SYSTEMS, LLC 
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e. May 1, 2015 to May 31, 2015.  On site assembly. 
 

f. June 1, 2015. Integrated system available to accept soils and sediments. 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
John Burns, General Manager 
Noble Metals Extraction Systems, LLC 

 
765-25`-9007 Main Office 
888-448-7649  Fax 
775-846-9588  Cell

 

http://www.noblemetalses.com/


Anna
Typewritten Text

Anna
Typewritten Text

Anna
Typewritten Text

Anna
Typewritten Text

Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 1



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 2



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 3



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 4



Anna
Typewritten Text

Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 5



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 6



Anna
Typewritten Text
PNMES Page 7



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 8



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 8



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 19



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 11



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 12



Anna
Typewritten Text
PNMES Page 13



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 14



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 15



Anna
Typewritten Text
NMES Page 16



 

 
 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
 

APPENDIX V-g 
 
 

ON-LINE PETITION IN SUPPORT OF THE REMEDY 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Caleb Laieski <nnail@changemail.org> 
Tuesday, August 12, 2014 5:16 PM 
Tames, Pam 
I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Caleb Laieski Alexandria, Virginia 

There are now 2 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-suDDort-the-clean-UD-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

i!j L'LJL . - ^ 

a 

548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA 

Contact us • Privacv policv 

a 

mailto:nnail@changemail.org


Tames, Pam 

From; Ashley Smith <m,ail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 5:34 PM 
To: tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms, Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wasteheds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Ashley Smith Washington, District Of Columbia 

There are now 3 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here; 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Benedicto Munoz <mail@chahgemail.org> 
Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:54 PM 
Tames, Pam 
I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P,E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Sunnort the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Sunerfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely^ 
Benedicto Munoz Chandler, Arizona 

There are now 4 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-supDort-the-clean-UD-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Micky Chance <mai)@chahgemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:36 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Micky Chance Phoenix, Arizona 

There are now 5 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/Detitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-UD-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Carleen Fisher <mail@changerhail.org > 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:39 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onoiidaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution diat is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Carleen Fisher Fayetteville, North Carolina 

There are now 6 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/Detitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From; Stephen Brittle <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:39 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P,E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I ain very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Tha^ you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Stephen Brittle Phoenix, Arizona 

There are now 7 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here; 

httD://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-suDport-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: adi altmah < mail@chahgemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:45 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P,E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Suntjort the Clean-ut) Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your cleail-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
adi altman Philadelphia, Peimsylvania 

There are now 8 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here: 

httD://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-suDPort-the-clean-UD-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Vinnie Merendino <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:56 PM 
To: Tames, Ram 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask &at you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Vinnie Merendino Phoenix, Arizona 

There are now 9 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are si^ng, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here: 

http://www.Change.org/petitions/epa-i-suDport-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA 

Contact us • Privacv policv 

a 

mailto:mail@changemail.org


tames, Pam 

From: Evelyn Casanova <mail@chahgemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 8:10 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Ciean-^up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-ut) Plan for Onondaga Lake Sunerfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tarhes, I Support the EPA's Clean-Up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your cleah-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in yoxu 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or drimping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us widi clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Evelyn Casanova Ellsworth, Maine 

There are now 9 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb Laieski 
by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-UD-plan-for-onondaga-lake-sur)erfund-
site/responses/new?resPonse=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Briana cha <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 8:15 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as Well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in yovir power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Briana cha Youngtown, Arizona 

There are now 10 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are sighing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up"Plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response= 19a44d182750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

M P <mail@changemail,org> 
Tuesday, August IZ, 2014 8:17 PM 
Tames, Pam 
I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support theiClean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sedittient, Solvay Wastebeds^ Mercuiy, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon aS possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do, 

Sincerely, 
M P Teaneck, New Jersey 

There are now 11 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.orgypetitions/epa-i-suDnort-the-clean-UD-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Casey Cameron <mail@changemail.org > 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 8:25 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plah for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask Aat you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Casey Cameron Saint Elmo, Illinois 

There are now 12 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-uo-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From; kristieJohnson <mail@changemail.brg> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 8:32 PM 
To: Tames, Ram 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laiesld's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Onondaga Lake Sunerfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Ononda^ Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
kristie Johnson Deltona, Florida 

There are now 13 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/ne w?response= 19a44dl82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Cory Schaeffer <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12; 2014 8:32 PM 
To: Tames, Ram 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Cory Schaeffer Phoenix, Arizona 

There are now 14 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

AnneJaneski <mail@changemail.org> 
Tuesday, August 12, 2014 8:40 PM 
Tames, Pam 
I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask Aat you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Anne Janeski Alexandria, Virginia 

There are now 15 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/Detitions/er)a-i-support-the-clean-ut)-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response= 19a44d182750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Todd Augustus <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 9:07 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superflmd Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask Aat you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Todd Augustus Arlington, Virginia 

There are now 16 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Roy wise <mail@changemail.ofg> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 9::12 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Glean^up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Cleah-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in yoiir 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately, We Want clean water and are asking tirat you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
Water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Roy wise Waldorf, Maryland 

There are now 17 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/Detitions/epa-i-suDDort-the-clem-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?resPonse=l 9a44dl 82750 

r ... . ' ... .it -1' ... ' / 

M 

548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA 

Contact us • Privacv policy 

a 

mailto:mail@changemail.ofg


Tames, Pam 

From: Ashley Bowen <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 10:16 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask Aat you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Ashley Bowen Washington, District Of Columbia 

There are now 18 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/Detitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-UD-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Lisa Serafin <mail@;chah:gernail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 10:48 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Cleanmp Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay WastebedS, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution diat is in 
the lake. I am asldng that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. 1 ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the Water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Lisa Serafin Surprise, Arizona 

There are now 19 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/eDa-i-suDPort-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-suDerfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Shelley Ireland <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 11:18 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I SuDt)ort the Clean-un Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dvimping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Shelley Ireland Phoenix, Arizona 

There are now 20 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/er)a-i-support-the-clean-^up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-suDerfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Christopher Pankratz <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 11:32 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Qnondaea Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in yom power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Christopher Pankratz Tucson, Arizona 

There are now 21 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www-change.org/Detitions/epa-i-supDort-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?resDonse= 19a44d182750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Tricia Burlison <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 li:40 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Glean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaea Lake Sunerfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your cleaii-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Tricia Burlison Phoenix, Arizona 

There are now 22 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

httb://www.change.org/petitiOns/ena-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-suDerfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Yasiu Kruszynski < mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 11:44 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Sunerfimd Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-iip plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask Aat you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Yasiu Kruszynski Chicago, Illinois 

There are now 23 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http:7/www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Chantal Buslot <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 6:29 AM 
fo: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, • 
Chantal Buslot Hasselt, Texas 

There are now 24 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-suDPort-the-clean-up-r)lan-for-onondaga-lake-superfimd-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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tames, Pam 

Frditi; myrtilla taieski <mail@chaniiemail.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 8:04 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
myrtilla laieski swanville, Maine 

There are now 25 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-suDDort-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Concerned Citizen <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:14 AM 
To; Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Sunnort the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask Aat you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Concerned Citizen New City, New York 

There are now 26 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Lateski by clicking here; 

httD://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-supDort-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/resPonses/new?response=19a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Michael Steele <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:38 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Cleanrup Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-Up Plan for Oftdndaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask ^t you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Michael Steele Mortice, Michigan 

There are now 27 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

httD://www.chahge.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-upr-Dlan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Dennis Kaplan <mail@changemail.org > 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:26 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Onondaga Lake Sunerfimd Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Dennis Kaplan Mayfield Heights, Ohio 

There are now 28 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superflmd-
site/fesponses/new?resPonse= 19a44d182750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on-this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kasey Carlson <rnail@changemail.org> 
W^hesday, August 13, 2014 4:52 PM 
Tafnes, Pam 
I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Sunnoit the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Kasdy Carlson San Pedro, California 

There are now 29 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

httD'y/www.cbangeorg/Detitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-ut?-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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tames, Pam 

From: Cherise Parrish <mail@chang6itiail.org> 
Sent; Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:20 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-uo Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very coneemed 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Merciu|ry, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your cleah-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

iSincerely, 
Cherise Parrish Gresham, Oregon 

There are now 30 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signingj and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-sur)Port-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: natalie haud <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 2:38 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
natalie naud las vegas, Nevada 

There are now 31 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Kristina Christopher <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:01 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plaii for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA'S Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dtmiping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Kristina Christopher Damestown, Maryland 

There are now 32 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-suDport-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-suDerfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Mark Pedroza <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:22 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Mark Pedroza Washington, District Of Columbia 

There are now 33 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://wwwchange.org/petitions/eDa-i-support-the-clean-UD-Dlan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Becca Hee < mail@changemail.org > 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 11:28 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake SuperfUnd Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the CIean-UT> Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superflmd Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^ sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Becca Hee Dahlonega, Georgia 

There are now 34 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/eDa-i-support-the-clean-up-Dlan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Audra Carlisle <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 4:54 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga^ Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Sunerfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into die lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Audra Carlisle Tempe, Arizona 

There are now 35 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://vyww.change.org/petitions/epa-i-sut)port-the-clean-up-Dlan-for-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From; 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Todd Snyder <mail@changernail.org> 
Thursday, August 14, 2014 4:54 PM 
Tames, Pam 
I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "EPA: I Support the Clean-un Plan for Oiiondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequetit monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Tha^ you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Todd Snyder San Francisco, California 

There are now 36 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/petitions/epa-i-support-the-clean-up-plan-for-onondaga-lake-superflmd-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: William Dye <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 14,2014 7:03 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Un the Onondaea Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
William Dye Peoria, Arizona 

There are now 37 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

htt0://www-change.org/petitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 8275Q 

Click here to unsubscribe froni updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Edward Laurson <mail@changennail.org> 
Thursday, August 14, 2014 11:13 PM 
Tames, Pam 
I Support the Cieah^up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clebi-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping; into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Edward Laurson Denver, Colorado 

There are now 38 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

httD://www.change.org/petitions/tell-the-eDa-to-clean-UD-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to imsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Steve Williams <mall@changemail.org> 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:20 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Glean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clekn^Un the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution.that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dtunping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Steve Williams Round Rock, Texas 

There are now 39 signatures on this petition. Read reasons Why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/Detitions/telLthe-eoa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From; Pam Boland <mail@changerhail.org> 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:36 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Merciiry, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask Aat you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Pam Boland Grovetown, Georgia 

There are now 40 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change,org/petitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up4he-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames. Pam 

From: James Mulcare <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:37 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan ifor Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asldng that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
James Mulcare Clarkston, Washington 

There are now 41 signatures on this petition. Read reasons Why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http:y/www.change.org/Detitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response= 19a44d182750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Brad Flatt <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:08 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Brad Flatt Henderson, Tennessee 

There are now 42 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/Detitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response= 19a44d182750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From; Shannon Gummings <mail@changemailvOrg> 
Sent: Saturday, August 16/ 2014 3:00 PM ' 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Cleian-Up the Onondaga Lake Supeifiuid Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mefcufy, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. 1 am asking that you continue with your cleah-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your pKJwer to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Shannon Cummings La Mesa, California 

There are now 43 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here; 

http://www.change.org/petitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 8275Q 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.Org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent; 
To: 
Subject: 

Lacey Levitt <mail@Gharigemail,org> 
Sunday, August 17, 2014 12:21 AM 
Tames, Pam | 
I Support the Clean^up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Piatt for Ondttdaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sedunettt, Solvay Wastebeds, Mefcuify, Phosphorus and Anamonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with ypur cleattmp plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ^ that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumpingi into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide tis with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Lacey Levitt Baltimore, Maryland 

There are now 44 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www;Change.org/petitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-suPerfund" 
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition -
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Cliange.ofg 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Carole Russelie <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 10:44 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clem-up Plan for Ondndaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebedi Merculry, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I m asking that you continue with your cleah!-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as make sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Carole Russelie Portland, Oregon 

There are now 45 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www:ohflnge.org/Detitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Wil Bowen <mail@changemail.6rg> 
Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 12:28 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Wil Bowen Phoenix, Arizona 

There are now 46 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://wwwchange.org/petitions/tell-the-er)a-to-clean-uD-the-onondaga-lake-superlund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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tames, Pam 

From: Lynn Miller <rnail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 4:21 PM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: I Support the Clean-^up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake, Superfimd Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan fOr Ondndaga Lake Superfiind Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mefctiiy, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your cleah-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. 14sk that you also do frequent monitofihg of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Tharik you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Lynn Miller Ocala, Florida 

There are now 47 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

,1: 

http://www.Ghange.oTg/petitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-uD-the-onondaga-lake-superfUnd-
site/responses/ne w?response= 19a44d182750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Christine Jimenez < mail@changemail.org > 
Monday, August 18, 2014 9:46 PM 
tames, Pam 
I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just sigried Galeb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfvmd Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the ToxinSj Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Christine Jimenez Los Angeles, Califomia 

There are now 48 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here; 

http://www.cfaange.org/petitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-:the-onondaga-lake-sut>erfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Britni Jackson < mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19; 2014 6:29 AM 
to: Tames, Pam 
Subject; 1 Support the Qeani|up Plan for Ohondaga Lake Superfund Site 

i; 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammoiiia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with yOur cleart-up plan as soon as possible and do everyfhing in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping iiito the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately, We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 
Britni Jackson Woodside, New York 

There are now 49 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

httD://www.change.org/petitions/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-the-onondaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=19a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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Tames, Pam 

From: Angel Serafin <mail:iiichahgemail.6rg> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:42 PM 
To: Tames, Ram 
Subject: I Support the Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site 

Dear Pamela Tames, F.E., 

I just signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Un the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site" on 
Change.org. 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-^up Plan for Ondndaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay WastebedS, MerCtiry, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake. I am asking that you continue with yqur cleari-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do firequent monitoring of the Water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
immediately. We want clean water and are asking diat|you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you dOi; 

Sincerely, 
Angel Serafin Surprise, Arizona 

There are now 50 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 

http://www.change.org/p/tell-the-eDa-to-clean-uprthe-onc)ndaga-lake-superfund-
Site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 

\K 

548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA 

Contact us • Privacv policv 

a 



Tames, Pam 

From: Carlton Smith <mail@changemail.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 7:13 AM 
To: Tames, Pam 
Subject: 5 new petition signatures: Carlton Smith, Richard Noble... 

5 new people recently signed Caleb Laieski's petition "Tell the EPA to Clean-Up the Onondaga Lake Sunerfund 
Site" on Change.org. 

There ^e now 55 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Caleb 
Laieski by clicking here: 
http://www.change.org/p/tell-the-epa-to-clean-up-theTonOndaga-lake-superfund-
site/responses/new?response=l 9a44dl 82750 

Dear Pamela Tames, P.E., 

Ms. Tames, I support the EPA's Clean-up Plan for Onondaga Lake Superfund Site. I am very concerned 
about the Toxins, Sediment, Solvay Wastebeds, Mercury, Phosphorus and Ammonia and pollution that is in 
the lake, I am asking that you continue with your clean-up plan as soon as possible and do everything in your 
power to keep this lake CLEAN and PROTECTED. I ask that you also do frequent monitoring of the water, 
as well as m^e sure that anyone violating or dumping; into the lake be addresses and disciplined 
inunediately. We want clean water and are asking that you do all in your power to provide us with clean 
water. Thank you for your time and all you do. 

Sincerely, 

55. Carlton Smith Columbus, Ohio 
54. Richard Noble Palm Springs, California 
53. Tanya Baker Santa Cruz, California 
52. Sean Heidrich Des Plaines, Illinois 
51. Simone Weaver Caledonia, Ohio 

Click here to unsubscribe from updates on this petition 
Click here to unsubscribe from messages from Change.org 
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RECORD OF DECISION 

LOWER LEY CREEK SUBSITE  

OF THE ONONDAGA LAKE SUPERFUND SITE 

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS: FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS 

Need to Affect Floodplains and Wetlands 

The Lower Ley Creek subsite of the Onondaga Lake site consists of the lower two miles 
of Ley Creek (including the Creek channel and adjacent floodplains) beginning at and 
including the Route 11 bridge (a.k.a. Brewerton Road) and ending downstream at 
Onondaga Lake (Lake). The site also includes a 3.7-acre wetland situated on the 
southern bank of the Creek adjacent to the Cooper Crouse-Hinds North Landfill and “Old 
Ley Creek Channel,” an original section of the Creek before Ley Creek was widened and 
reconfigured during a flood control project in the 1970s. Old Ley Creek Channel is now a 
tributary for the new channel. This portion of the site is approximately 3.5 acres. In 
addition, the subsite includes several sections along the banks of the Creek where 
dredged contaminated sediments were placed during a flood control project.   

In addition to passing under the Route 11 bridge, the Creek passes under the 7th North 
Street and Interstate 81 bridges. Much of the Creek is shallow, but there are sections 
where the water depth may be 14 feet deep, particularly downstream of the 7th North 
Street bridge. The bottom of the Creek is dominated by soft sediment with very little stone 
or other hard surfaces. 

Prior to the early 1970s, some wetlands located on either side of the Creek were filled 
with municipal refuse; there is a New York State regulated wetland (SYW-11) mapped on 
both sides adjacent to Ley Creek downstream of the confluence with Bear Trap Creek 
which enters Ley Creek upstream of 7th North Street. 

Much of the area adjacent to the Creek is located within the 100-year floodplain. Old Ley 
Creek Channel is also located within the 100-year floodplain. 

The wetlands and a portion of the floodplain soils are contaminated with PCBs, polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons and heavy metals, in particular arsenic, cadmium, trivalent 
chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, silver and zinc.  The sediments are 
contaminated with PCBs, arsenic, cadmium, total chromium, lead, mercury and nickel. 

The results of the human health risk assessment indicate that the contaminated 
sediments and soils present an unacceptable human exposure risk and the ecological 
risk assessment indicates that the contaminated soils and sediments pose an 
unacceptable ecological exposure risk.  Accordingly, remedial action alternatives were 
developed in the feasibility study (FS) report to remediate the Creek sediments, wetland, 
and floodplain soils. The selected remedy includes the excavation of an estimated 75,000 
CY of contaminated soils on the northern and southern banks of the Creek including 
12,000 CY of sediment from the wetland area and 73,000 CY of sediments from the 
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Creek.  Any contaminated soil located on the northern bank of the Creek that cannot be 
safely excavated because of the presence of the two large, buried natural gas and oil 
pipelines which run parallel to the north bank of the Creek will be covered with one foot 
of soil. In order to protect the structural integrity of the Route 11 bridge, it may not be 
possible to remove all of the contaminated sediment at the base of the bridge. Therefore, 
some combination of excavation and capping of sediments under the bridge may be 
necessary in order to protect the bridge and not reduce the effective cross section of flow 
for flood protection. 

In addition to the selected remedy, the FS also considered no-action soil and sediment 
alternatives that do not entail excavation of contaminated floodplain soils or creek and 
wetland sediments. Under the no-action alternatives, the contaminated soils/sediments 
would remain in place, posing unacceptable human and ecological exposure risks and 
would remain as a potential source for contaminating downstream areas. Thus, the no-
action alternatives would not be protective of ecological or human receptors. The 
implementation of any of the action alternatives developed in FS would be more protective 
of human health and the environment than the no-action alternative because they would 
meet the remedial action objectives and remediation goals for the site and would result in 
residual risks less than the no-action alternative. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation have determined that there is no practicable alternative that 
is sufficiently protective of human health and the environment that would not result in the 
excavation of these soils/sediments. Consequently, since remedial action is necessary, 
any remedial action that might be taken would necessarily affect floodplains and 
wetlands. 

Effects of Proposed Action on the Natural and Beneficial Values of Floodplains and 
Wetlands 

Excavation of soils/sediments will result in temporary, localized disturbance to the 
wetlands, floodplains and creek bed. The total construction period is estimated at 12 
months. The areas affected by the temporary clearing of flora and fauna include 3.7 acres 
of wetlands and 14 acres of floodplain. It is not anticipated that implementation of the 
selected remedy will result in any significant alteration of the existing site hydrology, which 
is critical for wetland restoration.  Removing the contaminated sediments in the wetland 
and Creek, especially if they are excavated in the dry, will likely cause short-term adverse 
ecological impacts.   Removing the contaminated sediments in the wetland and Creek in 
the wet may result in short-term localized exceedances of surface water standards 
because of suspension of impacted sediment during excavation. 

The principal benefit of the EPA's selected remedy will be the removal of considerable 
sediment-bound contaminant mass from the wetlands and Creek sediments and soil-
bound contaminant mass in floodplain soils.   The contaminated sediments that will be 
removed will no longer function as a source of contamination for the downstream areas 
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or pose risk to ecological receptors. The removal of the contaminated soils on the banks 
will eliminate a potential source of contamination to the wetland and Creek through 
erosion.  In this context, the selected remedy will have a substantial positive impact on 
both the natural and beneficial values of the floodplain soils and wetlands and Creek 
sediments. 

The primary location-specific ARARs applicable to the remediation are ECL Article 24 
Freshwater Wetlands, ECL Article 15 Use and Protection of Waters, and Clean Water Act 
(CWA) Section 404. For freshwater wetlands, 6 NYCRR Part 663 regulates activities 
conducted in or adjacent to regulated wetlands. Article 15 is implemented by 6 NYCRR 
Part 608 which regulates alterations to beds and banks of streams such as excavation 
and filling. 

The primary New York State standard for protection of freshwater wetlands applicable to 
the remediation is Environmental Conservation Law (ECL), Article 24, and Title 7. For 
freshwater wetlands, 6 NYCRR Parts 662 through 665 regulates activities conducted in 
or adjacent to regulated wetlands. The selected remedy will comply with this standard. 

Although not applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, the selected remedy 
will also comply with Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management; Executive Order 
11990: Protection of Wetlands, and EPA’s Statement of Procedures on Floodplains 
Management & Wetlands Protection. Accordingly, floodplains and wetlands assessments 
will need to be developed during the remedial design process.  

Measures to Mitigate Potential Harm to the Floodplains and Wetlands 

Implementation of the selected remedy will entail removal and, where needed, capping, 
resulting in temporary physical disturbances to the wetlands, sediments and floodplains. 
Measures to minimize potential adverse impacts that cannot be avoided will be evaluated 
as part of and incorporated into the remedial design. Common practices include field 
demarcation of wetland/floodplain areas and implementation of soil/sediment erosion 
and/or resuspension control measures (e.g., installation of silt fencing, hay bales, 
hay/straw mulch, jute matting) to minimize impacts from construction activities. 

Measures will also be employed during excavation activities to prevent sediments that 
are resuspended from being transported to downstream areas during flooding events 
(100-year and 500-year storms). For example, energy barriers such as sheet piles and/or 
silt curtains could be used during excavation activities to minimize the transport of 
resuspended sediments from the areas being excavated to downstream areas. Measures 
will be implemented, as needed, to ensure even placement of the cap (i.e., minimize 
mounding) and to limit resuspension and loss of impacted sediment into the water column 
or emerging cap layer.  Monitoring will occur during both excavation and capping 
operations. Monitoring of surface water in the vicinity of the work zones will be conducted 
to measure potential exceedances of ambient water quality criteria due to resuspension 
as a result of excavation and capping operations. Should this monitoring indicate that 
elevated levels of suspended sediments are being generated by excavation or capping 
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activities, operations will be modified so as to reduce those levels.  Possible actions that 
could be taken in this regard include slowing down the rate of sediment removal, changing 
the depth of the excavation, modifications to movement of the excavation or capping 
equipment, and cessation of excavation/capping activities.   

At least one-foot of clean fill will be placed over the excavated areas to stabilize the 
sediment bed and support habitat replacement/reconstruction. The habitat material will 
have a suitable amount of organic material. The negative ecological effects would be 
limited temporarily (it is expected that benthic recolonization would take less than three 
years) and be offset by the positive long-term effects of clean cover system materials for 
benthic habitat. 

Shoreline stabilization and waterfront restoration will be conducted after the excavation 
activities were completed within a given area.  
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