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Harvey R. Miller 
Stephen Karotkin 
Joseph H. Smolinsky 
WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

Attorneys for Debtors  
and Post-Effective Date Debtors 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

: 
In re       :  Chapter 11 Case No. 

:  
MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY, et al.,  :  09-50026 (REG) 
          f/k/a General Motors Corp., et al. : 

: 
Debtors.  : (Jointly Administered) 

: 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

NOTICE OF DEBTORS’ OBJECTION TO ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROOF OF CLAIM NO. 70883 FILED BY THE TOWN OF SALINA 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on October 12, 2011, Motors Liquidation 

Company (f/k/a General Motors Corporation) and its affiliated debtors, as post-effective date 

debtors (collectively, the “Debtors”), filed an objection to administrative proof of claim number 

70883 filed by the Town of Salina (the “Objection”), and that a hearing (the “Hearing”) to 

consider the Objection will be held before the Honorable Robert E. Gerber, United States 

Bankruptcy Judge, in Room 621 of the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District 

of New York, One Bowling Green, New York, New York 10004, on November 22, 2011 at 

9:45 a.m. (Eastern Time), or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard. 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that any responses to the Objection must 

be in writing, shall conform to the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure and the Local Rules 
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of the Bankruptcy Court, and shall be filed with the Bankruptcy Court (a) electronically in 

accordance with General Order M-399 (which can be found at www.nysb.uscourts.gov) by 

registered users of the Bankruptcy Court’s filing system, and (b) by all other parties in interest, 

on a CD-ROM or 3.5 inch disk, in text-searchable portable document format (PDF) (with a hard 

copy delivered directly to Chambers), in accordance with the customary practices of the 

Bankruptcy Court and General Order M-399, to the extent applicable, and served in accordance 

with General Order M-399 and on (i) Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP, attorneys for the Debtors 

and Post-Effective Date Debtors 767 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York 10153 (Attn: Harvey 

R. Miller, Esq., Stephen Karotkin, Esq., and Joseph H. Smolinsky, Esq.); (ii) the Debtors, c/o 

Motors Liquidation Company, 401 South Old Woodward Avenue, Suite 370, Birmingham, 

Michigan 48009 (Attn: Thomas Morrow); (iii) General Motors LLC, 400 Renaissance Center, 

Detroit, Michigan 48265 (Attn: Lawrence S. Buonomo, Esq.); (iv) Cadwalader, Wickersham & 

Taft LLP, attorneys for the United States Department of the Treasury, One World Financial 

Center, New York, New York 10281 (Attn: John J. Rapisardi, Esq.); (v) the United States 

Department of the Treasury, 1500 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Room 2312, Washington, D.C. 

20220 (Attn: Joseph Samarias, Esq.); (vi) Vedder Price, P.C., attorneys for Export Development 

Canada, 1633 Broadway, 47th Floor, New York, New York 10019 (Attn: Michael J. Edelman, 

Esq. and Michael L. Schein, Esq.); (vii) Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP, attorneys for the 

statutory committee of unsecured creditors, 1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York 

10036 (Attn:  Thomas Moers Mayer, Esq., Robert Schmidt, Esq., Lauren Macksoud, Esq., and 

Jennifer Sharret, Esq.); (viii) the Office of the United States Trustee for the Southern District of 

New York, 33 Whitehall Street, 21st Floor, New York, New York 10004 (Attn: Tracy Hope 

Davis, Esq.); (ix) the U.S. Attorney’s Office, S.D.N.Y., 86 Chambers Street, Third Floor, New 
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York, New York 10007 (Attn: David S. Jones, Esq. and Natalie Kuehler, Esq.); (x) Caplin & 

Drysdale, Chartered, attorneys for the official committee of unsecured creditors holding 

asbestos-related claims, 375 Park Avenue, 35th Floor, New York, New York 10152-3500 (Attn:  

Elihu Inselbuch, Esq. and Rita C. Tobin, Esq.) and One Thomas Circle, N.W., Suite 1100, 

Washington, DC 20005 (Attn:  Trevor W. Swett III, Esq. and Kevin C. Maclay, Esq.); (xi) 

Stutzman, Bromberg, Esserman & Plifka, A Professional Corporation, attorneys for Dean M. 

Trafelet in his capacity as the legal representative for future asbestos personal injury claimants, 

2323 Bryan Street, Suite 2200, Dallas, Texas 75201 (Attn:  Sander L. Esserman, Esq. and Robert 

T. Brousseau, Esq.), (xii) Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP, attorneys for Wilmington Trust 

Company as GUC Trust Administrator and for Wilmington Trust Company as Avoidance Action 

Trust Administrator, 200 Park Avenue, 47th Floor, New York, New York 10166 (Attn:  Keith 

Martorana, Esq.); (xiii) FTI Consulting, as the GUC Trust Monitor and as the Avoidance Action 

Trust Monitor, One Atlantic Center, 1201 West Peachtree Street, Suite 500, Atlanta, Georgia 

30309 (Attn:  Anna Phillips); (xiv) Crowell & Moring LLP, attorneys for the Revitalizing Auto 

Communities Environmental Response Trust, 590 Madison Avenue, 19th Floor, New York, New 

York 10022-2524 (Attn:  Michael V. Blumenthal, Esq.); (xv) Kirk P. Watson, Esq., as the 

Asbestos Trust Administrator, 2301 Woodlawn Boulevard, Austin, Texas 78703; and (xvi) 

Harris Beach PLLC, attorneys for Town of Salina, 99 Garnsey Road, Pittsford, New York 

14534-4565 (Attn:  Frank Pavia, Esq.), so as to be received no later than November 15, 2011 at 

4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) (the “Response Deadline”).  

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that if no responses are timely filed and 

served with respect to the Objection or any claim set forth thereon, the Debtors may, on or after 

the Response Deadline, submit to the Bankruptcy Court an order substantially in the form of the 
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proposed order annexed to the Objection, which order may be entered with no further notice or 

opportunity to be heard offered to any party. 

Dated: New York, New York 
 October 12, 2011 

/s/ Joseph H. Smolinsky  
Harvey R. Miller 
Stephen Karotkin 
Joseph H. Smolinsky 
WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

      Attorneys for Debtors  
       and Post-Effective Date Debtors 
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Harvey R. Miller 
Stephen Karotkin 
Joseph H. Smolinsky 
WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

Attorneys for Debtors  
and Post-Effective Date Debtors 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

: 
In re :  Chapter 11 Case No. 

:  
MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY, et al.,  :  09-50026 (REG) 
 f/k/a General Motors Corp., et al. : 

: 
Debtors. : (Jointly Administered) 

: 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

DEBTORS’ OBJECTION TO ADMINISTRATIVE PROOF 
OF CLAIM NO. 70883 FILED BY THE TOWN OF SALINA 

 
TO THE HONORABLE ROBERT E. GERBER, 
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE: 

Motors Liquidation Company (f/k/a General Motors Corporation) (“MLC”) and 

its affiliated debtors, as post-effective date debtors (collectively, the “Debtors”), respectfully 

represent: 

Relief Requested 

1. Pursuant to section 502(b) of title 11 of the United States Code (the 

“Bankruptcy Code”) and Rule 3007(a) of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure (the 

“Bankruptcy Rules”), the Debtors object to administrative proof of claim number 70883 (the 

“Administrative Claim”) filed by the Town of Salina (“Claimant”) against MLC on the basis 

09-50026-reg Doc 11030 Filed 10/12/11 Entered 10/12/11 12:24:31 Main Document   Pg 5 of
 108




 

US_ACTIVE:\43791025\05\64318.0003 2 

that it fails to establish a valid claim for an administrative expense and to the extent it is 

reclassified it is duplicative of proof of claim number 47953 (the “Landfill Claim”).  A copy of 

the Administrative Claim is annexed hereto as Exhibit “A,” and a copy of the Landfill Claim is 

annexed hereto as Exhibit “B.”   

Jurisdiction 

2. This Court has jurisdiction to consider this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 157 and 1334.  This is a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b).   

Background 

3. On June 1, 2009 (the “Commencement Date”), four of the Debtors (the 

“Initial Debtors”)1 commenced with this Court voluntary cases under chapter 11 of the 

Bankruptcy Code, and on October 9, 2009, two additional Debtors (the “REALM/ENCORE 

Debtors”)2 commenced with this Court voluntary cases under chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy 

Code, which cases are jointly administered with those of the Initial Debtors under Case Number 

09-50026 (REG).     

4. On September 16, 2009, the Court entered an order (ECF No. 4079) 

establishing November 30, 2009 as the deadline for each person or entity to file a proof of claim 

in the Initial Debtors’ cases, including governmental units (the “Initial Debtors’ Bar Date”).  

On December 2, 2009, the Court entered an order (ECF No. 4586) establishing February 1, 2010 

as the deadline for each person or entity to file a proof of claim in the REALM/ENCORE 

                                                 
1  The Initial Debtors are MLC (f/k/a General Motors Corporation), MLCS, LLC (f/k/a Saturn, LLC), MLCS 
Distribution Corporation (f/k/a Saturn Distribution Corporation), and MLC of Harlem, Inc. (f/k/a Chevrolet-Saturn 
of Harlem, Inc.). 

2  The REALM/ENCORE Debtors are Remediation and Liability Management Company, Inc., and Environmental 
Corporate Remediation Company, Inc. 
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Debtors’ cases (except governmental units, as defined in section 101(27) of the Bankruptcy 

Code, for which the Court established April 16, 2010 as the deadline to file proofs of claim).  

5. On December 14, 2010, the Court entered the Consent Order Pursuant to 

Section 503(a) of the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 3303(c)(3) Establishing the 

Deadline for Filing Requests for Payment of Certain Administrative Expenses and Procedures 

Relating Thereto and Approving the Form and Manner of Notice Thereof (ECF No. 8099) (the 

“Administrative Claims Bar Date Order”), pursuant to which February 14, 2011 at 5:00 pm 

(Eastern Time) was set as the date by which claims for administrative expenses arising between 

the Commencement Date and January 31, 2011 must be filed (the “Administrative Bar Date”). 

6. On November 25, 2009, prior to the Initial Debtors’ Bar Date, the 

Claimant asserted three claims against MLC:  (1) proof of claim number 47951 asserts a general 

unsecured claim in the amount of $12,498,818.63 relating to environmental contamination at the 

Onondaga Lake Superfund Site; (2) proof of claim number 47952 asserts a general unsecured 

claim estimated at $10,000,000.00 relating to environmental contamination at the Lower Ley 

Creek Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site; and (3) the Landfill Claim asserts a general 

unsecured claim estimated at $18,577,319.00 relating to environmental contamination at the 

Former Town of Salina Landfill Subsite of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site (the “Landfill 

Site”).  These three proofs of claim appear to allege that the Debtors are liable to the Claimant 

pursuant to the federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Act (“CERCLA”), codified at 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 et seq., or similar state laws, which permit a 

person or entity responsible for environmental contamination to seek reimbursement of costs 

from other parties co-liable for the same contamination.  Both the Claimant and MLC have been 

identified as potentially responsible parties (“PRPs”) for contamination at the Onondaga Lake 
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Superfund Site and its Lower Ley Creek and Former Town of Salina Landfill subsites.  These 

three proofs of claim are not the subject of this Objection and remain subject to potential 

objections in the future.  

7. On February 11, 2011, prior to the Administrative Bar Date, the Claimant 

filed the Administrative Claim, seeking $3,824,883.54 for reimbursement of costs incurred by 

the Claimant at the Landfill Site.  (Administrative Claim at 3.)  For the reasons stated below, the 

Administrative Claim should be disallowed and expunged in its entirety.      

Environmental Cleanup Costs Stemming from 
Debtors’ Prepetition Actions at Non-Owned Property Do Not Benefit the Estate 

8. Section 503 of the Bankruptcy Code grants priority in payment to certain 

expenses incurred during a chapter 11 case that assist in the rehabilitation of the debtor’s 

business and increase the value of assets available for distribution for the benefit of all 

stakeholders.  11 U.S.C. § 503.  That priority under section 503(b) of the Bankruptcy Code “is 

reserved for those rare and extraordinary circumstances when the creditor’s involvement truly 

enhances the administration of the estate.”  In re Dana Corp., 390 B.R. 100, 108 (Bankr. 

S.D.N.Y. 2008).  Bankruptcy courts in this District as well as in other jurisdictions have made 

clear that claims related to environmental cleanup costs stemming from a debtor’s prepetition 

actions on contaminated property not owned by the debtor are not entitled to an administrative 

expense priority because such costs do not benefit or preserve the estate.  See, e.g., In re 

McCrory Corp., 188 B.R. 763, 770 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1995); In re Mahoney-Troast Constr. Co., 

189 B.R. 57, 63 (Bankr. D.N.J. 1995). 

9. While the Administrative Claim provides little explanation for the basis of 

the claim, the Debtors infer that the Claimant is seeking administrative expense priority for costs 

incurred by the Claimant after the Commencement Date in connection with the remediation of 
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the Landfill Site.  From 1960 until 1974, the Claimant operated the Landfill Site, which accepted 

municipal solid waste, as well as commercial and industrial wastes from various businesses and 

industries.  (Landfill Claim at 4.)  The Claimant alleges that soil and groundwater at the Landfill 

Site became contaminated from the disposal of commercial and industrial wastes at the site.  

After an extensive investigation, the New York Department of Environmental Conservation 

issued a Record of Decision in March 2007 (the “Record of Decision”), which sets forth the 

remedy for addressing contamination at the Landfill Site, a copy of which is annexed hereto as 

Exhibit “C.”  The Claimant, which owns a majority of the Landfill Site, currently is 

coordinating Landfill Site remediation.  (Record of Decision at 2.) 

10. Through the Administrative Claim, the Claimant is seeking to recover 

millions of dollars spent by the Claimant to remediate its own property, which property was 

contaminated as a result of actions taken decades before by the Claimant, which both operated 

and sent waste to the Landfill Site, and other generators that sent wastes to the Landfill Site.  In 

other words, the Claimant is seeking administrative treatment for a claim relating to prepetition 

activities that occurred on property that is not, and never has been, part of the Debtors’ estates.  

The Record of Decision makes clear that waste disposal operations at the Landfill Site ceased in 

late 1974 or early 1975.  (Id. at 3.)  Any waste sent by the Debtors to the Landfill Site, therefore, 

necessarily was sent prepetition.  In addition, the Debtors have never owned or operated any 

portion of the Landfill Site.  While costs incurred by the Claimant to remediate the Landfill Site 

certainly benefit the Claimant’s property, that remediation in no way benefits the property of the 

Debtors or the Debtors’ estates.   
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The Administrative Claim Is Duplicative of the Landfill Claim 

11. Section 502(b)(1) of the Bankruptcy Code provides, in relevant part, that a 

claim may not be allowed to the extent that “such claim is unenforceable against the debtor and 

property of the debtor, under any agreement or applicable law.”  11 U.S.C. § 502(b)(1).  Further, 

the Debtors cannot be required to pay on the same claim more than once.  See, e.g., In re Finley, 

Kumble, Wagner, Heine, Underberg, Manley, Myerson, & Casey, 160 B.R. 882, 894 (Bankr. 

S.D.N.Y. 1993) (“In bankruptcy, multiple recoveries for an identical injury are generally 

disallowed.”). 

12. The Administrative Claim should be expunged because, to the extent it is 

reclassified, it is duplicative of the Landfill Claim.  The Landfill Claim asserts a general 

unsecured claim for all costs incurred, and expected to be incurred, by the Claimant in 

connection with the remediation of environmental contamination at the Landfill Site.  The 

Administrative Claim similarly asserts a claim for costs incurred by the Claimant in connection 

with the remediation of environmental contamination at the Landfill Site, but it relates only to 

certain costs incurred from approximately June 1, 2009 through January 1, 2011.  The Claimant 

makes no allegation that the incurred costs that are the subject of the Administrative Claim are in 

any way separate or distinct from the incurred and anticipated costs that are the subject of the 

Landfill Claim, and in fact it appears clear that the costs that are the subject of the Administrative 

Claim are the normal and necessary costs that are incurred with respect to a landfill remediation.  

(Administrative Claim at 3.)  Therefore, the Landfill Claim and the Administrative Claim seek 

recovery of the same costs.    
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13. To avoid the possibility of multiple recoveries by the same creditor, and 

because the costs incurred by the Claimant at the Landfill Site are not entitled to an 

administrative expense priority because such costs do not benefit or preserve the Debtors’ 

estates, the Debtors respectfully request that the Court disallow and expunge the Administrative 

Claim in its entirety.   

Notice 

14. Notice of this Objection has been provided to counsel for the Claimant and 

parties in interest in accordance with the Sixth Amended Order Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 105(a) 

and Fed. R. Bankr. P. 1015(c) and 9007 Establishing Notice and Case Management Procedures, 

dated May 5, 2011 (ECF No. 10183).  The Debtors submit that such notice is sufficient and no 

other or further notice need be provided. 

WHEREFORE the Debtors respectfully request entry of an order, in substantially 

the same form as the proposed order annexed hereto as Exhibit “D,” granting the relief 

requested herein and such other and further relief as is just.   

Dated: New York, New York 
 October 12, 2011 

 
/s/ Joseph H. Smolinsky  
Harvey R. Miller 
Stephen Karotkin 
Joseph H. Smolinsky 
WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

Attorneys for Debtors  
and Post-Effective Date Debtors 
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Exhibit “A” 
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Exhibit “B”
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Exhibit “C”
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Department of Environmental Conservation

SDMS Document

Division of Environmental Remediation

99220

Record of Decision
Town of Salina Landfill Site

Sub- Site to the Onondaga Lake NPL Site
Town of Salina, Onondaga County

Site Number 7-34-036

March 2007

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
ELIOT SPITZER, Governor
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RECORD OF DECISION

Town of Salina Landfill Site
Sub-Site of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site
Town of Salina, Onondaga County, New York

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
and

United States Environmental Protection Agency

March 2007
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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Town of Salina Landfill Site, Sub-Site of the Onondaga Lake Superfund
Site, Town of Salina, Onondaga County, New York

Superfund Site Identification Number: NYD986913580
EPA Operable Unit 8

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the United
States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) selection of a remedy
for the Town of Salina Landfill Sub-Site (the "Site"), which is 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 et sec/., the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300; and the New
York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and Title 6 of the
Official Compilation of New York State Codes, Rules and Regulations
(NYCRR) Part 375. This decision document explains the factual and legal
basis for selecting the remedy for the Site. The attached index (see
Appendix Hi) identifies the items that comprise the Administrative Record
upon which the selection of the remedy is based.

The New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) was consulted on
the planned remedy and concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix
IV).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The response action selected in this Record of Decision is necessary to
protect the public health or welfare or the environment from actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The response action described in this document addresses hazardous
waste materials in the Town of Salina Landfill and the contaminated
groundwater associated with the leaching of these materials.

The major components of the selected remedy include the following:
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Excavation of contaminated sediments in the western drainage
ditch; !

Construction of groundwater/leachate collection trenches north and
south of Ley Creek;

Consolidation of the excavated sediments and the soils and wastes
(from the excavation of the collection trenches) on the landfill areas;

Construction of 6 NYCRR Part 360 caps over the landfill areas north
and south of Ley Creek;

Lining the drainage ditches located along the northern and eastern
borders of the Site;

Engineered drainage controls and fencing;

Installation of an on-Site 150,000-galloh storage tank to hold excess
water volume stemming from storm events;

Treatment of the collected contaminated groundwater/leachate at an
on-Site treatment plant;

Discharge of treated effluent to Ley Creek;

Institutional controls (such as restrictive covenants or
environmental easements) to prohibit residential use of Site
property and the installation and use of groundwater wells, as well
as to protect and ensure the integrity of the caps,
groundwater/leachate collection trenches, and engineered drainage
controls;

Maintenance of the caps and groundwater/leachate collection
trenches; and

Long-term monitoring.

The Town of Salina will need to certify the continued effectiveness of the
institutional and engineering controls on a yearly basis in an annual
report. The certification will need to indicate that the required long-term
monitoring is being conducted, identify the required institutional and
engineering controls, indicate whether they remain effective for the
protection of public health and the environment, and indicate whether they
should remain in place.
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All excavated sediments and any excavated soils or wastes which have
PCB concentrations which equal or exceed 50 mg/kg will be sent off-Site
for treatment/disposal at a TSCA-compliant facility. Those sediments and
any excavated soils or wastes that have PCB concentrations less than 50
mg/kg will be consolidated underneath the cap on the landfill areas.

Before installing the multilayer caps, the subgrade will be graded to
promote drainage and exhibit final slopes between 4% and 33%. The
entire cap will then be seeded.

Currently, the limits of the landfill waste encroach on the banks of Ley
Creek in several locations. Landfilled waste will be pulled back 30 feet
from the northern and southern banks of Ley Creek and 30 feet from the
northern banks of OLCC prior to the installation of the
groundwater/leachate collection trenches1. This landfilled waste will be
removed and disposed properly at a permitted off-Site facility if it is
characterized as hazardous waste. If it is not characterized as hazardous
waste, then the waste will be consolidated onto the landfill. The
groundwater/leachate collection trenches will then be installed along the
northern and southern banks of Ley Creek at the new limits of the waste.
Based upon available data and the conclusion that the groundwater flow
from the landfill south of Ley Creek is likely to be influenced by a
northwestern flowing gradient to the southern collection trench along Ley
Creek, a collection trench along the northern side of OLCC may not be
needed. If monitoring data indicates a different flow gradient, then the
need for a groundwater collection trench along the north side of the OLCC
will be evaluated. Site preparation priorto trench construction will include
clearing, grubbing, and removal of trees along the northern and southern
banks of Ley Creek. Erosion controls, including silt fencing and/or hay
bales will be installed to prevent soil and silt runoff from entering the
creek. The existing slopes along the banks will be regraded to provide a
suitable work pad for construction of the trench. Contaminated material
cut from the banks will be placed under the cap (contingent upon the
results of the PCB testing noted above).

The groundwater/leachate collection trenches will be keyed into the clay
layer that act as an aquitard between the shallow and deep aquifers at the
Site. Where the clay layer is not present or is of insufficient thickness, the
leachate collection trenches will be keyed into the dense glacial till.
Additional investigation of the permeability of the glacial till will be
conducted during the remedial design phase. If the glacial till is

The northern and southern collection trenches will be approximately 2,900 feet long and
1,260 feet long, respectively.
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determined to not be a sufficiently low permeability material, then
additional measures (e.g., installation of sheet piling downgradient of the
collection trenches) may be implemented to ensure that groundwater flow
will not bypass the; collection trenches.

Pending further evaluation during design, it is anticipated that the
trenches will be installed using the bio-polymer slurry construction
technique, which eliminates the need for shoring, dewatering, and
personnel working in the trench. A barrier liner will be installed on the
downgradient side of the trenches to preventthe inflow of uncontaminated
water from Ley Creek. A perforated high density polyethylene (HOPE)
pipe will be installed at the bottom of the trenches and a porous media
(such as large diameter gravel) will be backfilled. The trenches will be
designed such that collected water will flow by gravity through
conveyance piping to existing manholes located on the northwestern and
eastern parts of the Sjte. From these manholes, the water will be treated
at an on-Site treatment plant.

After the installation of the trenches, the downgradient work areas will be
graded for proper drainage and covered with 0.5 foot of topsoil. All areas
disturbed by the construction will be revegetated. The trenches will be
constructed and buffer areas and the banks of Ley Creek and OLCC will
be restored, as appropriate, in compliance with the New York State
stream protection ARAR, 6 NYCRR Part 608 Use and Protection of
Waters.

The 48-inch abandoned sewer line that runs across the Site will be
exposed, broken, afid sealed with concrete (or some other suitable
material) at the eastern and western borders of the Site, to prevent it from
serving as a conduit to convey contaminated groundwater off-Site. In
addition, a slip liner will be installed in the 48-inch corregated metal pipe
(CMP) culvert located in the eastern part of the Site to prevent
contaminated groundwater from leaking into the pipe and discharging to
Ley Creek.

Sediments in the western drainage ditch will be excavated and the area
restored, allowing for positive drainage of surface water runoff to Ley
Creek. The drainage ditches located along the northern and eastern
borders of the Site will be lined with a low permeability material. The liner
will be covered with either rip rap or soil, depending on the expected
surface water velocity. It is estimated that 72,000 square feet of liner
(3,600 linear feet by 20 feet wide) will be required. Grading and
redirection of the drainage ditches will be conducted as necessary to
facilitate installation of the liner. Additionally, surface water will be
temporarily rerouted if necessary during the construction. Because the
installation of the liner will likely cause the disturbance of wetland areas,

iv
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mitigation of the affected wetlands is also included under the selected
alternative.

During the preliminary remedial design, delineation and evaluation of any
wetlands on or adjacent to the Site or impacted by the Site consistent with
the Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands
(19891: 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A: "Statement of Procedures on
Floodplain Management and Wetlands Protection," Executive Order
11990: "Protection of Wetlands," and EPA's 1985 "Statement of "Policy on
Floodplains/Wetlands Assessments for CERCLA Actions" will be
performed. Also, since remedial activities will take place within the 100-
or 500-year floodplain, a floodplain assessment consistent with Executive
Order 11988: "Floodplain Management," and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A
will be performed to minimize or avoid the adverse effects of a 500-year
event, as well as to protect against the spread of contaminants and the
long-term disabling of remedial treatment systems due to flooding events.
In addition, the substantive requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 502,
Floodplain Management Criteria for State Projects will also need to be
met.

A soil gas survey, in addition to what has already been performed at the
landfill, to determine the potential for soil vapor intrusion into nearby
structures will be performed if determined to be necessary by the New
York State Department of Health.

The selected remedy will be designed to not inhibit or impair National
Grid's operations on the Site. Coordination with National Grid to identify
the location of all of its utility lines, structures and facilities will be done
Tn order to identify design requirements for uninterrupted access by
National Grid and to ensure safe construction of the selected remedy.

If the ongoing negotiations between the Town of Salina and Onondaga
County related to the utilization of Metropolitan Syracuse Wastewater
Treatment Plant (METRO) to treat the collected contaminated
groundwater/leachate are successful before the Remedial Design Work
Plan is approved for the Site, then the collected ieachate and groundwater
will be pre-treated on-Site and conveyed to METRO in lieu of undergoing
complete treatment at an on-Site treatment facility and discharged to Ley
Creek (i.e., Alternative 4 would be implemented).

Because the selected remedy will result in contaminants remaining on-
Site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo
a statutory review every five years. As part of any such review,
groundwater monitoring results and Site modeling will be utilized to
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assess the effects of natural attenuation2 to attain Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs)3 in the two 30-foot buffer areas associated with Ley Creek
and in the buffer area north of OLCC, and to otherwise confirm that the
remedy remains protective. If justified by the review, additional remedial
actions may be implemented.

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set
forth in CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, in that it: 1) is protective
of human health and the environment; 2) meets a level or standard of
control of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants, which
at least attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements under applicable federal and state laws or justifies grounds
for their waiver; 3) is cost-effective; and 4) utilizes permanent solutions
and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. In keeping with the statutory preference for
treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminated
media, as a principal element of the remedy, the contaminated
groundwater will be collected and treated.

Because this remedy will result in contaminants remaining on-Site above
health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo a statutory
review every five years. As part of any such review, groundwater
monitoring results and Site modeling would be utilized to assess the
effects of natural attenuation to attain MCLs downgradient of the
groundwater/leachate collection trenches. If justified by the review,
additional remedial actions may be implemented.

Natural attenuation is a variety of physical, chemical and biological processes which, under
favorable conditions, act without human intervention to reduce the mass, toxicity, mobility,
volume, or concentration of contaminants in soil and groundwater. These in-situ processes
include biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, sorption, volatilization, and chemical or
biological stabilization, transformation, or destruction.

Drinking-water standards.

vi
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ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The ROD contains the remedy selection information noted below. More
details may be found in the Administrative Record file for this Site.

• Chemicals of concern and their respective concentrations (see ROD,
pages 10-19);

• Baseline risk presented by the chemicals of concern (see ROD,
pages 20-25);

• Cleanup levels established for chemicals of concern and the basis
for these levels (see ROD, pages 10-19);

• How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed
(see ROD, page 19);

• Currentand reasonably-anticipated future land use assumptions and
current and potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in
the baseline risk assessment and ROD (see ROD, pages 19-20);

• Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the Site
as a result of the selected remedy (see ROD, page 52);

• Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance, and total
present worth costs, discount rate, and the number of years over
which the remedy cost estimates are projected (see ROD, page 51);
and

• Key factors that led to 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).

VII
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RECORD OF DECISION FACT SHEET

Site

Site name: Town of Salina Landfill Site

Site location: Town of Salina, Onondaga County, New York

Listed on the N^PL: December 16, 1994

Record of Decision

Date signed:

Selected remedy:

Capital cost:

Annual O&M:

Present-worth cost:

March 29, 2007

Construction of caps over the landfilled areas;
excava t i on of contaminated sediments ;
construction of grotrndwater/leachate collection
trenches; consolidation of the excavated sediments
and the soils and wastes on the landfill areas;
lining drainage ditches; engineered drainage
cont ro ls ; fencing; inst i tut ional contro ls ;
maintenance of the caps and groundwater/leachate
collection trenches; on-Site treatment of the
collected leachate/groundwater (contingency
remedy of on-Site pretreatment and discharge of
pretreated leachate/groundwater to METRO facility
for treatment is authorized, if approved prior to
finalization of the Remedial Design Work Plan);
and long-term monitoring.

$18,436,000

$408,700 annually (7% discount rate for 30 years)

$23.5 Million

Lead Agency NYSDEC

Primary Contact: David Tromp, Remedial Project Manager, (518)
402-9786

Secondary Contact: Michael Komoroske, Section Chief, (518) 402-9814
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Support Agency EPA

Primary Contact: Robert Nunes, Remedial Project Manager, (212)
637-4254

Secondary Contact: Joel Singerman, Section Chief, (212) 637-4258

Main PRPs Town of Salina, NY

Waste

Waste type: Volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic
compounds, PCBs, and heavy metals

Waste origin: . Disposal of hazardous wastes that include paint
sludge, paint thinner, PCB-contaminated wastes,
and contaminated sediment dredged from Ley
Creek,

Contaminated media: Groundwater, soil, and sediments
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DECISION SUMMARY

Town of Salina Landfill Site
Sub-Site of the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site
Town of Salina, Onondaga County, New York

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
and

United States Environmental Protection Agency

March 2007
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SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

In 1994, Onondaga Lake, its tributaries and the upland hazardous
substance sites which were found to be releasing or threatening to
release contamination to the Lake was added to the EPA's Superfund
National Priorities List (NPL). The Town of Salina Landfill4 is contributing
such contamination and, therefore, is considered a "Sub-Site" of the
Onondaga Lake NPL site. *

The Town of Salina Landfill site, approximately 55 acres in size, is
located in the Town of Salina, Onondaga County, New York. It is
designated a Class 2 Inactive Hazardous Disposal Waste Site by NYSDEC
(New York Registry No. 7-34-036). The Site is bounded by the New York
State Thruway to the north and by Route 11 (Wolf Street) to the east. An
Onondaga County Resource Recovery Agency Transfer Station is located
immediately to the west of the landfill. Ley Creek, a Class B stream, runs
through the approximate eastern half of the Site and along the southern
border of the approximate western half of the Site. The eastern half of
the Site is bounded to the south by the banks of a separate tributary,
known as the Old Ley Creek Channel (OLCC). A portion of Ley Creek was
moved in the early 1970s to its current location. Landfifled materials have
been identified in both north of Ley Creek and south of Ley Creek in the
land area located between the current Ley Creek and the OLCC, (i.e.,'
north and south of Ley Creek)5. (See Figure 1.)

The sediments, surface waters and banks of Ley Creek under and
downstream of the Route 11 bridge, as well as the sediments, surface
waters, and banks of the OLCC are collectively a separate Class 2 New
York State inactive hazardous waste disposal site known as the "Old Ley
Creek Channel Site" (Site Number 734074). Further investigation of the
Old Ley Creek Channel site is necessary.

Access to the Site has historically been gained from Route 11. Until
March 2000, trespassers could enter the Site on foot or by vehicle.
Although one entrance to the Site has a locked gate, it was possible to
walk or drive around the gate on another dirt road. Once on the Site,
several well-worn paths provide vehicle access to most of the Site.
Recently, the Town has attempted to limit access to the Site by placing
barriers across the dirt access road. It has also placed signs indicating
that no dumping is allowed on-Site.

4 Superfund Site Identification Number: NYD986913580.

5 The landfills are unlined.

09-50026-reg Doc 11030 Filed 10/12/11 Entered 10/12/11 12:24:31 Main Document   Pg 47 of
 108




A 48-inch abandoned sewer line runs across the Site. A 48-inch
corrugated metal pipe (CMP) culvert is locate;d in the eastern part of the
Site, and drainage ditches are located along the western, northern, and
eastern borders of the Site (see Figure 1). Storrn1 water from the Site
drains to Ley Creek via the drainage ditches and the culvert.

The land containing the Site is currently owned by five parties. The Town
of Salina owns 29 acres of the Site, comprising approximately the western
half of the Site. The eastern part of the Site (frofa the Town's property
line to west of Route 11) is privately owned. East Plaza, Inc. owns the
portion of the Site located between the current Ley Creek and old Ley
Creek. Onondaga County owns a strip of land trehding east-west across
the Site. Niagara Mohawk owns a strip of land trending east-west across
the Site. The Onondaga County Resource Recovery Agency owns the
property immediately west of the Site.

The Salina Landfill is located within an area zoned as an Industrial
District. Land located immediately to the south and to the west of the Site
is also zoned as an Industrial District. The land directly east of the Site,
on the opposite side of Wolf Street, is zoned both as a Highway
Commercial District and a One-Family Residential District. The land
located to the north of the Site, on the opposite side of the New York
State Thruway, is zoned as Open-land District, Planned Commercial
District, and One-Family Residential District. Based on the Code of the
Town of Salina, land within each zoning district has specific intended
uses.

The Town is considering other options to the current industrial zoning of
the landfill property. These may include use of the property for passive
recreational purposes (park, walking trails, etc.). There is also the
potential for commercial development at and around the vicinity of the
landfill. Any written proposals submitted to NYSDEC for the future use of
the Site will be considered for incorporation into the remedial plans, as
appropriate.

The area is served by municipal water.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The Town of Salina could not produce records indicating the actual date
the Salina Landfill opened. However, in 1962, the Town Board closed the
dump known as the "Mattydale Dump" pursuant to a court action. The
Mattydale Dump was located in the vicinity of the current town garage off
of Factory Avenue, approximately % mile to the east of the Site. With the
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closure of the Mattydale Dump, it is believed that the Town proceeded to
work with a Site property owner (East Plaza, Inc.) to start landfill
operations at the current location of the Town of Salina Landfill. In the
same year, the Town adopted a garbage collection ordinance to regulate
the collection of solid waste within the boundaries of the Town and to
promote the public health, safety and welfare of the residents.

The Town of Salina established residential refuse districts as early as
1941. As such, the Town Board would solicit bids from independent
haulers and enter into a contract each year. Licensing procedures were
adopted to monitor the disposal of waste and permits were issued to
haulers doing business in the Town. In 1970, periodic checks on the
landfill indicated that in addition to waste generated within the Town,
additional tonnage was coming from outside areas. The Highway
Superintendent reported that the Landfill was reaching capacity and
suggested that the boundaries be expanded up to Route 81 or additional
property be purchased.

During the period the landfill was open, in addition to accepting municipal
solid waste, the landfill also accepted hazardous wastes including paint
sludge, paint thinner, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-contaminated
wastes, and contaminated sediment dredged from Ley Creek.

In 1971, several complaints were made by the New York State Thruway
Authority because refuse was being left uncovered and debris was
blowing onto the Thruway. The Thruway Authority requested that the
Town cover the landfill. Due to the capacity problems, the Town Board
started looking into other solid waste disposal options, such as
purchasing additional property to start another landfill/building an
incinerator, or using a shredding plant which was being constructed by the
City of Syracuse.

Between 1971 and 1974, landfill operations continued with little or no
control over the refuse haulers that were dumping in the landfill. Town
records indicate that the trucks with permit stickers were on the "honor
system" and were not checked for source or quantity of refuse and that
only town residents that brought their own refuse to the Landfill Were
checked. Reaching its capacity, the landfill was officially closed
sometime in late 1974 or early 1975, pursuant to an order by NYSDEC.

In 1976, landfill cover specifications were issued by NYSDEC for dirt fill
and grading of the Site. However, litigation proceedings commenced
between the Town of Salina and the property owner East Plaza, Inc. In
1981, the Town purchased the western portion of the Site (approximately
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29 acres) from East Plaza, Inc. Once again, landfill cover specifications
were issued for the Site by the NYSDEC in July 1981.

In September 1981, the Town awarded a contract to cover the landfill with
a two-foot clay-type soil. Once the soil was placed, the area was
hydroseeded to establish a vegetative cover. This project was completed
in November 1982. There were no further remedial activities undertaken
at the Site thereafter to the present time.

Since that time, a number of investigations have been performed at the
Town of Salina Landfill. The investigations have largely been focused on
gathering only enough data to determine whether the landfill was a threat
to human health and to the environment.

In 1986, NYSDEC and the! Onondaga County Department of Health
collected three soil samples adjacent to the north bank of Ley Creek along
the landfill and four surface water samples from the same stretch of Ley
Creek and drainage ditches north and east of the landfill. PCBs were not
detected in the water samples, but were detected in the soil samples
collected adjacent to Ley Creek.

In 1987, NUS Corporation (on behalf of EPA) collected five soil samples
from the main fill area north of Ley Creek and three surface water and
sediment samples were collected from Ley Creek as follows - one surface
water and one sediment sample were collected from an upstream location
in Ley Creek (west of Route 11), one surface water and one sediment
sample were collected alongside the landfill (in the drainage swale in the
northeast section of the landfill), and one surface water and one sediment
sample were collected from just downstream of the landfill in Ley Creek.
The soil samples contained polyaromatic hydrocarbon compounds (PAHs),
metals, volatile organic cornpounds (VOCs) and pesticides in low levels,
but no PCBs. The surface water and sediment samples collected
downstream from the landfill did not contain higher concentrations of
contaminants than the samples collected upstream from the landfill.

In 1987, Atlantic Testing (on behalf of NYSDEC) attempted to install three
groundwater monitoring wells on-Site. Only one well was completed, as
drilling for the other two wells encountered wastes in the form of black oil
and petroleum-saturated soil in two boreholes. The soils in these borings
contained PCBs, low levels of semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs)
and dibenzofuran and elevated levels of cadmium, chromium, nickel and
zinc. One upgradient monitoring well was installed. The groundwater
from this well contained low levels of VOCs and SVOCs, high iron and
manganese, but no PCBs.
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In 1989, a bioaccumulation study conducted by O'Brien j& Gere Co. (on
behalf of General Motors Corporation) on fish caught in Ley Creek showed
that the fish contained up to 6.8 mg/kg PCBs.

In 1991, during an inspection of the landfill by Ecology and Environment
(on behalf of NYSDEC), a leachate outbreak was observed along the
northern bank of Ley Creek downgradient of an area within the
southwestern corner of the landfill.

In 1994, Ecology and Environment completed a Preliminary Site
Assessment (on behalf of NYSDEC). This investigation included the
collection of 10 surface water and sediment samples from locations in Ley
Creek alongside the landfill, (including one upstream of the landfill) and
in the adjacent drainage ditches situated to the north and west of the
landfill within the Site. Additionally, five surface soil samples were
collected on or around the landfilled area, and three leachate samples
were collected from the north bank of Ley Creek (two along the
southwestern corner of the landfill, and one near the power lines that pass
over Ley Creek). The results indicated low levels of VOCs and SVOCs in
the surface water (but no PCBs were detected). PCBs, pesticides, VOCs,
and SVOCs were detected in the sediment samples, soil samples, and
leachate samples.

In 1994, EPA designated Onondaga Lake, its tributaries, and the upland
areas which have contributed or are contributing hazardous $ubstance to
the lake (subsites) as a Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) site. In
1997, NYSDEC and EPA jointly notified the Town that the Salina Landfill
was a subsite of the Onondaga Lake NPL Site due to releases or the
threat of releases of hazardous substance, pollutants or contaminants
into the environment.

In 1996, Ecology- and Environment prepared a Preliminary Site
Assessment Addendum (on behalf of NYSDEC). This supplemental
investigation was conducted to provide further information on potential
groundwater contamination at the landfill. Five new monitoring wells were
installed, developed and sampled in the landfilled area north of Ley
Creek. The groundwater from most wells contained low levels of VOCs
and SVOCs. A PCB compound was detected in one well at a low
concentration. One of the downgradient wells (MW-4) (see Figure 2)
contained almost no organic compounds; but did show elevated levels of
a number of metals. Two surface water and sediment samples collected
by NYSDEC from drainage ditches on-Site indicated PCBs were present
in the sediment, but were absent from the surface water.
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In 1996, NYSDEC designated the Town of Salina Landfill as a Class 2
Inactive Hazardous Waste Site. This designation means that NYSDEC
considers the Site a significant threat to human health and/or the
environment, which requires remedial action. This Site was designated
a subsitfe to the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site in June 1997 by NYSDEC
and EPA, due to the fact that Site contaminants had migrated to Ley
Creek, which flows into the lake.

In 1997, representatives from NYSDEC collected three sediment samples
from t^e OLCC. The results of that sampling show that detectable
concentrations of VOCs, SVOCs, and PCBs are present in Old Ley Creek
Channel.

The portion of Ley Creek adjacent to the landfill is not part of the Site due
to the presence of upstream sources of contamination that need to be
addressed. Upstream contaminated surface water and sediments in Ley
Creek are currently being investigated under an RI/FS for the General
Motors Former Inland Fisher Guide Facility and Ley Creek Deferred Media
subsite of the Onondaga Lake site. As is stated in the "Site Description"
section above, the sediments, surface waters and banks of Ley Creek
under and downstream of the Route 11 Bridge as well as the sediments,
surface waters and banks of the OLCC are collectively being addressed
as the "Old Ley Creek Channel Site," which is a separate Class 2 New
York State inactive hazardous waste disposal site (Site Number 734074)

On pctober 29, 1997, the Town of Salina entered into an Order on
Consent with the NYSDEC to perform the RI/FS, remedial design, and
remedial action for the Site. On November 17, 1997, the Town also
entered into a State Assistance Contract under the 1986 Environmental
Quality Bond Act of New York State. This contract stated that the Town
would be reimbursed 75% of the eligible costs during the RI/FS. This
contract may be amended for the remedial design and remedial action
costs.

The Rl started on June 29, 1998. Two phases of sampling occurred over
two summers. An Rl report was submitted to NYSDEC by the Town,
through its consultants, in May 2000. The report was reviewed by the
EPA and NYSDEC, and then revised by the Town's consultants. The Rl
Report was approved in March 2001. The Town submitted a Draft FS
Report in January 2001. The report was reviewed by the EPA and
NYSDEC, and then revised by the Town's consultants. The FS Report
was approved in May 2002.

09-50026-reg Doc 11030 Filed 10/12/11 Entered 10/12/11 12:24:31 Main Document   Pg 52 of
 108




In January 2003, NYSDEC and EPA released a Proposed Plan describing
the remedial alternatives considered for the Sjte and identifying the
preferred remedy with the rationale for the preference. The primary
elements of the preferred remedy included constructing impermeable caps
over the landfill areas north and south of Ley Creek, constructing
groundwater/leachate collection trenches north and south of Ley Creek,
and pumping the collected groundwater/feachate to the Metropolitan
Syracuse Wastewater Treatment Plant (METRO) for treatment.

Comments received during the public comment period indicated that
Onondaga County has a policy not to accept wastewater from inactive
hazardous waste sites for treatment at MJETRO. The Town of Salina and
the County participated in extended negotiations for an agreement to
allow the landfill's groundwater/leachate to be treated at METRO (with or
without pretreatment). No agreement w$s reached. Therefore, two on-
Site groundwater/leachate treatment alternatives were evaluated in a
September 2006 Addendum to the May 2002 Town of Salina Landfill
Feasibility Study Report (hereinafter "FS Addendum"). A revised
Proposed Plan was released to the public for comment in December 2006.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The Rl report, FS report, FS Addendum, and Proposed Plans for the Site
were made available to the public in both the Administrative Record and
information repositories maintained at NYSDEC's Albany and Syracuse
offices; Salina Town Hall, 201 School Road, Liverpool, New York; Salina
Free Library, 100 Belmont Street, Syracuse, New York; Onondaga County
Public Library, Syracuse Branch at the Galleries, 447 South Salina Street,
Syracuse New York; and the Atlantic States Legal Foundation, 658 West
Onondaga Street, Syracuse, New York. In January 2003, fact sheets were
sent to over 240 addressees on the Site mailing list, articles appeared in
the local newspapers, and selected mailings of the Proposed Plan were
made to local officials and interested parties. A public meeting was held
at the Salina Town Hall on January 28, 2003. The public comment period
was to have ended on February 12, 2003; however, it was extended to
March 14, 2003 at the request of the public.

In December 2006, fact Sheets were sent to over 450 addressees on the
Site mailing list, articles appeared in the local newspapers, and selected
mailings of the revised Proposed Plan were made to local officials and
interested parties. The mailing list includes local citizens, businesses,
local, state and federal governmental agencies, media, and environmental
organizations. A notice of availability of the above-referenced documents
was published in the Post Standard on December 30, 2006.
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A public meeting was held at the Salina Town Hall, on January 30, 2007.
The meeting included presentations by NYSDEC and New York State
Department of Health (NYSDOH) officials on the results of the RI/FS and
discussions of the preferred remedy. The meeting provided an
opportunity for the public to ask questions, discuss their concerns, and
provide comment on the Proposed Plan. Approximately 40 people
attended the meeting. The public comrrtent period ended February 12,
2007.

The fact sheets, public notices, Proposed Plans, and responses to the
comments received at the public meetings and in writing during the public
comment periods are included in the Responsiveness Summary (see
AppendixV).

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP), 40 CFR Section 300.5, defines an operable unit as a discrete
action that comprises an incremental step toward comprehensively
addressing site problems. This discrete portion of a remedial response
manages migration, or 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. Operable units may address
geographical portions of a site, specific site problems, or initial phases
of an action, or may consist of any set of actions performed over time or
any actions that are concurrent but located in different parts of a site.

NYSDEC and EPA have currently organized the work for the Onondaga
Lake NPL Site into eight Sub-Sites. These Sub-Sites are also considered
to be operable units of the NPL Site by EPA.

NYSDEC has already selected a remedy for the Ley Creek Dredgings
Sub-Site in a Record of Decision (ROD) concurred on by EPA on February
9, 1998. Construction of the remedy for the Ley Creek Dredgings
Sub-Site (excavation of PCB-contaminated soils, on-site disposal under
a cap, and off-site treatment/disposal) was completed in August 2001.

On September 29, 2000, a ROD, with EPA concurrence, was signed by
New York State for the LCP Bridge Street Sub-Site. The selected remedy
includes a combination of excavation and on- and off-site
treatment/disposal of contaminated soils and sediments, and the
construction of a cap, subsurface barrierwall, and groundwater extraction
and treatment system. New York State has negotiated a Consent Order
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with the potentially responsible party (PRP) for the performance of the
design and construction of the selected remedy. The Consent Order was
signed on March 21, 2002. Accelerated remedial activities, including
excavation and off-site disposal of soil from two parcels contaminated
with PCBs, the excavation of approximately 4,000 cy of mercury
contaminated soil, and the commencement of soil washing of the
excavated mercury contaminated soil, were conducted in 2003 and 2004.
The Final Design was approved by NYSDEC in September 2004. AH
remedial activities, except for the placement of the final cap and
restoration of the stream and on-site wetlands, were completed in 2006.
A second operable of the LCP Bridge street Sub-Site addresses a distinct
groundwater contamination plume associated with the former hydrogen
peroxide plant which was located north of the West Flume and the subsite.
This groundwater plume is characterized by xylene, a hazardous
substance associated with the production of hydrogen peroxide. An RI/FS
for the second operable unit is currently underway.

On March 28, 200^, a ROD was issued by NYSDEC and EPA for the Semet
Residue Ponds Siib-Site. The selected remedy includes removing the
pond residue for recycling the material into RT-12 (a component of
driveway sealer) ^nd containing the groundwater to prevent its migration
into Tributary 5A and Onondaga Lake, After the remedy was selected, the
PRP indicated that the selected remedy may no longer be feasible
because of changes in market conditions. Under a Consent Order
between NYSDEC and the PRP, a focused FS to evaluate other remedial
alternatives was completed in July 2006. NYSDEC and EPA are currently
evaluating the options presented in the focused FS report.

A ROD selecting a remedy for the Lake Bottom subsite was issued by
NYSDEC and EPA on July 1, 2005. The selected remedy includes
dredging an estimated 2.65 million cubic yards of contaminated sediments
and isolation capping of an estimated 425 acres in the littoral zone (water
depths ranging from 0 to 30 feet), thin layer capping of an estimated 154
acres, an oxygenation pilot study (of the water near the lake bottom)
which will be followed by full-scale oxygenation if supported by the pilot
study, and monitored natural recovery in the profundal zone (water depths
exceeding 30 feet). It is anticipated that the most highly contaminated
materials would be treated and/or disposed of off-site. The balance of the
dredged sediment would be placed in a Sediment Consolidation Area
(SCA). Wastewater generated by the dredging/sediment handling
processes as a result of dewatering of the sediments at the SCA would be
treated prior to being discharged back to the lake. An Explanation of
Significant Differences which describes a change to a portion of the
remedy required by the ROD in the southwest portion of the lake was
issued by NYSDEC and EPA on December 14, 2006. The change was
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necessary to ensure the stability of the adjacent causeway and the
adjacent area which includes a portion of 1-690, and was supported by
recent, more extensive sampling of the area which indicates that the pure
chemical contamination is significantly less extensive than estimated in
the ROD. A Consent Decree related to the performance of the design and
construction of the remedy by Honeywell under New York State oversight
was entered on January 4, 2007. Pre-design related activities are
currently underway.

RI/FSs are currently underway at the following Onondaga Lake NPL Sub-
Sites: GM Former Inland Fisher Guide and Ley Creek Deferred Media;
Wastebed B/Harbor Brook; and Willis Avenue. These RI/FSs are expected
to be completed within the next few years. In addition, Interim Remedial
Measure (IRMs) have been or are being conducted at the GM Former
Inland Fisher Guide and Ley Creek Deferred Media, LCP Bridge Street,
Semet Residue Ponds, Waste Bed B/Harbor Brook, and Willis Avenue
Sub-Sites.

The primary objectives of this action are to prevent direct contact (human
and wildlife) with the landfill waste, minimize the migration of Site-related
contaminants, and minimize any current and potential future health and
environmental impacts.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The purpose of the Rl, conducted from 1998 to 2000, was to determine the
nature and extent of the contamination at and emanating from the Site.
The results of the Rl are summarized below and in Table 1.

Groundwater

Groundwater underlying the Site is found in two water-bearing units. The
uppermost water-bearing unit is unconfined. The water table ranges from
four to 22 feet below grade and is present either within the waste or in the
uppermost sand unit. (See Figure 5.) The lower water-bearing unit is
under confined conditions and is present in the lower sand unit, above the
till. In fact, the conditions are such that one groundwater monitoring well,
screened in the lower sand unit, was:a free-flowing artesian well.

Groundwater samples were collected from a total of seventeen permanent
monitoring wells on-Site, including fourteen shallow wells, and three deep
wells. (See Figure 2.)

10
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The groundwater that appears to be most heavily impacted is located in
the shallow aquifer in the southeast portion of the main tandfilled area
north of Ley Creek. Monitoring well MW-10 (see Figure 2) is the most
heavily contaminated, with elevated concentrations relative to NYSDEC
standards or guidance values of benzene (29 micrograms per liter lpg/l];
the groundwater standard is 1 pg/l), toluene (92,774 pg/l; the groundwater
standard is 5 pg/l), ethylbenzene (3,100 pg/l; the groundwater standard
is 5 pg/l), and xylenes (17,900 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 5 pg/l),
as well as elevated concentrations of chlorinated solvents, such as
trichloroethene (11,138 ug/l; the groundwater standard is 5 ug/l), 1,2-
dichloroethene {3,100 ug/l; the groundwater standard is 5 ug/l), 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (2,822 ug/l; the groundwater standard is 5 pg/l),
tetrachloroethane (75 ug/l; the groundwater standard is 5 ug/l), and vinyl
chloride (1,059 pg/l; the groundwater standard is.2 pg/l). Other wells in
the southeastern vicinity of MW-10, including MW-6, MW-7, MW-8 and
MW-9, contained a number of volatile organic compounds that exceed
water quality standards or guidance values.

Four monitoring wells (MW-8, MW-9, MW-10 and MW-15) contained semi-
volatile organiccompounds that exceeded standards, 1,2-dichlorobenzene
(5 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 3 pg/l), 1,4-dichlorobenzene (10 ug/l;
the groundwater standard is 3 pg/l), bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (17 pg/l;

.the groundwater standard is 5 ug/l), and naphthalene (36 pg/l; the
groundwater guidance value is 10 pg/l). The groundwater in four
monitoring wells (MW-7, MW-10, MW-12and MW-15) also contained a few
pesticides, BHC-alpha (0.011 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 0.01 pg/l)
and endrin (0.014 pg/l; the groundwater standard is "non-detect").

PCBs (Aroclor 1248) were detected in six monitoring wells (MW-1, MW-5,
MW-6, MW-8, MW-9 and MW-15) in excess of water quality standards or
guidance values (maximum concentration of 1.6 pg/l; the groundwater
standard is 0.09 pg/l).

The metals that exceed groundwater standards, the maximum detections,
and the applicable groundwater standards include arsenic (73.6 pg/l; the
groundwater standard is 25 pg/l), aluminum (32,444 pg/l; the groundwater
standard is 2,000 pg/l), cadmium (34 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 5
pg/l), chromium (309 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 50 pg/l), iron
(56,000 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 300 pg/l), magnesium (129,160
pg/l; the groundwater standard is 35,000 pg/l), manganese (7,633 pg/l;
the groundwater standard is 300 pg/l) and sodium (1,256,700 pg/l; the
groundwater standard is 20,000 pg/l). In general, the highest
concentrations of iron, magnesium, and manganese are present in the
wells with the highest turbidity. It should be noted that the sodium and
chloride concentrations are particularly elevated in well MW-5D. These
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parameters, as well as elevated concentrations of total dissolved solids
and specific conductance, may indicate that the groundwater is slightly
brackish.

Review of the leachate indicator data from the monitoring wells indicates
that most of the shallow wells have been impacted by the landfill. The
ratio of alkalinity to sulfate can be used to show leachate impacts and the
majority of the shallow wells show high alkalinity/sulfate ratios.
Alternatively, the deep wells have a low alkalinity/sulfate ratio, indicating
that they have not been impacted by leachate. This evaluation is
supported by the presence of elevated levels of nitrogen compounds
(ammonia and Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen [TKN]) and total organic carbon
(TOC) in the shallow wells, but absence or low concentrations of these
compounds in the deep wells. The groundwater in the confined aquifer
was almost entirely free of organic compounds. The only exception was
upgradient well MW-OD, which contained 2 ug/l of butyl benzyl phthalate
(the groundwater guidance value is 50 ug/l). The stratigraphical
information and information on contaminant distribution within monitoring
wells MW-12 and MW-12D indicate that the two aquifers are not
interconnected.

Water samples were also collected from seven temporary wells that were
installed in the water table aquifer along the northern bank of Ley Creek.
The wells were installed to help define groundwater flow direction and to
aid in the understanding of the interconnection between groundwater and
surface water. Three of the seven wells were installed immediately
upgradient of active leachate seeps. The results show high
alkalinity/sulfate ratios and elevated concentrations of ammonia, TKN,
and TOC. These results would appear to confirm that groundwater
immediately adjacent to Ley Creek is impacted by landfill leachate.

Leachate

Three leachate samples were collected from the northern bank of Ley
Creek (see Figure 3). The organic compounds that exceeded Class GA
groundwater standards, the maximum detections, and the applicable
groundwater standards included benzene (4 ug/l; the groundwater
standard is 1 ug/l), chlorobenzene (22 ug/l; the groundwater standard is
5 ug/l), and Aroclor 1248 (1.0 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 0.09 ug/l).
The metals that exceeded groundwater standards, the maximum
detections, and the applicable groundwater standards included aluminum
(12,131 ug/l; the groundwater standard is 2,000 ug/l), barium (1,502 ug/l;
the groundwater standard is 1,000 ug/l), chromium (126 ug/l; the
groundwater standard is 50 ug/l), iron (156,090 ug/l;-the groundwater
standard is 300 ug/l), lead (199 ug/l; the groundwater standard is 25 ug/l),
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magnesium (69,371 pg/i; the groundwater standard is 35,000 pg/l),
manganese (1,001 pg/l; the groundwater standard is 300 pg/l), and
sodium (190,190 ug/l; the groundwater standard is 20,000 pg/l).

Surface Water

Surface water samples were collected from six locations (see Figure 3).
Organic compounds were detected in 2 of the samples. The parameters
that were detected, the maximum concentrations, and the applicable water
quality standards or guidance values were benzo(k)fluoranthene (10 ug/l;
the water quality guidance value is 0.002 |jg/l) and Aroclor 1248 (0.14
|jg/l; the water quality standard is 1x10~6 ug/l). Although there appear to
be upstream sources of Aroclor 1248, the Site may be a potential source
since it was detected in samples collected in Ley Creek alongside the
landfill.

The parameters that were detected, the maximum concentrations, and the
applicable water quality standards for the metals that exceeded water
quality standards for Class B waters were aluminum (238 ug/l; the water
quality standard is 100 pg/l) and iron (702 pg/l; the water quality standard
is 300 pg/l). These compounds were found in all of the samples. Both
metals showed a trend of increasing concentrations with increasing
distance downstream. The increase in concentration of the metals
between the 48-inch storm water discharge pipe and the drainage ditch
along the western border of the landfill indicates that groundwater flowing
into the landfill and through the Site that seeps into Ley Creek impacts
stream water quality. Cyanide was detected in three of the six samples
in excess of the standards or guidance values for Class B waters (13.6
pg/l, 13.6 pg/l, and 18.6 pg/l; the standard is 5.2 pg/l). The analytical
results for surface water are summarized in Table 1.

Sediment

At each surface water sample location, two sediment depths were
targeted for collection—one from 0-6 inches below the sediment/water
interface and a second from 6-12 inches below the interface. A sediment
sample was selected upstream of the Site in Ley Creek (see Figures 3
and 4). With regard to VOCs, most of the sediment samples contained
acetone (0.014 milligrams per kilogram [mg/kg] to 0.078 mg/kg) and three
samples contained methylene chloride 0.003 mg/kg, 0.004 mg/kg, and
0.007 mg/kg). All of the Ley Creek samples contained numerous SVOCs
in excess of New York State sediment criteria. The predominant SVOCs
present in the sediments were PAHs. The PAHs detected above sediment
criteria with their maximum concentrations were anthracene (2.55 mg/kg;
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the Site-specific sediment criterion6 is 0.23 mg/kg), benzo(a)anthracene
(9.1 mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment criteria is 0.0028 mg/kg),
benzo(a)pyrene (7.45 mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment criterion is 0.0028
mg/kg), benzo(b)fluoranthene (11.7 mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment
criterion is 0.0028 mg/kg), benzo(k)fluoranthene (2.200 mg/kg; the Site-
specific sediment criterion is 0.0028 mg/kg), chrysene (10.15 mg/kg; the
Site-specific sediment criterion is 0.0028 mg/kg), fluoranthrene (19.15
mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment criterion is 2.195 mg/kg), fluorene (4.1
mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment criterion is 0.017 mg/kg), indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene (3.2 mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment criterion is 0.0028
mg/kg), phenanthrene (9.5 mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment criterion is
0.258 mg/kg), and pyrene (23.7 mg/kg; the Site-specific sediment
criterion is 2.068 mg/kg). In most cases, the uppermost sample was 1.5
to two times higher in concentration compared to the deeper sample, with
one location as the exception.

There were no pesticides detected in the sediments. PCBs (Aroclors 1248
and 1260) were detected in every sample in high concentrations (ranging
from 3.6 mg/kg to 81 mg/kg), with the exception of the sediment samples
collected from the drainage ditch paralleling the New York State Thruway
where PCBs were not detected. The Site-specific sediment screening
criterion for PCBs is 0.0000017 mg/kg. The upstream sample location had
PCB concentrations of 51.3 mg/kg and 49.7 mg/kg (shallow and deep,
respectively). This upstream Ley Creek sample indicates that PCBs
emanate from an upstream source. Ley Creek, and its PCB contamination
will be addressed as part of the Old Ley Creek Channel Site.

A number of metals, including arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, nickel,
silver, and zinc, were present in the sediments in excess of sediment
criteria in virtually all samples except the sediment samples collected
from the drainage ditch paralleling the New York State Thruway. The
metals that were detected, the maximum detections, and the associated
sediment criteria are manganese (1,133 mg/kg; the sediment criterion is
460 mg/kg), arsenic (25.7 mg/kg; the sediment criterion is 6.0 mg/kg),
cadmium (83.7 mg/kg; the sediment criterion is 0.6 mg/kg), chromium
(1,767 mg/kg; the sediment criterion is 26.0 mg/kg), nickel (363 mg/kg;
the sediment criterion is 16.0 mg/kg), silver (8.7 mg/kg; the sediment
criterion is 1.0 mg/kg), and zinc (1,185 mg/kg; the sediment criterion is
120.0 mg/kg). The concentrations for chromium and zinc in the

NYSDEC's sediment screening values are specified in its Division of Fish and Wildlife,
Division of Marine Resources, Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments,
November 1999. The sediment screening values for the organics have been corrected for
the average organic carbon content for the Site, which makes them site-specific.
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downgradient samples were significantly higher than upstream
concentrations, indicating that the contamination in the landfill could be
contributing to the contamination of the sediments in Ley Creek. The
analytical data for sediment are summarized in Table 1

Data from previous investigations at the landfill show PCBs and metals
above sediment criteria in the drainage ditch west of the landfill which is
located in a wetland. Cadmium concentrations ranged from not detected
to 7.2 mg/kg; the criterion is 0.6 mg/kg. Lead concentrations ranged from
not detected to 151 mg/kg; the criterion is 31 mg/kg.

Soil

The uppermost soils encountered over most of the Site consist of silt and
clay and represent the soil cover placed over the waste in 1982. This
uppermost layer is approximately 2 feet thick. The soil cover overlies
landfilled waste. The waste is thickest on the western portion of the Site
and thins to the east. Across the western portion of the landfill, the waste
overlies a layer of clay varying in thickness from six to 40 feet. A
discontinuous layer of sand appears between the waste and clay layer
along the southern and eastern portions of the Site. A silt and sand unit
up to 20 feet thick underlies this clay layer over most of the Site. This silt
and sand unit overlies a sand unit up to 25-feet thick that appears to dip
slightly to the west. A dense glacial till is present beneath the sand unit.
The landfill appears to lie in a trough, as the till is found within 10 feet of
the surface on the south side of Ley Creek, but is approximately 60 feet
below grade in boring B-11 (see Figure 5).

The guidance used for the evaluation of contaminant concentrations in
soil are the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation,
Division's January 24, 1994 Technical and Administrative Guidance
Memorandum 4046: Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and
Cleanup Levels (TAGM) objectives.

• Surface Soil

Twenty-nine surface soil samples were collected on and around the Site.
Methylene chloride was the only VOC detected, but at 0.001 mg/kg, it
was not above the TAGM objective of 0.1 mg/kg. As with the sediments,
the predominant SVOCs were PAHs, and these compounds were detected
in every sample. The concentrations of SVOCs are depicted in Figure 6.
The PAHs that were detected above standards with their maximum
concentrations were: benzo(a)anthracene (8.3 mg/kg; the TAGM objective
is 0.224 mg/kg), benzo(a)pyrene (5.2 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.061
mg/kg), benzo(b)fluoranthene (13.9 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 1.1
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mg/kg), benzo(k)fluoranthene (3.7 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 1.1
mg/kg), chrysene (8.3 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.4 mg/kg),
dibenz(a,h)anthracene (0.96 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.014 mg/kg),
and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (3.9 mg/kg; the TAGM objective ii 3.2 mg/kg).
The highest concentrations of PAHs were detected in the samples
collected over most of the landfill surface north of Ley Creek. A number
of pesticides were detected in three samples, but none were in excess of
the TAGM objectives, Aroclor 1248 was detected in two surface soil
samples (0.22 mg/kg and 8.4 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 1 mg/kg at the
surface, 10 mg/kg in the subsurface), which are both located on the parcel
between OLCC and Ley Creek. Aroclor 1248 was detected jn one surface
soil sample at a concentration of 8.4 mg/kg, which exceeds the TAGM
objective of 1 mg/kg for surface soils. The sample was collected from the
parcel between OLCC and Ley Creek.

Evaluation of the metals data shows that almost all metals concentrations
exceeded TAGM objectives in every sample. In many cases, the metals
concentrations in the samples collected on top of the landfill were present
in concentrations only slightly above background. The notable exception
was sample SS-16 which had a copper concentration 47 times the
background level, a zinc concentration 32 times the background level, a
chromium concentration seven times the background level, and a nickel
concentration five times the background level. Also, one sample had a
mercury concentration 103 times the TAGM objective and sample SS-15
had a lead concentration 65 times the background. The metals detected
above standards with their maximum concentrations and background
levels were: aluminum (13,000 mg/kg; background is 10,475 mg/kg),
arsenic (7 mg/kg; background is 1.1 mg/kg), barium (530 mg/kg;
background is 61.85 mg/kg), cadmium (17.3 mg/kg; background is 1
mg/kg), calcium (119,000 mg/kg; background is 10,845 mg/kg), chromium
(116 mg/kg; background is 10 mg/kg), cobalt (17 mg/kg; background is
8.55 mg/kg), copper (860 mg/kg; background is 18.45 mg/kg), iron (19,800
mg/kg; background is 2,000 mg/kg), lead (1,163 mg/kg; background is
18.75 mg/kg), magnesium (20,200 mg/kg; background is 6,580 mg/kg),
manganese (557 mg/kg; background is 492 mg/kg), mercury (2.6 mg/kg;
background is 0.1 mg/kg), nickel (70 mg/kg; background is 13 mg/kg),
potassium (2,872 mg/kg; background is 903.5 mg/kg), selenium (23
mg/kg; background is 2 mg/kg), silver (8 mg/kg; background is 2 mg/kg),
sodium (875 mg/kg; background is 108.25 mg/kg), thallium (3.6 mg/kg;
background is 1.1 mg/kg), vanadium (22 mg/kg; background is 21.15
mg/kg), and zinc (1,733 mg/kg; background is 20 mg/kg). The analytical
data for soil are summarized in Table 1.
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* Subsurface Soil

Eight subsurface soil samples were collected from test pits during the
waste area investigation. The sample from one test pit was collected from
a black oily sludge with a strong petroleum odor. The samples from four
test pits were collected near this test pit in an attempt to determine the
extent of the black oily sludge. One sample was collected from a very
compact yellow sandy material, with no odor. Another sample was
collected from a dark stained soil, near where the original sanitary sewer
line connected to the current sewer line. The samples from other test pits
were collected from soils in contact with the original sanitary sewer line
that crossed the Site. The analytical data for soil collected from test pits
are summarized in Table 1.

A number of VOCs were detected in the subsurface soil samples. In
particular, one sample had 0.377 mg/kg of 1,1-dichloroethane (the TAGM
objective is 0.200 mg/kg) and 0.766 mg/kg of 1,2-dichloroethene (total)
(the TAGM objective is 0.300 mg/kg). One sample contained a relatively
high concentration of total xylenes (45.362 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is
1.200 mg/kg) and toluene (147.949 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 1.500
mg/kg). Other soil samples contained 2-butanone (maximum
concentration of 0.420 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.300 mg/kg) and
acetone (maximum concentration of 1.600 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is
0.200 mg/kg). As with the surface soil samples, the subsurface soil
samples all contained PAHs as the predominant subclass of SVOCs
present in excess of TAGM objectives. The PAHs detected above TAGM
objectives with their maximum concentrations and the TAGM objectives
were: benzo(a)anthracene (16.000 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.224
mg/kg), benzo(a)pyrene (11.700 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.061
mg/kg), benzo(b)fluoranthene (22.0 mg/kg, the TAGM objective is 1.1
mg/kg), benzo(k)fluoranthene (8,6 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 1.1
mg/kg), chrysene (15.4 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.4 mg/kg),
dibenz(a,h)anthracene (1.5 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 0.014 mg/kg),
and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (5.2 mg/kg; the TAGM objective is 3.2 mg/kg).
The subsurface soil samples did not contain pesticides but all samples
contained PCBs. The samples from four test pits contained Aroclor 1248
in excess of the TAGM objective, the highest being 420 mg/kg (the TAGM
objective is 10 mg/kg).

Again, as with the surface soil samples, virtually all of the metals in all of
the samples exceeded TAGM objectives. However, the metals
concentrations were generally within one to two times background
concentrations. The exceptions were the samples from three test pits
(collected along the edge of the creek, immediately north of the
confluence of Ley Creek and the OLCC), where metals concentrations
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ranged from two to 250 times background concentrations, In particular,
the concentrations of chromium and cyanide were significantly higher than
both background concentrations and the concentrations found in other
areas of the landfill. The metals defected above standards with their
maximum concentrations were: aluminum (20,587 mg/kg; background is
10,475 mg/kg), antimony (22.0 mg/kg; background is 1.625 mg/kg),
arsenic (20.8 mg/kg; background i§ 1.1 mg/kg), barium (251 mg/kg;
background is 61.85mg/kg), cadmium (34.5 mg/kg, the background is 1
mg/kg), calcium (69,118 mg/kg; background is 10,845 mg/kg), chromium
(4,265 mg/kg; background is 10 mg/kg), cobalt (16.1 mg/kg; background
is 8.55 mg/kg), copper (3,273 mg/kg; background is 18.45 mg/kg), iron
(39,078 mg/kg; background is 2,000 mg/kg), lead (418 mg/kg; background
is 18.75 mg/kg), magnesium (23,336 mg/kg; background is 6,580 mg/kg),
manganese (1,922 mg/kg; background is 492 mg/kg), mercury (0.87
mg/kg; background is 0.1 mg/kg), nickel (1,400 mg/kg; background is 13
mg/kg), potassium (2,722 mg/kg; background is 903.5 mg/kg), selenium
(15.0 mg/kg; background is 2 mg/kg), silver (10.1 mg/kg; background is
2 mg/kg), sodium (1,927 mg/kg; background is 108.25 mg/kg), thallium (4
mg/kg; background is 1.1 mg/kg), v/anadium (46.3 mg/kg; background is
21.15 mg/kg), and zinc (1,325 mg/kg; background is 20 mg/kg). It is likely
that these elevated concentrations of metals in this area are
predominantly the result of historical waste disposal in the area rather
than an upstream source.

It is important to note that while the subsurface soil samples collected
adjacent to the former sanitary sewer contained elevated levels of certain
contaminants, there was no evidence of coarse-grained bedding material
around the sewer. It appeared that the sewer was placed in native soils.
Based on these direct visual observations, it appears unlikely that the
material surrounding the sewer has, or will act as a preferred pathway for
contaminant migration. However, it is unknown whether the interior of the
sewer can act as a pathway.

In addition to the test pits, samples were collected from two soil borings
at varying depths and analyzed for inorganic compounds. Several of the
metal concentrations exceeded the background values, but virtually all
metal concentrations were within one to 2 times the background
concentrations, except selenium which was approximately three times the
background. The samples collected from these borings were also
analyzed to determine the feasibility of using bioremediation as a
remedial alternative for soil in the vicinity of MW-10 (see Figure 2).
(Bioremediation was determined to not be feasible based upon the tests
due to the nature of the wastes present.) Two borings were also drilled
in the middle of Ley Creek to determine if waste was present beneath the
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bed of the creek. No waste was found in these borings. The analytical
data for soil collected from soil borings are summarized in Table 1.

Biota

The analytical results for earthworm bioassays indicate that metals are
the most common contaminant class in earthworms. The metals that were
detected at levels of concern were chromium, copper, lead, mercury and
zinc. Only two SVOCs were detected: 4-methylphenol and di-n-butyl
phthalate. Since the earthworm samples were composited into one
sample in order for the laboratory to perform the required analyses, no
trends across the Site could be established.

PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTE

The NCR establishes an expectation that 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 acts
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 would 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 the remedy selection criteria which are described
below. This analysis provides a basis for making a statutory finding that
the remedy employs treatment as a principal element.

No principal threat wastes have been identified at the Site.

A conceptual site model7 is depicted in Figure 7.

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

The Salina Landfill is located within an area zoned as an industrial
District. Land located immediately to the south and to the west of the Site

7 A conceptual site model illustrates contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure
pathways, migration routes, and potential human and ecological receptors.
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is also zoned as an industrial District. The land directly east of the Site,
on the opposite side of Wolf Street, is zoned both as a Highway
Commercial District and a One-Family Residential District. The land
located to the north of the Site, on the opposite side of the New York
State Thruway, is zoned as an Open-Land District, a Planned Commercial
District, and a One-Family Residential District.

Based on a number of factors, including the reported history of land use
in the area of the Site and the existing zoning for the Site property,
NYSDEC has determined that the reasonably-anticipated future use for
the Site is industrial.

The Town is considering other options to the current industrial zoning of
the landfill property. These may include use of the property for passive
recreational purposes (park, walking trails, etc.). There is also the
potential for commercial development at and around the vicinity of the
landfill.

Currently, the on-Site aquifers are not used for drinking water. Residents
located in the vicinity of the Site use the public water supply provided by
Onondaga County. Groundwater near the Site will not be used as a
source of potable water under future-use scenarios.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Based upon the results of the Rl, a baseline risk assessment was
conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and future site
conditions. The baseline risk assessment estimates the human health
and ecological risks which could result from the contamination at the Site
if no remedial actions were taken. Due to the historical operations at the
Site, and given the heavily industrialized nature of the surrounding area,
the Site is expected to continue to remain an industrial property.

Human Health Risk Assessment

A Superfund human health risk assessment estimates the "baseline risk."
This is an estimate of the likelihood of a health problem occurring if no
clean up actions were taken at a site. To estimate this baseline risk at a
Superfund site, a four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related
human health risks for reasonable maximum exposure scenarios.
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Hazard Identification: The hazard identification step identifies the
contaminants of concern at the site based on several factors such as
toxicity, frequency of occurrence and concentration.

Exposure Assessment: Under this step, the different ways that people
might be exposed to the contaminants identified in the previous step, the
concentrations that people might be exposed to, and the potential
frequency and duration of exposure are considered. Using this
information, a "reasonable maximum exposure" scenario, which portrays
the highest level of human exposure that could reasonably be expected
to occur is calculated.

Toxicity Assessment: The toxicity assessment determines the types of
adverse health effects associated with chemical exposures, and the
relationship between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of
adverse effects (response).

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 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 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 1) exists below which noncancer health effects are not
expected to occur.

The human-health estimates summarized here are based on current
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 in the various media that
would be representative of site risks, as well as the toxicity of these
contaminants. As was noted above, the current land use of the property
is industrial/commercial, and it is not anticipated that the land use will
change in the future.
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Tables 2 through 8 present the contaminants of concern, their associated
concentration in each medium, theirfrequency of detection, and screening
results. The results of the screening of the potential exposure pathways
are included in Table 9. Exposure pathways considered for the baseline
risk assessment included:

Current and future land use scenarios by trespassers:

Exposure to surface soils via ingestion;

Exposure to surface soils via dermal contact;

Exposure to leachate via ingestion; and

Exposure to leachate via dermal contact.

Future exposure pathways for on-Site construction workers:

Exposure to surface soil via ingestion;

Exposure to surface soil via dermal contact;

Exposure to subsurface soil via ingestion;

Exposure to subsurface soil via dermal contact; and

Exposure to groundwater via incidental ingestion.

A summary of the toxicity assessment is provided in Tables 10 and 11.

The results of the risk assessment indicate that the estimated excess
cancer risks for the child trespasser (considering exposures to surface
soil and leachate) in both the current and future land-use scenarios were
1.4 x 10'4. This value represents the upper bound of EPA's acceptable
risk range. The largest portion of this cumulative risk is from dermal
contact with surface soil. The COCs contributing to the cancer risk for
child trespassers are benzo(a)pyrene and benzo(b)fluoranthene for
surface soil, and Aroclor 1248 for leachate. The estimated excess cancer
risks for the adult trespasser (also considering exposures to surface soil
and leachate) were within EPA's acceptable risk range.

The estimated His for the combined surface soil and leachate pathways
were calculated as 0.026 and 0.0048 for the child and adult trespassers
respectively. Thus, there does not appear to be a potential risk for
noncancer health effects to these receptors under current conditions.
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The cumulative canceririsk (1.2 x 10"4) for the construction worker in the
future land-use scenarjo (through exposures to surface soil, subsurface
soil, and groundwater) represents the upper bound of EPA's acceptable
risk range. The largest portion of this risk is attributable to ingestion of
and dermal contact with subsurface soil. Some of the COCs that
contributed most significantly to the construction worker cancer risk were
benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, Aroclor 1248, and arsenic.

The estimated HI for the construction worker in the future land-use
scenario was in excess of 1.0(1.7). This value represents the cumulative
effect of exposure to surface soil (ingestion and dermal contact),
subsurface soil (ingestion and dermal contact), and groundwater
(incidental ingestion only) at the Site in the future. The groundwater
route represents the largest portion of the cumulative noncarcinogenic
risk to construction workers. Thus, there appears to be a potential risk
for noncancer health effects to this receptor in the future. The major
COCs identified as contributing to the increased noncarcinogenic risk for
construction workers were arsenic (for surface soil and subsurface soil),
and arsenic, cadmium, and 1,2-dichloroethene (total) for groundwater.

Tables 12 through 14 provide risk assessment summary information for
the three potential human health receptors at the Site (i.e., child
trespasser, adult trespasser, and construction worker).

Ecological Risk Assessment

Based on the results of this ecological risk assessment, the contamination
at the Site poses a risk to soil invertebrates (worms) and terrestrial
vertebrates (soil invertebrate-feeding birds and mammals). Specifically,
using maximum contaminant concentrations in surface soil, a risk was
calculated for soil invertebrates from total PAHs, chromium, copper, lead,
mercury, and zinc. Using mean contaminant concentrations, a risk was
calculated for soil invertebrates from chromium, copper, mercury, and
zinc (see Table 15. Using the mean concentrations, chromium had the
highest hazard quotient8 (HQ=118), while copper, mercury, and zinc had
lower quotients (HQs ranging from 1.1 to 6.3). Toxicity values for soil
invertebrates were not available for many other contaminants present in
Site surface soils, particularly, many PAHs, bromoform, 4-chloroaniHne,
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, Aroclor 1248, nine metals, and cyanide. PAHs
were evaluated by comparing total PAH concentrations with the toxicity

Hazard Quotients (HQs) are values obtained from dividing an estimated environmental
exposure value by a toxicity reference value (such as a concentration known to cause no
adverse effects. HQ values equal to or greater than 1.0 indicate potential ecological risk.
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value for fluorine. However, the potential risks to soil invertebrates from
the remaining contaminants for which no toxicity value was available are
uncertain.

This risk assessment also indicates that, using mean contaminant
concentrations, soil-invertebrate feeding birds are potentially at risk from
aluminum, barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, mercury,
selenium, silver, vanadium, zinc, and cyanide. Of these, chromium had
the highest hazard quotients (HQs=67 and 6.7 using the
N o - O b s e r v e d - A d v e r s e - E f f e c t L e v e l [ N O A E L ] a n d
Lowest-Observed-Adverse-Effect Level [LOAEL], respectively), while the
remaining metals had lower quotients (HQs ranging from 1.3 to 26 using
the NOAEL and 1.05 to 6.4 using the LOAEL). A summary of the derived
HQs for soil invertebrate feeding birds is presented in Table 16.

The results of the ecological risk assessment also indicate that using
mean contaminant concentrations, soil invertebrate-feeding mammals are
potentially at risk from aluminum, arsenic, barium, cadmium, copper, lead,
mercury, selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, and cyanide. Of these,
aluminum had the highest hazard quotients, with HQs of 259 and 26 using
the NOAEL and LOAEL, respectively. The remaining contaminants had
lower hazard quotients, ranging from 1.1 to 14 using the NOAELs and
from 1.4 to 3.5 using the LOAELs. Toxicity values were not available for
beryllium, iron, or thallium for birds, nor for iron for mammals. Therefore,
the risks posed by these contaminants to these receptors are uncertain.
A summary of the derived HQs for soil invertebrate feeding mammals is
presented in Table 17.

Summary of Human Health and Ecological Risks

The human health risk assessment conducted for the Site concluded that
the COCs detected in environmental media at the Site (i.e., PAHs,
arsenic, Aroclor 1248) at the levels identified in the Rl pose elevated
carcinogenic (under both current and future land-use scenarios) and
noncarcinogenic .(under the future land-use scenario) health risks to
potentially exposed populations at the Site.

Based on the results of the ecological risk assessment, the contamination
at the Site poses a risk to soil invertebrates and terrestrial vertebrates.
Specifically, using maximum contaminant concentrations in surface soil,
a risk was calculated for soil invertebrates from total PAHs, chromium,
copper, lead, mercury, and zinc. Using mean contaminant concentrations,
a risk was calculated for soil invertebrates from chromium, copper,
mercury, and zinc.
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This risk assessment also indicates that, using maximum contaminant
concentrations, soil-invertebrate feeding birds are potentially at risk from
aluminum, barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, mercury,
selenium, silver, vanadium, zinc, and cyanide.

• i ;

The results of the ecological risk assessment also indicate that, using
maximum contaminantconcentrations, soil invertebrate-feeding mammals
are potentially at risk from aluminum, arsenic, barium, cadmium, copper,
lead, mercury, selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, and cyanide. Using
mean contaminant concentrations, a risk was calculated from aluminum,
arsenic, barium, cadmium, lead, mercury, selenium, silver, thallium,
vanadium, and cyanide.

Although the risk assessment did not address exposures that occur as a
resulf of the discharge of contaminated groundwater to Ley Creek, the
groundwater underlying the Site has been documented to be a source of
contamination to Ley Creek. Surface water samples in Ley Creek
contained PC Bs exceed ing the NYSDEC's ambient water quality standards
for New York State Class B surface waters and the levels of PCBs in Site
groundwater, which discharges into Ley Creek, also exceeded the Class
B surface water quality standards for PCBs. These standards are based
on impacts to humans who consume fish and on wildlife protection. In
addition, the levels of aluminum and iron exceeded the State's Class B
ambient water quality standards for these metals in both Ley Creek
surface water samples and in Site groundwater. The standard for
aluminum is based on fish propagation, and the standards for iron are
based on fish propagation and fish survival.

It should also be noted that Ley Creek surface water and sediments were
not evaluated in the baseline human health and ecological risk
assessments conducted for the Town of Salina Landfill subsite RI/FS due
to the presence of upstream sources of contamination. Upstream
contaminated surface water and sediments in Ley Creek are currently
being investigated under an RI/FS for the General Motors Inland Fisher
Guide (IFG) Facility and Ley Creek Deferred Media subsite of the
Onondaga Lake site. It is anticipated that surface water and sediment
contamination in Ley Creek adjacent to the landfill will be addressed in a
subsequent investigation.

Based upon the human health and ecological risk assessments, and the
fact that groundwater containing hazardous substances in excess of
groundwater standards discharge unabated into Ley Creek, a tributary of
Onondaga Lake, NYSDEC and EPA have determined that the Site poses
an unacceptable threat which warrants remediation.
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Basis for Action

Based upon the human health and ecological risk assessments, NYSDEC
and EPA have determined that the response action selected in this ROD
is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the environment
from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Site
into the environment.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are site-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) and unacceptable exposures
established in the risk assessment.

The following RAOs have been established for the Site:

• Reduce/eliminate contaminant leaching to ground water;

• Control surface water runoff and erosion;

• Prevent the off-Site migration of contaminated groundwater and
leachate;

• Restore groundwater quality to levels which meet state and federal
drinking-water standards;

• Prevent human contact with contaminated soils, sediment and
ground water; and

• Minimize exposure of aquatic species and wildlife to contaminants
in surface water, sediments, and soils.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA Section 121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1) and Title 6 of the
Official Compilation of New York State Codes, Rules and Regulations
(NYCRR) Part 375, mandates that a remedial action must be protective of
human health and the environment, be cost-effective, comply with other
statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the maximum extent
practicable. CERCLA Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preferen.ce for
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remedial actions which 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
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, which at least attains ARARs
under applicable federal and state laws, unless a waiver can be justified
pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d)(4).

Detailed descriptions of the remedial alternatives for addressing the
contamination associated with the Site can be found in the FS report and
the FS Addendum. The FS report and related documents present
numerous remedial alternatives. To facilitate the presentation and
evaluation of the alternatives, the FS report and FS Addendum
alternatives were reorganized in the revised Proposed Plan and this ROD
to formulate the five remedial alternatives discussed below.

The present-worth costs for the alternatives discussed below are
calculated using a discount rate of 7 percent and a 30-year time interval.
The time to implement reflects only the time required to construct and
implement the remedy and does not include the time required to design
the remedy, insure the performance of the remedy by the Town of Salina,
or procure contracts for design and construction.

The remedial alternatives are:

Alternative 1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0

Annual Operation and $0
Maintenance (O&M) Costs:

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 does not include any physical remedial
measures.

! ' -""

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-Site,
CERCLA requires that the Site undergo a statutory review at least once
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every five years. If justified by this assessment, remedial actions may be
implemented in the future to remove or treat tne waste.

Alternative 2: Part 360 Cap North and South of Ley Creek,
Contaminated Groundwater/Leachate Collection North and South of
Ley Creek, On-Site Groundwater/Leachate Treatment, Discharge of
Treated Effluent to Ley Creek, and Long-Term Operation, Monitoring
and Maintenance

Capital Cost: $18,436,000

Annual OM&M Costs: $408,700

Present-Worth Cost: $23,507,000

Construction Time: 1.5 years

The key elements of this alternative are as follows:

• Construction of groundwater/leachate collection trenches north and
south of Ley Creek;

• Excavation of contaminated sediments in the western drainage
ditch;

• Lining the drainage ditches located along the northern and eastern
borders of the Site;

• Consolidation of the excavated sediments and the soils and wastes
(from the excavation of the collection trenches) on the landfill area
north of Ley Creek, as appropriate;

• Construction of 6 NYCRR Part 360 caps over the landfill area north
and south of Ley Creek;

• Engineered drainage controls and fencing;

• Installation of an on-Site, 150,000-gallon storage tank to hold
excess water volume from the groundwater/leachate collection
trenches stemming from storm events;

• Treatment of the collected contaminated groundwater/leachate atan
on-Site treatment plant;
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• Discharge of treated effluent to Ley Creek;

• Institutional controls;

• Operation and maintenance of the on-Site treatment plant and
maintenance of the cap and groundwater/leachate collection
trenches; and

• Long-term monitoring

The northern collection trench would be approximately 2,900 feet long.
The southern collection trench would be approximately 1,260 feet long.
The trenches would be constructed and the creek banks would be restored
in compliance with the New York State stream protection ARAR, 6 NYCRR
Part 608 Use and Protection of Waters. The groundwater/leachate
collection trench would be installed along (the channelized portion of) Ley
Creek. Based upon available data and the conclusion that the
groundwater flow from the landfill south of Ley Creek is likely to be
influenced by a northwestern flowing gradient to the southern collection
trench along Ley Creek, a collection trench along the northern side of
OLCC may not be needed. If monitoring data indicates a different flow
gradient, then the need for a groundwater collection trench along the
north side of the OLCC would be evaluated.

The institutional controls (such as deed restrictions) would prohibit.the
residential use of the Site property, the installation and use of
groundwater wells, and excavation of soils that would negatively impact
the integrity of the cap and groundwater/leachate collection trenches, and
engineered drainage controls.

All excavated sediments, soils, and wastes which have PCB
concentrations which equal or exceed 50 mg/kg would be sent off-Site for
treatment/disposal at a Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)-compliant
facility9. Those sediments that have PCB concentrations less than 50
mg/kg would be consolidated underneath the cover on the landfill area
north of Ley Creek. Nonhazardous soils and waste would be consolidated
on-Site over approximately 10 acres in a currently flat area in the northern
portion of the Site. The consolidated material would be graded to improve
drainage in this area and then covered with the Part 360 cap. It is
anticipated that the high level of VOCs in the vicinity of MW-10 (see

For cost estimating purposes, it was assumed that 25% of the materials in the waste area
located to the south of Ley Creek would be hazardous.
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Figure 2) would be excavated, since the well is within the expected area
of the leachate collection trench north of Ley Creek.

After spreading the waste materials, soils, and sediments on top of the
landfilled areas, the surfaces north and south of Ley Creek would be
graded and covered. Before installing the multilayer caps north and south
of Ley Creek, the subgrades would be graded to promote drainage and
exhibit final slopes between 4% and 33%. After its installation, the caps
would be seeded.

A 6 NYCRR Part 360 cap is commonly-used in New York State to close
municipal solid waste landfills. The cap systems would include the
following components:

1. A 12-inch gas venting layer with a hydraulic conductivity equal or
greater than 1x10"3 cm/sec directly overlying the waste material. A
filter fabric is typically directly below and above the venting l&yer to
minimize the migration of fines into the venting layer. This layer is
required to transmit methane for high organic waste material;

2. A synthetic 60 mil geomembrane overlying the gas venting layer;

3. A 24-inch compacted soil layer to protect the geomembrane from
root penetration, dessication, and freezing; and

4. A final 6-inches of topsoil placed on top of the protective |ayerto
promote vegetative growth for erosion control.

Results of an analysis to determine the infiltration rate through the
multilayer caps show a significant reduction in infiltration through the
caps. Estimates of collection trench flow are made with consideration of
the reduced infiltration, which results in a reduced saturated thickness
and a reduced hydraulic gradient. The collection rate would likely decline
over time as the local groundwater table lowers in response to the
ongoing collection and discharge.

Prior to the installation of collection trenches, any landfill wastes
encroaching on or near the banks of Ley Creek and OLCC would be pulled
back 30 feet from the northern and southern banks of Ley Creek and 30
feet from the northern banks of OLCC. This waste would be removed and
disposed properly at a permitted off-Site facility if it is characterized as
hazardous waste. If it is not characterized as hazardous waste, then the
waste would be consolidated onto the landfill. Site preparation prior to
trench construction would include clearing, grubbing, and removal of trees
along the relevant banks of Ley Creek. Erosion controls, including silt
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fencing and/or hay bales would be installed to prevent soil and silt runoff.
The existing slopes along the banks would be regraded to provide a
suitable work pad for construction of the trenches. Contaminated material
cut from the banks would be placed under the cap (contingent upon the
results of the PCB testing noted above).

The groundwater/leachate collection trenches would be keyed into the
clay layer that acts as an aquitard between the shallow and deep aquifers
at the Site. Where the clay layer is not present or is of insufficient
thickness, the leachate collection trenches would be keyed into the dense
glacial till. Additional investigation of the permeability of the glacial till
would be conducted during the remedial design phase. If the glacial till is
determined to not be a sufficiently low permeability material, then
additional measures (e.g., installation of sheet piling downgradient of the
collection trenches) may be implemented to ensure that groundwater flow
would not bypass the collection trenches.

Pending further evaluation, it is anticipated that the trenches would be
installed using the bio-polymer slurry construction technique, which
eliminates the need for shoring, dewatering, and personnel working in the
trench. A barrier liner would be installed on the downgradient side of the
trenches to prevent the inflow of uncontafninated water from Ley Creek.
A perforated high density polyethylene (HOPE) pipe would be installed at
the bottom of the trenches and a porous media (such as large diameter
gravel) would be backfilled. The trenches would be designed such that
collected water would flow by gravity through conveyance piping to
existing manholes located on the northwestern and eastern parts of the
Site. From these manholes, the water would be conveyed and treated at
an on-Site treatment plant.

The on-Site treatment plant would consist of several treatment trains to
address the various contaminants. The metals would likely be removed
through the addition of chemical coagulants that promote a
flocculation/sedimentation process. The metals and other solids, in a
sludge form, would be sent to a thickener and filter press for dewatering.
The solid materials would be transported to an approved off-Site disposal
facility. The VOCs would likely be treated by an air stripper. Air strippers
cause the volatilization of the contaminants out of the water into a
collection unit or air stack, depending on the concentrations and whether
it is acceptable under air permitting regulations, it is more likely that the
air would be sent straight to an air stack. The water would be filtered
through a sand filter and would likely be "polished" with activated carbon
to remove any dissolved organic contamination that the other treatment
processes do not address. After treatment, the effluent would be
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discharged to Ley Creek in conformancei with State Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (SPDES) program requirements.

! ' • ••

After the installation of the trenches, the work areas in the buffer areas
would be graded for proper drainage, covered with 0.5 foot of topsoil, and
revegetated. The creek banks would be restored, as appropriate, in
compliance with the New York State stream protection ARAR, 6 NYCRR
Part 608 Use and Protection of Waters.

Calculations performed for this alternative estimated that approximately
45,600 gallons per day (gpd) would be discharged to the northern
collection trench and 6,900 gpd would be discharged to the southern
collection trench. These values would likely decline over time as the local
groundwater table lowered in response to the collection and discharge.

The 48-inch abandoned sewer line that runs across the Site would be
exposed, broken, and sealed with concrete (or some other suitable
material) at the eastern and western borders of the Site, to prevent it from
serving as a conduit to convey contaminated groundwater off-Site. In
addition, a slip liner would be installed in the 48-inch CMP culvert located
in the eastern part of the Site to prevent contaminated groundwater from
leaking into the pipe and discharging to Ley Greek.

Sediments in the western drainage ditch would be excavated and the area
restored, allowing for positive drainage of surface water runoff to Ley
Creek, The drainage ditches located along the northern and eastern
borders of the Site would be lined with a low permeability material10. The
liner would be covered with either riprap or soil, depending on the
expected surface water velocity. For costing purposes, it is estimated
that 72,000 square feet of liner (3,600 linear feet by 20 feet wide) would
be required. The actual amount of liner would be determined during the
design phase. Grading and redirection of the drainage ditches would be
conducted as necessary to facilitate installation of the liner.

Because the installation of the liner would likely cause the disturbance of
wetland areas, mitigation of the affected wetlands is also included under
this alternative.

10 There are elevated levels of metals in the western drainage ditch which need to be
addressed. Since these contaminated sediments are located in a valuable wetland area,
they are being excavated under this alternative so that the wetland area can be restored.
The northern and eastern drainage ditches, while located in wetland areas, these wetlands
are not as valuable. Since they would likely not be restored, they can be lined. However
mitigation for any loss of wetlands would be necessary.
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As part of a long-term groundwater monitoring program, the direction of
groundwater flow across the southeastern portion of the Site toward the
northwest would be confirmed, biodegradation parameters (e.g., oxygen,
nitrate, sulfate, methane, ethane, ethene, alkalinity, redox potential, pH,
temperature, conductivity, chloride, and total organic carbon) would be
used to assess the progress of the degradation of the contaminants in the
groundwater downgradient of the groundwater/leachate collection
trenches (i.e., the buffer areas between the trenches and the northern and
southern banks of Ley Creek and between the limit of waste north of
OLCC and the banks of OLCC.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-Site
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo a
statutory review every five years. As part of any such review,
groundwater monitoring results and Site modeling would be utilized to
assess the ability of natural attenuation11 to attain MCLs in the 30-foot
buffer areas (and downgradient of the groundwater/leachate collection
trenches) and the buffer area north of the OLCC, and to otherwise confirm
that the remedy remains protective. If justified by the review, additional
remedial actions may be implemented.

Alternative 3: Waste Excavation South of Ley Creek and
Consolidation North of Ley Creek, Part 360 Cap North of Ley Creek,
Contaminated Groundwater/Leachate Collection North and
Potentially South of Ley Creek, On-Site Contaminated
Groundwater/Leachate Treatment, Discharge of Treated Effluent to
Ley Creek, and Long-Term Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance

Capital Cost: $20,448,000

Annual OM&M Costs: $435,300

Present-Worth Cost: $25,849,000
: ' I

Construction Time: 2 years

This alternative is the same as Alternative 2, except that instead of
capping the area between Ley Creek and OLCC, south of Ley Creek, the

11 Natural attenuation is a variety of physical, chemical and biological processes which .under
favorable conditions, act without human intervention to reduce the mass, toxicity, mobility,
volume, or concentration of contaminants in soil and groundwater. These in-situ processes
include biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, sorption, volatilization, and chemical or
biological stabilization, transformation, or destruction.
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landfitled wastes would be excavated and relocated to the main landfilled
area north of Ley Creek. A topsoil cover would be placed over the
excavated area. This would be followed by a post-excavation assessment
(to characterize groundwater and possibly other media, as appropriate,
in the area where the removal had occurred).

Following the construction of a temporary bridge across Ley Creek and a
haul road for the transport of excavated material to the northern part of
the Site, the entire area south of Ley Creek (approximately four acres)
would be cleared and grubbed to facilitate waste removal. Erosion
controls would be established around the perimeter of the disturbed area.
Once the area is prepared, an estimated 29,000 cubic yards of soil and
waste would be excavated, transported to the northern portion of the Site,
and staged. The excavation would remove apparent evidence of
contamination, including visibly stained soils and soils with aromatic
odors.

All excavated sediments, soils, and wastes which have PCB
concentrations which equal or exceed 50 mg/kg would be sent off-Site for
treatment/disposal at a TSCA-compliant facility12. Those sediments that
have PCB concentrations less than 50 mg/kg would be consolidated
underneath the cover on the landfill area north of Ley Creek.
Nonhazardous soils and waste would be consolidated on-Site over
approximately 10 acres in a currently flat area in the northern portion of
the Site. The consolidated material would be graded to improve drainage
in this area and then covered with the Part 360 cap. It is anticipated that
the high level of VOCs in the vicinity of MW-10 (see Figure 2) would be
excavated, since the well is within the expected area of the leachate
collection trench north of Ley Creek.

The groundwater/leachate collection trench south of Ley Creek would not
be immediately constructed. Following the excavation of the waste from
the landfill area south of Ley Creek, groundwater monitoring and a study
would be conducted to determine if (a) Site-related contaminants
remaining in the area between Ley Creek and OLCC, if any, are a
continuing potential source of contaminants to these tributaries
(particularly PCBs and metals) at levels that require remediation, and (b)
natural attenuation could reduce groundwater contaminants within and
downgradient of the excavated source area to Maximum Contaminant

12 For cost estimating purposes, it was assumed that 25% of the materials in the waste area
located to the south of Ley Creek would be hazardous.
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Levels (MCLs)13 within an acceptable time frame. If the study indicates
that Site-related contaminants are migrating or may potentially migrate
off-Site at levels that would require remediation or that natural
attenuation has little potential to adequately reduce on-Site groundwater
contamination to MCLs, then a groundwater/leachate collection trench
would be constructed south ofLey Creek.

Results of an analysis to determine the infiltration rate through the
multilayer cap show a significant reduction in infiltration through the cap.
Estimates of collection trench flow are made with consideration of the
reduced infiltration, which results in a reduced saturated thickness and
a reduced hydraulic gradient. The collection rate would likely decline
over time as the local groundwater table lowers in response to the
ongoing collection and discharge.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-Site
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo a
statutory review every five years. As part of any such review,
groundwater monitoring results and Site modeling would be utilized to
assess the ability of natural attenuation to attain MCLs in the area of the
Site south of Ley Creek and in the 30-foot buffer areas (and downgradient
of the groundwater/teachate collection trench(es)), and to otherwise
confirm that the remedy remains protective. If justified by the review,
additional remedial actions may be implemented.

Alternative 4: Part 360 Cap North and South of Ley Creek and
Contaminated Groundwater/Leachate Collection North and South of
Ley Creek, Pre-Treatment of the Collected Contaminated
G r o u n d w a t e r / L e a c h a t e , O f f - S i t e C o n t a m i n a t e d
Groundwater/Leachate Treatment and Discharge of Treated Effluent,
and Long-Term Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance

Capital Cost: $16,452,000

Annual OM&M Costs: $277,000

Present-Worth Cost: $19,888,400

Construction Time: 1.5 years

Alternative 4 is the same as Alternative 2, except that the collected
contaminated groundwater/leachate would be pre-treated on-Site to meet

Drinking-water standards.
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METRO'S influent requirements. After pre-treatment, the effluent would
be conveyed to METRO for final treatment and discharge to Onondaga
Lake. The treated effluent would meet the substantive requirements of
the SPDES program.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-Site
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo a
statutory review every five years. As part of any such review,
groundwater monitoring results and Site modeling would be utilized to
assess the ability of natural attenuation to attain MCLs in the two 30-foot
buffer areas (and downgradient of the groundwater/leachate collection
tranches) and the buffer area north of the OLCC, and to otherwise confirm
that the remedy remains protective. If justified by the review, additional
remedial actions may be implemented.

Alternative 5: Waste Excavation South of Ley Creek and
Consolidation North of Ley Creek, Part 360 Cap North of Ley Creek,
Contaminated Groundwater/Leachate Collection North and,
Potentially, South of Ley Creek, Pre-Treatment of the Collected

G r o u n d w a t e r / L e a c h a t e , O f f - S i t e C o n t a m i n a t e d
Groundwater/Leachate Treatmentand Discharge of Treated Effluent,
and Long-Term Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance

Capital Cost: $18,464,000

Annual OM&M Costs: $303,500

Present-Worth Cost: $22,230,400

Construction Time: 2 years

This alternative is the same as Alternative 3, except that the collected
groundwater/leachate would be pre-treated on-Site to meet METRO'S
influent requirements. After pre-treatment, the effluent would be
conveyed via the sanitary sewer system to METRO for final treatment and
discharge to Onondaga Lake. The treated effluent would meet the
substantive requirements of the SPDES program.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-Site
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo a
statutory review every five years. As part of any such review,
groundwater monitoring results and Site modeling would be utilized to
assess the ability of natural attenuation to attain MCLs in the area of the
Site south of Ley Creek and in the 30-foot buffer areas (and downgradient
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of the groundwater/leachate collection trench(es)), and to otherwise
confirm that the remedy remains protective. If justified by the review,
additional remedial actions may be implemented.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

In selecting a remedy, NYSDEC considered the factors set out in CERCLA
Section 121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, by conducting a detailed analysis of the
viable remedial alternatives pursuant to the NCR, 40 CFR §300.430(e)(9)
arid OSWER Directive 9355.3-01 (Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA: Interim Final,
October 1988). The detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of the
individual alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and a
comparative analysis focusing upon the relative performance of each
alternative against those criteria.

The following "threshold" criteria afe the most important and must be
satisfied by any alternative in order to be eligible for selection:

• 1.. 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.

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
of other applicable federal and state environmental statutes and
requirements or provide grounds for invoking a waiver. Other
applicable Federal or State advisories, criteria or guidance are To-
Be-Considered (TBCs). TBCs are not required by the NGP, but may
be very useful in determining what is protective at a Site or how to
carry out certain actions or requirements.

The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make comparisons
and to identify the major tradeoffs between alternatives:

3. 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.
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4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment is the
anticipated performance of the treatment technologies, with respect
to these parameters, a remedy may employ.

5. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time 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 goals are achieved.

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

7. Cost includes estimated capital and O&M costs, and net present-
worth costs.

The following "modifying" criteria are used in the final evaluation of the
remedial alternatives after the formal comment period, and may prompt
modification of the preferred remedy that was discussed in the Proposed
Plan:

8. Support Agency acceptance indicates whether, based on its review
of the RI/FS reports and Proposed Plan, NYSDOH concurs with,
opposes, or has no comments on the selected remedy.

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to
the alternatives described in the RI/FS reports and Proposed Plan.

A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the evaluation
criteria noted above, follows.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Since Alternative 1 would not address the risks posed through each
exposure pathway, it would not be protective of human health and the
environment.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would be significantly more protective than
Alternative 1, in that the risk of incidental contact with waste by humans
and ecological receptors would be reduced by excavating the waste
material, contaminated soils and sediments, and excavating and/or
covering the iandfilled waste material and contaminated soil. Collecting
and treating the leachate and contaminated groundwater either on-Site or
at METRO under Alternatives 2 and 4 would restore water quality in the
aquifer downgradient of the collection trenches. Collecting and treating
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contaminated groundwater and leachate in a collection trench north and,
possibly, south of Ley Creek, under Alternatives 3 and 5, in combination
with removing landfilled wastes south of Ley Creek, Would reduce
groundwater contamination originating from this area and help restore
water quality in the aquifer south of Ley Creek and dowhgradient of the
northern collection trench.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would protect human health and the
environment to a similar extent, since the excavation of the landfilled
waste materials south of Ley Creek would involve removing known
contaminant source material in this area, and the capping of landfilled
waste in this area would significantly reduce infiltration of precipitation
into the landfilled wastes, thereby reducing the volume of contaminants
of concern that may migrate from the waste material to the groundwater.
The use of collection trenches in all four of these alternatives would, in
turn, direct the minimized flow of contaminated groundwater/leachate to
appropriate treatment facilities. Alternatives 2 and 3 would achieve the
treatment of contaminated groundwater/leachate by an on-Site treatment
plant. Alternatives 4 and 5 would achieve the treatment of contaminated
groundwater/leachate by an on-Site pre-treatment facility, followed by full
treatment off-Site.

Compliance with ARARs

A 6 NYCRR landfill cap is an action-specific ARAR for landfill closure.
Therefore, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would satisfy this action-specific
ARAR. Alternative 1 would not meet this ARAR, since it does not include
any provisions for a 6 NYCRR Part 360 landfill cap.

Since Alternatives 2 and 4 would involve the excavation of PCB-
contaminated sediments and Alternatives 3 and 5 would involve the
excavation of PCB-contaminated waste material, soils, and sediments,
their disposition would be governed by the requirements of TSCA. Those
excavated waste materials, soils, and sediments which equal or exceed
50 mg/kg PCB would be sent off-Site for treatment/disposal at a TSCA-
compliant facility. If off-Site disposal of contaminated waste material,
soils, or sediments is necessary under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, state
and federal regulations related to the transportation and off-Site
treatment/disposal of wastes would apply. Since these alternatives would
involve the excavation of contaminated soils and sediments/fugitive dust
and VOC emission regulations would apply.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would comply with 6 NYCRR Part 608 by
protecting Ley Creek and OLCC during construction and restoring the
creek banks after construction is completed, as appropriate.
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Alternative 1 does not provide for any direct remediation of groundwater
and would, therefore, not comply with chemical-specific ARARs (i.e.,
MGLs). A combination of the groundwater/leachate collection trenches
and monitored natural attenuation (in the buffer areas downgradient of the
trenches and north of OLCC, and in the area where landfilled wastes are
removed south of Ley Creek in Alternatives 3 and 5) would result in the
downgradient groundwater eventually meeting MCLs. However there is
no expectation that MCLs would be met in the areas beneath the new
landfill caps under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. The discharge to Ley Creek
from the on-Site treatment facility under Alternatives 2 and 3 would need
to meet State surface water discharge limits.

The groundwater/leachate collection trenches would prevent the migration
of the contaminated groundwater away from the Site. Prevention of off-
Site migration of contaminated groundwater and leachate is an action-
specific ARAR for the Site.

The lower precipitation infiltration rate associated with placing an
impermeable cap over the landfilled areas would significantly reduce the
generation of leachate and additional groundwater contamination. The
excavation of the waste materials south of Ley Creek under Alternatives
2, 3, 4 and 5 would significantly reduce the migration of contaminants to
the groundwater in this area. Since the viability of monitored natural
attenuation of the contaminated groundwater south of Ley Creek under
Alternatives 3 and 5, and in the buffer areas in Alternatives 2 and 4
cannot be confirmed until after the landfilled waste material is removed,
it is unknown whether removing the waste material in combination with
natural attenuation of the groundwater in this area would adequately
reduce off-Site migration of Site-related contaminants of concern or
restore the on-Site groundwater exceeding MCLs to groundwater quality
standards within an acceptable time frame.

EPA's 1985 Policy on Floodplains and Wetland Assessments for CERCLA
Actions 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. In addition, it requires that in cases where a
proposed remedial action will take place within or affect wetlands or the
100-year and 500-year floodplains, a Statement of Findings be prepared
to document this decision in the ROD. This statement must include: the
reasons why the proposed action must be located in or affect the
floodplain or wetlands; a description of significant facts considered in
making the decision to locate in or affect the floodplain or wetlands
including alternative sites and actions; a statement indicating whether the
proposed action conforms to applicable state or local floodplain/wetland
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protection standards; a description of the steps taken to design or modify
the proposed act to minimize the potential harm to or within the floodplain
or wetlands; and a statement indicating how the proposed action affects
the natural or beneficial values of the floodplains or wetlands. The
Statement of Findings has been attached as Appendix V of this ROD.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative 1 would not provide reliable protection of human health and
the environment over time. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would be more
effective over the long-term than Alternative 1, since they include the
collection and treatment of the contaminated leachate and groundwater.
Excavating the waste from the landfill area south of Ley Creek, excavating
contaminated sediments from the western drainage ditch, consolidating
the waste material, soils, and sediments on the landfill area north of Ley
Creek and constructing an impermeable cap over the landfill area north
of Ley Creek under Alternatives 3 and 5, and excavating contaminated
sediments from the western drainage ditch, consolidating the sediments
on the landfill area north of Ley Creek, and constructing caps over the
landfill areas north and south of Ley Creek under Alternatives 2 and 4,
would substantially reduce the residual risk posed by the landfilled waste
on the Site by essentially isolating it from contact with human and
environmental receptors. The impermeable caps constructed under
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would also reduce mobility of contaminants
caused by infiltrating rainwater. The impermeable caps proposed in
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 represent permanent measures that could be
maintained at regular intervals to ensure their structural integrity. The
long-term effectiveness of the remedial measures in the buffer areas
would also be expected, as the contaminated soils would be removed. In
addition, the removal of contaminated soils in the buffer areas would
permanently eliminate the mobility of the contaminants.

The 6 NYCRR Part 360 cap(s) that would be constructed under
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would require routine inspection and
maintenance to ensure their long-term effectiveness and permanence.
Routine maintenance, as a reliable management control, would include
mowing, fertilizing, reseeding, and repairing any potential erosion or
burrowing rodent damage. The fencing under these alternatives would
need to be inspected for holes or breeches. In addition, flushing of the
collection trench drainage systems would need to be performed on a
periodic basis, and engineered drainage controls would need to be
inspected and repaired as needed. If it is determined that a
groundwater/leachate collection system is not needed south of Ley Creek
(i.e., natural attenuation of the contaminated groundwater in this area
would restore the groundwater exceeding MCLs to groundwater quality
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standards within an acceptable time frame), then Alternatives 3 and 5
would require less overall maintenance than Alternatives 2 and 4, since
there would only be a single groundwater/leachate collection trench and
a cap.

Reliability is another measure of the long-term effectiveness of a remedial
action. A reliable alternative performs its function with reduced long-term
oversight and maintenance. Long-term operation and maintenance would
be required for all of the action alternatives.

Reduction in Toxicity. Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Alternative 1 would not actively reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
contaminants through treatment. This alternative would solely rely on
natural attenuation to reduce the levels of contaminants.

The impermeable landfill caps in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would result
in significantly reduced infiltration of precipitation into the landfill, and
therefore a significant reduction in the mobility of the contaminants, and
a significantly reduced volume of contaminated groundwater/leachate
requiring treatment.

Treating the collected leachate and contaminated groundwater, at either
an on-Site or off-Site treatment plant, under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5
would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants in
collected leachate/groundwater through treatment, and it would also
reduce the possibility of additional groundwater contamination.

To the extent that Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would limit further migration
of and potential exposure to hazardous substances, by nearly eliminating
the infiltration of rainwater into the waste disposal areas and the
associated leaching of contaminants from these areas , the reduction in
mobility would not be accomplished through treatment.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative 1 does not include any physical construction measures in any
areas of contamination and, therefore, does not present a risk to the
community as a result of their implementation. The excavation of 4 - 5
acres of waste under Alternatives 3 and 5 may result in the release of
objectionable odors. The excavation and relocation of this waste would
also pose a much more significant risk of exposure of on-Site workers to
potentially contaminated soils and waste material than any of the other
alternatives. Long-term monitoring activities related to Alternatives 2, 3,
4, and 5 would present some risk to on-Site workers through dermal
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contact and inhalation. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would pose an
additional risk of exposure of on-Site workers to waste material and
contaminated sediments and soils through excavating, moving, placing,
and regrading the waste and contaminated soils and sediments.
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would also pose a risk of exposure of on-Site
workers to potentially contaminated soils and groundwater through the
installation of groundwater/leachate collection trenches. The noted
exposures to on-Site workers under Alternatives 2 through 5 can be
minimized by utilizing proper protective equipment. The vehicle traffic
associated with landfill cap construction and the off-Site transport of
contaminated soils/sediments could impact the local roadway system and
nearby residents through increased noise level. Disturbance of the land
during excavation and cap and groundwater/leachate collection trench
construction could affect the surface water hydrology of the Site. There
would also be the potential for increased stormwater runoff and erosion
during excavation and construction activities that must be properly
managed to prevent excessive water and sediment loading.

Excavation and impermeable cap construction activities, as well as
groundwater/leachate collection trench installation activities as part of
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, would require substantial clearing of trees and
vegetation across the Site, which would temporarily disrupt animal
habitats during the construction. Alternatives 3 and 5 would likely be
most disruptive to habitats, since they would likely take longer to
implement and would be more invasive than Alternatives 2 and 4.
Excavation of the waste under Alternatives 3 and 5, as well as the
construction of the collection trenches could result in fugitive dust
generation, and direct contact with waste and contaminated soil or water.
Engineering controls could be applied to reduce the production of dust,
and health and safety measures can reduce direct contact with
contamination.

Since no activities would be performed under Alternative 1, there would
be no implementation time. It is estimated that Alternatives 3 and 5 would
be implemented in approximately 2 years. Alternatives 2 and 4 would be
implemented in approximately 1.5 years.

Implementability

Alternative 1 involves no construction and would, therefore, be easy to
implement. Excavating contaminated sediments from the western
drainage ditch, consolidating the sediments on the landfill area north of
Ley Creek, constructing mulit-layer caps over the landfill areas north and
south of Ley Creek, and installing groundwater/leachate collection
trenches north and south of Ley Creek under Alternatives 2 and 4, and
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excavating the waste from the landfill area south of Ley Creek, excavating
contaminated sediments from the western drainage ditch, consolidating
the waste material, soils, and sediments on the landfill area north of Ley
Creek, constructing an impermeable cap over the landfill areas north of
Ley Creek, and installing a groundwater/leachate collection trench north
and, if needed, south of Ley Creek under Alternatives 3 and 5, although
more difficult to implement than Alternative 1, can be accomplished using
technologies known to be reliable and can be readily implemented. Since
they involve the movement of a substantial amount of waste material,
Alternatives 3 and 5 would be more difficult to implement than
Alternatives 2 and 4. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would also involve
monitoring of natural attenuation parameters. Equipment, services and
materials for this work are readily available. These actions would also be
administratively feasible.

With regard to the groundwater components of the action alternatives, the
construction of the on-Site treatment plant (Alternatives 2 and 3) would
be more difficult to implement than the on-Site pre-treatment plant
(Alternatives 4 and 5), as there would be more construction necessary.

The on-Site and off-Site treatment facilities would be a reliable source of
treatment of the collected groundwater/leachate.

Alternatives 4 and 5, which include off-Site treatment, would need to
obtain permission to send the collected groundwater/leachate to the
disposal/treatment facility.

Since Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 may result in the disturbance of wetland
areas, mitigation of the affected wetlands is also included under these
alternatives. If wetland mitigation would include the establishment of a
new on-Site high quality wetland, this may be more feasible to implement
under Alternatives 3 and 5 since the area south of Ley Creek may be
available for wetland development.

Cost

The estimated capital, annual OM&M, and present-worth costs for each
of the alternatives are presented below. The present-worth costs are
calculated using a discount rate of 7 percent and a 30-year time interval14.

14 For cost estimating purposes, it was assumed that 25% of the materials in the waste area
located to the south of Ley Creek would be hazardous, and would, therefore, require off-Site
treatment/disposal at a TSCA-compliant facility.
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Alternative
No.

1

2

3

4

5

Capital

$0

$18,436,000

$20,448,000

$16,452,000

$18,464,000

Annual
O&M

$0

$408,700

$435,300

$277,000

$303,500

Present
Worth

$0

$23,507,000

$25,849,000

$19,888,400

$22,230,400

As is indicated from the cost estimates, there are no costs associated with
the no action alternative^ Alternative 1. The estimated present-worth
costs for Alternatives 3 and 5 are $2,342,000 greater than those for
Alternatives 2 and 4, respectively (reflecting the greater cost of
excavating vs. capping the landfill south of Ley Creek). The estimated
present-worth costs for Alternatives 2 and 3 are $3,618,600 greater than
those for Alternatives 4 and 5 (reflecting the greater cost for full-scale on-
Site treatment versus on-Site pretreatment followed by off-Site treatment
at METRO.

Support Agency Acceptance

EPA has determined that the remedy selected by NYSDEC, the lead
agency for this Site, meets the requirements for remedial action set forth
in CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. §9621. EPA has adopted this
remedy's selection by cosigning this ROD. NYSDOH concurs with the
selected remedy; its letter of concurrence is attached (see Appendix IV).

Community Acceptance

Comments received during the public comment period are summarized
and addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as
Appendix V to this document.

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, NYSDEC and EPA have
determined that Alternative 2 best satisfies the requirements of CERCLA
Section 121, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621 and provides the best balance of
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tradeoffs among the remedial alternatives with rejspect to the NCR's nine
evaluation criteria, 40 CFR Section 300.430(e)(9)|

Under the requirements of the NCP, the "Overa I Protection of Human
Health and the Environment" and "Compliance with ARARs" evaluation
criteria are threshold requirements that each alternative must meet in
order to be eligible for selection. Each of the Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5
would reduce the risk of incidental contact with waste by humans and
ecological receptors. As discussed above, Alternatives 4 and 5 are the
same as Alternatives 2 and 3, respectively, except that on-Site treatment
and discharge of leachate/groundwater for Alternatives 2 and 3 would be
replaced by on-Site pretreatment and off-Site treatment and discharge at
METRO for Alternatives 4 and 5. While Alternatives 2 and 3 would both
effectively prevent the risk of incidental contact with waste material,
contaminated soils, and contaminated sediment by humans and ecological
receptors, Alternative 2, the selected remedy, has the following
advantages over Alternative 3:

Alternative 2 could be implemented more quickly (it is estimated that
Alternative 2 would be implemented in 1.5 years while Alternative 3
would take an estimated two years to implement) and at a lower cost
than Alternative 3 (the estimated present-worth cost for Alternative
2 is $2,342,000 less than that for Alternative 3, which presents a
significant cost savings to the Town of Salina and State of New
York);

• For cost-estimating purposes, it was assumed that 25% of the waste
in the waste area to be excavated south of Ley Creek would be
hazardous. If the volume of hazardous waste increases, so would
the excavation and disposal-related capital costs for Alternative 3;

Alternative 3 has greater potential than Alternative 2 to generate
short-term impacts, such as objectionable odors during excavation;
and

The presumptive remedy for landfills (of the size of the waste area
south of Ley Creek is 4 - 5 acres) is capping.

As is described in the above evaluation of alternatives, NYSDEC and EPA
believe that the selected remedy for the Site will provide the best balance
of tradeoffs among alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria,
would be protective of human health and the environment, and would
comply with all ARARs. The selected remedy would mitigate the migration
of contamination to Onondaga Lake via Ley Creek; it would provide a
reduction in the toxicity, mobility, and/or volume of contaminated
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groundwater and leachate through treatment; it would satisfy the ARARs
and RAOs; and it would provide long-term effectiveness. The selected
alternative would be implemented in a reasonable time frame with minimal
significant short-term impacts to human health or the environment. The
selected remedy would be cost-effective, and would utilize permanent
solutions to the maximum extent practicable. The selected remedy would
also meet the statutory preference for the use of treatment (of the
contaminated groundwater and leachate) as a principal element. Finally,
the selected remedy would provide overall protection to human health and
the environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy involves:

• Excavation of contaminated sediments in the western drainage
ditch;

Construction of groundwater/leachate collection trenches north and
south of Ley Creek;

Consolidation of the excavated sediments and the soils and wastes
(from the excavation of the collection trenches) on the landfill areas;

• Construction of 6 NYCRR Part 360 caps over the landfill areas north
and south of Ley Creek;

• Lining the drainage ditches located along the northern and eastern
borders of the Site; ,

• Engineered drainage controls and fencing;

Installation of anon-Site 150,000-gallon storage tank to hold excess
water volume stemming from storm events;

• Treatmentof the collected contaminated groundwater/leachate atan
on-Site treatment plant;

Discharge of treated effluent to Ley Creek;

• Institutional controls (such as restrictive covenants and/or
environmental easements) to prohibit residential use of Site
property and the installation and use of groundwater wells, as well
as to protect and ensure the integrity of the caps,
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groundwater/leachate collection trenches, and engineered drainage
controls;

Maintenance of the caps and groundwater/leachate collection
trenches; and

• Long-term monitoring.

The selected alternative is presented in Figure 8.

The Town of Salina willneed to certify the continued effectiveness of the
institutional and engineering controls on a yearly basis in an annual
report. The certification will need to indicate that the required long-term
monitoring is being conducted, identify the required institutional and
engineering controls, indicate whether they remain effective for the
protection of public health and the environment, and indicate whether they
should remain in place.

All excavated sediments and any excavated soils or wastes which have
PCB concentrations which equal or exceed 50 mg/kg will be sent off-Site
for treatment/disposal at a TSCA-compliant facility. Those sediments and
any excavated soils or wastes that have PCB concentrations less than 50
mg/kg will be consolidated underneath the cap on the landfill areas.

Before installing the multilayer caps, the subgrade will be graded to
promote drainage and exhibit final slopes between 4% and 33%. The
entire cap will then be seeded.

Currently, the limits of the landfill waste encroach on the banks of Ley
Creek in several locations. Landfilled waste will be pulled back 30 feet
from the northern and southern banks of Ley Creek and 30 feet from the
northern banks of OLCC prior to the installation of the
groundwater/leachate collection trenches15. This landfilled waste will be
removed and disposed properly at a permitted off-Site facility if it is
characterized as hazardous waste. If it is not characterized as hazardous
waste, then the waste will be consolidated onto the landfill. The
groundwater/leachate collection trenches will then be installed along the
northern and southern banks of Ley Creek at the new limits of the waste.
Based upon available data and the conclusion that the groundwater flow
from the landfill south of Ley Creek is likely to be influenced by a

15 The northern and southern collection trenches will be approximately 2,900 feet long and
1,260 feet long, respectively.
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northwestern flowing gradient to the southern collection trench along Ley
Creek, a collection trench along the northern side of Qi.CC may not be
needed. If monitoring data indicates a different flow gradient, then the
need for a groundwater collection trench along the north side of the OLCC
will be evaluated. Site preparation prior to trench construction will include
clearing, grubbing, and removal of trees along the northern and southern
banks of Ley Creek. Erosion controls, including silt fencing and/or hay
bales will be installed to prevent soil and silt runoff from entering the
creek. The.existing slopes along the banks will be regraded to provide a
suitable work pad for construction of the trench. Contaminated material
cut from the banks will be placed under the cap (contingent upon the
results of the PCB testing noted above).

The groundwater/leachate collection trenches will be keyed into the clay
layer that act as an aquitard between the shallow and deep aquifers at the
Site. Where the clay layer is not present or is of insufficient thickness, the
leachate collection trenches will be keyed into the dense glacial till.
Additional investigation of the permeability of the glacial till will be
conducted during the remedial design phase. If the glacial till is
determined to not be a sufficiently low permeability material/then
additional measures (e.g., installation of sheet piling downgradient of the
collection trenches) may be implemented to ensure that groundwater flow
will not bypass the collection trenches.

Pending further evaluation during design, it is anticipated that the
trenches will be installed using the bio-polymer slurry construction
technique, which eliminates the need for shoring, dewatering, and
personnel working in the trench. A barrier liner will be installed on the
downgradient side of the trenches to prevent the inflow of uncontaminated
water from Ley Creek. A perforated HOPE pipe will be installed at the
bottom of the trenches and a porous media (such as large diameter
gravel) will be backfilled. The trenches will be designed such that
collected water will flow by gravity through conveyance piping to existing
manholes located on the northwestern and eastern parts of the Site. From
these manholes, the water will be treated at an on-Site treatment plant.

After the installation of the trenches, the downgradient work areas will be
graded for proper drainage and covered with 0.5 foot of topsoil. All areas
disturbed by the construction will be revegetated. The trenches will be
constructed and buffer areas and the banks of Ley Creek and OLCC will
be restored, as appropriate, in compliance with the New York State
stream protection ARAR, 6 NYCRR Part 608 Use and Protection of
Waters.
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The 48-inch abandoned sewer line that runs across the Site will be
exposed, broken, and sealed with concrete (or some other suitable
material) at the eastern and western borders of the Site, to prevent it from
serving as a conduit to convey contaminated groundwater off-Site. In
addition, a slip liner will be installed in the 48-inch CMP culvert located
in the eastern part of the Site to prevent contaminated groundwater from
leaking into the pipe and discharging to Ley Creek.

Sediments in the western drainage ditch will be excavated and the area
restored, allowing for positive drainage of surface water runoff to Ley
Creek. The drainage ditches located along the northern and eastern
borders of the Site will be lined with a low permeability material. The liner
will be covered with either rip rap or soil, depending on the expected
surface water velocity. It is estimated that 72,000 square feet of liner
(3,600 linear feet by 20 feet wide) will be required. Grading and
redirection of the drainage ditches will be conducted as necessary to
facilitate installation of the liner. Additionally, surface water will be
temporarily rerouted if necessary during the construction. Because the
installation of the liner will likely cause the disturbance of wetland areas,
mitigation of the affected wetlands is also included under the selected
alternative.

During the preliminary remedial design, delineation and evaluation of any
wetlands on or adjacent to the Site or impacted by the Site consistent with
the Federal Manual for Identifying and Permeating Jurisdictional Wetlands
M9891: 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A: "Statement of Procedures on
Floodplaih Management and Wetlands Protection," Executive Order
11990: "Protection of Wetlands," and EPA's 1985 "Statement of "Policy on
Floodplains/Wetlands Assessments for CERCLA Actions" will be
performed. Also, since remedial activities will take place within the 100-
or 500-year floodplain, a floodplain assessment consistent with Executive
Order 11988: "Floodplain Management", and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A
will be performed to minimize or avoid the adverse effects of a 500-year
event, as well as to protect against the spread of contaminants and the
long-term disabling of remedial treatment systems due to flooding events.
In addition, the substantive requirements of Title 6 of the Official
Compilation of New York State Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR)
Part 502, Floodplain Management Criteria for State Projects will also
need to be met.

A soil gas survey, in addition to what has already been performed at the
landfill, to determine the potential for soil vapor intrusion into nearby
structures will be performed if determined to be necessary by New York
State Department of Health.
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The selected remedy will be designed to the extent practicable so as not
to inhibit or impair National Grid's operations on the Site. Coordination
with National Grid to identify the location of all of its utility lines,
structures and facilities will be done in order to identify design
requirements for uninterrupted access by National Grid and to ensure safe
construction of the selected remedy.

If the ongoing negotiations between the Town of Salina and Onondaga
County related to the utilization of METRO to treat the collected
contaminated groundwater/leachate are successful before the Remedial
Design Work Plan is approved for the Site, then the collected leachate
and groundwater will be pre-treated on-Site and conveyed to METRO in
lieu of undergoing complete treatment at an on-Site treatment facility and
discharged to Ley Creek (i.e., Alternative 4 would be implemented).

Because the selected remedy will result in contaminants remaining on-
Site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo
a statutory review every five years. As part of any such review,
groundwater monitoring results and Site modeling will be utilized to
assess the ability of natural attenuation to attain MCLs in the two 30-foot
buffer areas associated with Ley Creek and in the buffer area north of
OLCC, and to otherwise confirm that the remedy remains protective. If
justified by the review, additional remedial actions may be implemented.

Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs

The estimated capital cost for the selected remedy is $18.4 million. The
estimated annual cost associated with maintenance of the landfill cap,
and treatment of the collected leachate, in addition to other operation and
maintenance items, is $408,700 for 30 years. The estimated total
present-worth cost of the selected remedy is $23.5 million. The total
present worth is the sum of capital cost and the present-worth cost of
O&M, which is based on a project life of 30 years and a 7% discount rate.

These engineering cost estimates are expected to be within +50 to -30
percent of the actual project cost, and are based upon the best available
information regarding the anticipated scope of the selected remedy.
Changes in the cost elements may occur as a result of new information
and data collected during the engineering design of the remedy.

In addition to the preceding information, see Table 18 entitled "Cost
Estimate Input Data for Selected Remedy."
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Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

Based upon the human health and ecological risk assessments, NYSDEC
and EPA have determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from the Site, if not addressed by the selected alternative or
one of the other active measures considered, present a current or
potential threat to public health or the environment.

Specifically, it has been concluded that: (1) trespassers and wildlife
could come into contact with contamination at the current landfill surface;
(2) trespassers and wildlife could come into contact with the leachate
seeps along the bank of Ley Creek; (3) wildlife could be exposed to
contaminated sediment in the western drainage swale of the landfill; and
(4) there is a potential risk to anyone that would use the groundwater as
a drinking source.

The selected alternative will cap the landfill waste mass, contain and treat
contaminated groundwater, and prevent exposure to humans and the
environment. The selected remedy will preclude the migration of
contamination to the Onondaga Lake system from the Site; it will provide
a reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of Site-related
contaminants; it will satisfy the ARARs and RAOs (with the exception of
groundwater ARARs on the Site); and it will provide long-term
effectiveness. The selected remedy will be cost-effective, and will utilize
permanent solutions to the extent practicable.

The selected remedy will also meet the statutory preference for the use
of treatment as a principal element. Finally, the selected remedy will
provide overall protection of human health and the environment due to
contaminants that are present at the Site. With regard to groundwater, it
will take approximately one and a half years to construct the groundwater
collection and treatment system. Since the groundwater portion of the
remedy is hydraulic containment using collection trenches, groundwater
cleanup standards will not be achieved. The property and surrounding
areas are presently zoned industrial, and the reasonably anticipated
future land use is not expected to change. It is also anticipated that the
future use of the Site groundwater will not be a drinking water source.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under CERCLA Section 121 and the NCR, 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
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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, NYSDEC and EPA have determined that
the selected remedy meets these statutory requirements.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy will protect human health and the environment
through capping of the Salina Landfill waste mass and leachate seeps,
thereby eliminating the threat of exposure via direct contact with or
ingestion of the contaminated media. The selected remedy will reduce
exposure levels by reducing the amount of water contaminated by the
landfill waste by not allowing precipitation to infiltrate into the landfill.
The remedy will also prevent or substantially eliminate the migration of
contamination to the Onondaga Lake system from the Site through
capping and the installation of the leachate collection trenches. Short-
term human health or ecological risks posed by the landfill and leachate
seeps can be minimized with deed restrictions, maintenance of the
temporary covers, and fencing, while the landfill is being capped. The
selected remedy will also provide overall protection by reducing the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contamination through the capping of the
landfill and treatment of the collected leachate.

Compliance with ARAps and Other Environmental Criteria

A summary of the ARARs and "Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance
TBCs" which will be complied with during implementation of the selected
remedy, is presented below.

• Clean Air Act (CAA) National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants, 40 CFR Parts 61 and 63

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Standards for
Hazardous Waste Generators; Manifesting; Pre-Transportation;
Reporting Requirements, 40 CFR Part 262 Subparts B, C, D

• RCRA Subtitle C - Hazardous Waste Management, Identification and
Listing of Hazardous Wastes, 40 CFR Part 261

• Standards for Hazardous Waste Generators, Hazardous Waste
Determinations, 40 CFR Part 262,11
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Standards for Hazardous Waste Generators, 90-Day Accumulation
Rule, 40 CFR Part 262.34

Standards for Owners/Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment,
Storage and Disposal (TSD) Facilities, Parts 264 and 265, Subparts
B, F,G, J .S .andX

RCRA, Standards of Capping: Surface Impoundments, Waste Piles,
Landfills, Subtitle C, 40 CFR Parts 264 and 265, Subparts K, L and
N

RCRA Subtitle C, Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs), 40 CFR Part
268

RCRA Subtitle D, Criteria for Classification of Waste Disposal
Facilities, 40 CFR Part 257

U.S. Department of Transportation Rules for Hazardous Materials
Transport, 49 CFR Part 107 et. seq.

Occupational Health and Safety Act, Worker Health and Safety, 29
CFR 1910.120 and 29 CFR 1926

NYSDEC Identification and Listing of Hazardous Wastes, 6 NYCRR
Part 371

New York State Hazardous Waste Management Facility Regulations,
6 NYCRR Parts 370, 372 and 373

NYSDEC Corrective Action for Solid Waste Management Units, 6
NYCRR Part 373-2.19

New York State Solid Waste Management Facility Regulations, 6
NYCRR Parts 360 and 364

NYSDEC LDRs, 6 NYCRR Part 376

New York State Classifications of Surface Waters and
Groundwaters, 6 NYCRR Part 701

New York State Regulations on the State Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (SPDES), 6 NYCRR Parts 750-758
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New York State Air Pollution Control Regulations, 6 NYCRR Parts
120,200-203, 207, 211, 212 and 219

New York State Air Quality Standards, 6 NYCRR Part 257

Local County or Municipality Pretreatment Requirements, Local
regulations

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) MCLs and MCLGs (40 CFR Part
141)

New York State Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Standards
and Groundwater Effluent Standards, 6 NYCRR Part 703

Clean Water Act (CWA), Wastewater Discharge Permits, Effluent
Guidelines, Best Available Technology (BAT) and BMPPT, 40 CFR
Parts 122, 125 and 401

Floodplain Management 40 CFR 6, Subpart A, 40 CFR 6.302

40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A, Statement of Procedures on Floodplain
Management and Wetlands Protection

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 661, Modification to
Waterways that Affects Fish of Wildlife, 40 CFR 6.302 (122.49)

National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 470

New York State Freshwater Wetlands Law ECL, Article 24, 71 in
Title 23

New York State Freshwater Wetlands Implementation Program, 6
NYCRR 662 and 665

New York State Protection of Waters Program, 6 NYCRR Part 608

CWA Section 401, State Water Quality Certification (WQC) Program,
33 U.S.C. 1341

40 CFR Parts 230 and 231 (associated with the Clean Water Act,
Section 404)

Freshwater Wetlands Regulations/Guidelines on Compensatory
Mitigation, October 1993 (A New York State SCG)
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Requirements for Management of Hazardous Contaminated Media
(Hazardous Waste Identification Rule (HWIR) - Media), 61 FR
18879, 40 CFR Part 260, et. al.

CAA, National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 40 CFR Part 50

Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands)

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management)

Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process, OSWER
Directive No. 9355.7-04

EPA Statement of Policy on Floodplains and Wetlands Assessments
for CERCLA Actions

New York Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control

New York State Air Cleanup Criteria, January 1990

SDWA Proposed MCLs

NYSDEC, Division of Water Technical and Operational Guidance
Series (TOGS) 1.1.1, October 1998

New York State Groundwater Effluent Limitations, TOGS 1.1.2

NYSDEC Division of Water, Guidance on Groundwater
Contamination Strategy, TOGS 2.1.1

New York State Ambient Air Quality Guidelines, Air Guide-1

NYSDEC Fish and Wildlife Impact Analysis for Inactive Hazardous
Waste Sites, October 1994

EPA Ambient Water Quality Criteria (Federal Register, Volume 57,
No, 246, December 22, 1992)

NYSDEC Remedial Program Soil Cleanup Objectives, 6 NYCRR Part
375-6

New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section 27-1318,
Institutional and Engineering Controls
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• New York State Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Part 502t
Floodplain Management Criteria for State Projects

Cost-Effectiveness

For the foregoing reasons, it has been determined that the selected
remedy provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to its cost.

The estimated capital costs for the selected remedy is $18.4 million. The
estimated annual O&M cost for 30 years is $408,700 per year. The
estimated total present-worth cost of the selected remedy is
approximately $23.5 million.

Although Alternative 1 (No Action) is less costly than the selected
remedy, it will not achieve the overall protection of human health and the
environment, and contamination from the Site will continue to migrate into
the Onondaga Lake System.

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
§300.430(f)(1 )(i)(B), such that it represents the maximum extent to which
permanence and treatment can be practicably utilized at this Site.

The selected remedy will not provide a permanent solution for the Town
of Salina Landfill in that the entire landfill will not be treated. Even if the
waste mass were completely removed from the landfill site, the waste
would be deposited elsewhere. This removal and off-Site disposal would
not reduce the volume of waste. Therefore, even though the landfill waste
is not reduced by the selected remedy, it is contained to prevent exposure
to humans and the environment.

The leachate collection trenches wifl collect the contaminated
groundwater and leachate from the landfill, eliminating the mobility of the
waste. The leachate will be treated, thereby reducing the toxicity of the
waste.

There are no principal threat wastes located at the Site. However, any
hazardous waste that is found at the Site (for example, during the
installation of the leachate collection trenches) will be removed and
handled in an appropriate manner (disposal at an approved hazardous
waste treatment, storage, or disposal Site).
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Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a
principal element is satisf ied under the selected remedy in that the
leachate and contaminated groundwater will be collected and treated, and
will no longer reach the tr ibutary of Onondaga Lake, Ley Creek. Any
hazardous wastes encountered during the construction of the leachate
collection trenches will be treated off-Site at an approved treatment,
storage and disposal faci l i ty.

Five-Year Review Requirements

Since the selected alternative will result in contaminants remaining on-
Site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site undergo
a statutory review every five years. If justif ied by this assessment,
remedial actions may be implemented in the future to remove or treat the
waste.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

No significant changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the
revised Proposed Plan, were necessary or appropriate.
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Attachments for this Record of Decision are available by placing a   
request using the Customized CERCLIS/RODS Report Order Form.

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/phonefax/rods.htm  
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HEARING DATE AND TIME:  November 22, 2011 at 9:45 a.m. (Eastern Time) 
RESPONSE DEADLINE: November 15, 2011 at 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) 

 

US_ACTIVE:\43791025\05\64318.0003  

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

: 
In re : Chapter 11 Case No. 

: 
MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY, et al.,  : 09-50026 (REG) 
 f/k/a General Motors Corp., et al. : 

: 
Debtors. : (Jointly Administered) 

: 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

ORDER GRANTING DEBTORS’ OBJECTION TO ADMINISTRATIVE  
PROOF OF CLAIM NO. 70883 FILED BY THE TOWN OF SALINA 

Upon the objection to proof of claim number 70883 filed by the Town of Salina, 

dated October 12, 2011 (the “Objection”),1 of Motors Liquidation Company (f/k/a General 

Motors Corporation) and its affiliated debtors, as post-effective date debtors (collectively, the 

“Debtors”), pursuant to section 502(b) of title 11, United States Code (the “Bankruptcy Code”) 

and Rule 3007(a) of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure, seeking entry of an order 

disallowing and expunging administrative proof of claim number 70883 on the grounds that it 

fails to establish a valid claim for an administrative expense and, to the extent it is reclassified, is 

duplicative, all as more fully described in the Objection; and due and proper notice of the 

Objection having been provided, and it appearing that no other or further notice need be 

provided; and the Court having found and determined that the relief sought in the Objection is in 

the best interests of the Debtors, their estates, creditors, and all parties in interest and that the 

legal and factual bases set forth in the Objection establish just cause for the relief granted herein; 

and after due deliberation and sufficient cause appearing therefor, it is 

                                                 
1  Capitalized terms used herein and not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings ascribed to such 
terms in the Objection. 

09-50026-reg Doc 11030 Filed 10/12/11 Entered 10/12/11 12:24:31 Main Document   Pg 107 of
 108




 

US_ACTIVE:\43791025\05\64318.0003 2 

ORDERED that the relief requested in the Objection is granted to the extent 

provided herein; and it is further 

ORDERED that, pursuant to section 502(b) of the Bankruptcy Code, 

administrative proof of claim number 70883 is disallowed and expunged from the claims registry 

in its entirety; and it is further 

ORDERED that this Court shall retain jurisdiction to hear and determine all 

matters arising from or related to this Order.  

Dated: New York, New York 
 _____________, 2011 

  
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE 
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