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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
 

Town of  Sal ina Landf i l l  S i te
Sub-Si te  of  the Onondaga Lake Superfund Si te

INTRODUCTION

This Responsiveness Summary prov ides a summary of  c i t izens '  comments
and concerns received dur ing the two publ ic  comment  per iods re la ted to
the Sal ina Landf i l l  Sub-Si te  (Si te) ,  Remedia l  Invest igat ion and Feasib i l i ty
Study (RI /FS)  and Proposed Plans,  and the responses of  the New York
State Depar tment  o f  Envi ronmenta l  Conservat ion (NYSDEC) and the U.S.
Envi ronmenta l  Protect ion Agency (EPA)  to  those comments and concerns.
Al l  comments summar ized in  th is  document  have been considered in
NYSDEC and EPA's f ina l  dec is ion in  the se lect ion of  a  remedy to  address
the contaminat ion at  the Si te .

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVIT IES

The RI  repor t ,  FS repor t ,  and FS Addendum, and Proposed Plans for  the
Si te  were made avai lab le to  the publ ic  in  both the Admin is t ra t ive Record
and in format ion reposi tor ies mainta ined at  NYSDEC Albany and Syracuse
of f ices,  the in format ion reposi tory  at  the Sal ina Town Hal l ,  201 School
Road,  L iverpool ,  New York;  the in format ion reposi tory  at  the Sal ina Free
Library ,  100 Belmont  St reet ,  Syracuse,  New York;  the in format ion
reposi tory  at  the Onondaga County Publ ic  L ibrary ,  Syracuse Branch at  the
Gal ler ies,  447 South Sal ina Street ,  Syracuse New York;  and the
informat ion reposi tory  at  the At lant ic  States Legal  Foundat ion,  658 West
Onondaga Street ,  Syracuse,  New York.   

In  January 2003,  fact  sheets were sent  to  over  240 addressees on the Si te
mai l ing l is t ,  ar t ic les appeared in  the local  newspapers,  and se lected
mai l ings of  the Proposed Plan were made to local  o f f ic ia ls  and in terested
par t ies.   A publ ic  meet ing was held at  the Sal ina Town Hal l  on January 28,
2003.   Approx imate ly  50 people,  inc lud ing local  res idents and
representat ives of  the media,  env i ronmenta l  groups,  Honeywel l
In ternat ional ,  Inc.  (here inaf ter ,  Honeywel l ,  a  potent ia l ly  responsib le
par ty) ,  and federa l ,  s ta te,  and local  governmenta l  o f f ic ia ls ,  a t tended the
publ ic  meet ing.   The publ ic  comment  per iod was to  have ended on
February 12,  2003,  however  i t  was extended to  March 14,  2003,  in
response to  a request  for  an extens ion.
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In December 2006,  fact  Sheets were sent  to  over  450 addressees on the
Si te  mai l ing l is t ,  ar t ic les appeared in  the local  newspapers,  and se lected
mai l ings of  the rev ised Proposed Plan were made to  local  o f f ic ia ls  and
interested par t ies.   The mai l ing l is t  inc ludes local  c i t izens,  bus inesses,
local ,  s ta te and federa l  governmenta l  agencies,  media,  and envi ronmenta l
organizat ions.   A not ice of  avai lab i l i ty  o f  the above-referenced documents
was publ ished in  the Post  Standard  on December 30,  2006.   

A publ ic  meet ing was held at  the Sal ina Town Hal l ,  on January 30,  2007.
Approx imate ly  40 people,  inc lud ing local  res idents  and representat ives of
the media,  env i ronmenta l  groups,  and federa l ,  s ta te,  and loca l
governments,  a t tended the publ ic  meet ing.   The meet ing inc luded
presentat ions by NYSDEC and New York State Depar tment  o f  Heal th
(NYSDOH) of f ic ia ls  on the resul ts  o f  the Remedia l  Invest igat ion and
Feasib i l i ty  Study and d iscuss ions of  the proposed remedy.   The meet ing
prov ided an oppor tun i ty  for  the publ ic  to  ask quest ions,  d iscuss the i r
concerns,  and prov ide comment  on the rev ised Proposed Plan.   The publ ic
comment  per iod ended on February 12,  2007.   

OVERVIEW

In  January 2003,  NYSDEC and EPA re leased a Proposed Plan descr ib ing
the remedia l  a l ternat ives considered for  the Si te  and ident i fy ing the
preferred remedy wi th  the rat ionale for  the preference.   The pr imary
elements of  the preferred remedy inc luded construct ing impermeable caps
over  the landf i l l  areas nor th and south of  Ley Creek,  const ruct ing
groundwater / leachate co l lect ion t renches nor th  and south of  Ley Creek,
and pumping the co l lected groundwater / leachate  to  the Met ropol i tan
Syracuse Wastewater  Treatment  P lant  (METRO) for  t reatment .  

Comments received dur ing the publ ic  comment  per iod ind icated that
Onondaga County has a pol icy  not  to  accept  wastewater  f rom inact ive
hazardous waste s i tes for  t reatment  a t  METRO.  The Town of  Sal ina and
the County  par t ic ipated in  extended negot ia t ions for  an agreement  to
a l low  the landf i l l ’s  groundwater / leachate to  be t reated at  METRO (wi th  or
wi thout  pret reatment) .   No agreement  was reached.   Therefore,   two on-
Si te  groundwater / leachate t reatment  a l ternat ives were evaluated in  a
September 2006 Addendum to the May 2002 Town of  Sal ina Landf i l l
Feasib i l i ty  Study Repor t  (here inaf ter  “FS Addendum”) .   A rev ised
Proposed Plan was re leased to the publ ic  for  comment  in  December 2006.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Commenters on the Proposed Plans inc luded At lant ic  States Legal
Foundat ion,  Genera l  Motors,  Onondaga County,  the Onondaga Nat ion,
Nat ional  Gr id ,  three local  bus inesses,  and local  c i t izens.   

Responses to  the comments received at  both publ ic  meet ings and in
wr i t ing dur ing both publ ic  comment  per iods are inc luded.  

The publ ic  comments received and corresponding NYSDEC and EPA
responses have been organized in to the fo l lowing top ics:

•  Waste Conta inment  Versus Removal
•  Waste Excavat ion and Inc inerat ion
•  Par t  360 Cap versus a Soi l  Cover
•  Leachate Col lect ion South of  Ley Creek
•  Leachate and Contaminated Groundwater  Treatment
•  Threat  to  Groundwater  and Sur face Water
•  Contaminated Groundwater ,  Sur face Water ,  and Sediments
•  Old Ley Creek Channel
•  Wastewater  Treatment
•  Risk Assessment
•  Emiss ions of  Hazardous Volat i le  Organic  Compounds
•  Si te  Development
•  Potent ia l ly  Responsib le  Par t ies and Cost  Recovery
•  Cost  o f  the Remedy
•  Dra inage Di tch Sediments
•  Government- to-Government  Consul ta t ion
•  Nat ional  Gr id  Faci l i t ies  at  the Si te  
•  Ex is t ing On-Si te  St ructures:  Sewer L ine and Culver t
•  Maintenance and Moni tor ing
•  Miscel laneous

At tached to  th is  Responsiveness Summary are Appendices VI-a and VI-b,
which consis t  o f  le t ters  submi t ted dur ing the publ ic  comment  per iod and
a t ranscr ip t  o f  the publ ic  meet ing for  the Proposed Plan,  respect ive ly .

A summary of  the comments and concerns and NYSDEC and EPA’s
responses are prov ided below:

Waste Conta inment  Versus Removal

Comment  #1:  Seve ra l  commen te rs  e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  t h e
long- term re l iab i l i ty  o f  landf i l l  conta inment ,  especia l ly  in



1 EPA Publication 9203.1-021, SACM Bulletins, Presumptive Remedies for Municipal
Landfill Sites, April 1992, Vol. 1, No. 1, and February 1993, Vol. 2, No.1,  SACM
Bulletin Presumptive Remedies, August 1992, Vol.1, No. 3. and EPA Directive No.
9355.0-49FS, Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites,
September 1993.

2 EPA Directive No. 9355.0-49FS, Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal
Landfill Sites, September 1993 at p. 1.
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l ight  o f  the fact  that  the Town had prev ious ly  p laced so i l
covers on the landf i l ls .  

Response #1:  T h e  s e l e c t e d  r e m e d y  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  E P A ’ s
Presumpt ive Remedy for  CERCLA Munic ipa l  Landf i l l
S i tes 1,  which ca l ls  for  an impermeable landf i l l  cap,
measures to  cont ro l  landf i l l  leachate,  source area
groundwater  cont ro l  to  conta in  the p lume,  and
ins t i tu t ional  cont ro ls .   EPA determined that  “ . . .
conta inment  technologies general ly  would be appropr iate
for  munic ipa l  landf i l l  waste because the vo lume and
heterogenei ty  o f  the waste genera l ly  make t reatment
impract icable. 2”  

 The Town p laced a  two- foot  th ick  so i l  cover  over  the
landf i l ls  in  1982.   Whi le  the so i l  covers prevent  d i rec t
contact  wi th  contaminated so i ls ,  they a l low ra inwater  and
snow mel t  to  permeate through the covers in to the waste
mass.   As a resul t ,  the so i l  covers have not  s ign i f icant ly
reduced the amount  o f  leachate and contaminated
groundwater  produced by the wastes in  the landf i l l .   A
mul t i layer  cap meet ing the current  6  NYCRR Par t  360
regulat ions,  on the other  hand,  wi l l  s ign i f icant ly  reduce
the mobi l i ty  o f  contaminants caused by in f i l t ra t ing
ra inwater  and snow mel t .

 The re l iab i l i t y  and long- term ef fect iveness of  the caps
wi l l  be assured through rout ine inspect ions and
maintenance ( i .e . ,  mowing,  fer t i l iz ing,  reseeding,  and
repai r ing any eros ion or  burrowing rodent  damage) .  

Comment  #2:  A commenter  suggested that  hot  spot  waste  removal  in
combinat ion wi th  conta inment  would be a more re l iab le
a l ternat ive than conta inment  a lone,  s ince i t  would
permanent ly  reduce the overa l l  tox ic i ty  o f  the Si te .   
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Response #2:  Dur ing the RI ,  on ly  one contaminant  hot  spot  area was
ident i f ied on-Si te .   Th is  hot  spot  was located in  an area
where the nor th  leachate co l lect ion system is  to  be
insta l led.   This  area wi l l  be excavated and d isposed of
of f -S i te  in  order  to  insta l l  the leachate co l lect ion t rench.

 Whi le  there  cou ld  be contaminant  ho t  spots  loca ted
ins ide the landf i l ls ’  waste mass,  consider ing the fact  that
the landf i l ls  are an average th ickness of  15 feet  over  55
acres,  i t  would be very d i f f icu l t  to  ident i fy  such hot  spots
in  the landf i l ls .   S ince capping the landf i l ls  wi l l
s ign i f icant ly  reduce the in f lux of  ra inwater  and snow
mel t ,  the mobi l i ty  o f  any contaminant  hot  spots  wi l l  be
s ign i f icant ly  reduced.   Therefore,  i t  is  be l ieved that
c app ing  t he  l and f i l l s  w i l l  r e l i ab l y  con t a i n  any
contaminant  hot  spots  that  might  be present .  This
approach is  a lso consis tent  wi th  EPA’s Presumpt ive
Remedy for  CERCLA Munic ipa l  Landf i l l  S i tes which ca l ls
for  character izat ion and t reatment  o f  hot  spots  on ly
where the hot  spot  waste is  a  pr inc ipa l  threat  waste,  the
conta inment  system would be compromised i f  the waste
was le f t  in  p lace,  and there would be a s ign i f icant
reduct ion in  r isk  by t reat ing hot  spots .   These
ci rcumstances do not  apply  to  the Si te .

Comment  #3:  Severa l  commenters  suggested that  the ent i re  contents
of  the landf i l l  be removed and d isposed of  o f f -S i te  so
that  the Si te  can be restored to  pr is t ine condi t ions.

Response #3: Consider ing the s ize of  the landf i l ls ,  removing the waste
mass would be ext remely expensive,  would be d i f f icu l t  to
implement ,  would resul t  in  s ign i f icant  t ruck t ra f f ic  on
local  roads,  and would consume considerable space in
an of f -S i te  hazardous waste d isposal  fac i l i ty .  The caps
wi l l  be protect ive of  publ ic  heal th  and the envi ronment
s ince they wi l l  p revent  exposure of  humans and wi ld l i fe
to contaminat ion and wi l l  reduce the product ion of
leachate and contaminated groundwater .    As was noted
in Response #1,  above,  capping the landf i l ls  is
consis tent  wi th  EPA’s Presumpt ive Remedy for  CERCLA
Munic ipa l  Landf i l l  S i tes .  
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Comment  #4: A representat ive o f  the Onondaga Nat ion  s ta ted that
g iven the sacred,  sp i r i tua l ,  h is tor ic ,  archeologica l ,  and
treaty-based in terests ,  and the Nat ion ’s  des i re  for  the
complete c lean up and restorat ion of  Onondaga Lake,
the Nat ion is  concerned about  the remedy se lected for
the Si te .   Speci f ica l ly ,  i t  is  the Nat ion ’s  expectat ion that
th is  S i te ,  as wel l  as a l l  o ther  sub-s i tes a long the shores
of  the Lake and a l l  o f  t r ibutar ies,  be complete ly  c leaned
up and restored so that  i t  can rec la imed for  use by the
Onondagas and a l l  o f  the other  res idents  of  centra l  New
York.

Response #4: NYSDEC and EPA recogn ize  the  un ique  sp i r i tua l ,
h is tor ica l  and cu l tura l  t ies of  the Onondaga Nat ion to
Onondaga Lake and va lue i ts  v iews wi th  respect  to
c leanup of  the Sal ina Landf i l l  sub-s i te  as wel l  as the
other  sub-s i tes of  the Onondaga Lake Super fund s i te .
However ,  g i ven  the  na tu re  and  ex ten t  o f  t he
contaminat ion at  the var ious sub-s i tes,  the complete
removal  o f  the sources of  the contaminat ion and the
complete restorat ion of  the lake and i ts  t r ibutar ies is  not
poss ib le  or  pract icable.     

 Whi le  the se lected remedy for  the Sal ina Landf i l l  s i te
does not  resul t  in  the removal  o f  a l l  o f  the contaminat ion,
the remedy is  protect ive of  publ ic  heal th  and the
envi ronment .   The landf i l l  caps wi l l  prevent  d i rect
contact  and reduce the product ion of  leachate and
contaminated groundwater  and the groundwater / leachate
col lect ion systems wi l l  prevent  the f low of  contaminated
groundwater  and leachate in to  Ley Creek,  a  t r ibutary  of
Onondaga Lake.

Comment  #5: Severa l  commenters suggested that  A l ternat ive 3 (waste
excavat ion south of  Ley Creek and consol idat ion nor th of
Ley Creek,  Par t  360 cap nor th  of  Ley Creek,
groundwater / leachate co l lect ion nor th  and south of  Ley
Creek,  on-Si te  groundwater / leachate t reatment ,  and
long- term moni tor ing)  was more advantageous than
Al ternat ive 2 (Par t  360 cap nor th and south of  Ley Creek
and groundwater / leachate co l lect ion nor th and south of
Ley Creek,  o f f -S i te  groundwater / leachate t reatment ,  and
long- term moni tor ing) ,   the se lec ted a l ternat ive,  s ince
Al ternat ive 3 would remove the waste south of  Ley Creek
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and potent ia l ly  a l low the area south of  Ley Creek to  be
restored and reused as wel l  as  reduce the potent ia l  for
landf i l led wastes to  be subject  to  eros ion.

Response #5: Whi le  Al ternat ives 2 and 3 (as wel l  as Al ternat ives 4 and
5)  would both ef fect ive ly  prevent  the r isk  of  inc identa l
contact  wi th  waste mater ia l ,  contaminated so i ls ,  and
contaminated sediment  by humans and ecologica l
receptors ,  A l ternat ive 2 has a number of  advantages
over  Al ternat ive 3:

 • Al ternat ive 2 could be implemented more quick ly  ( i t
is  est imated that  A l ternat ive 2 would be implemented in
1.5 years,  whi le  A l ternat ive 3 would take an est imated
two years  to  implement) .   In  addi t ion the est imated
present-wor th cost  for  A l ternat ive 2 is   $2,342,000 less
than the est imated present-wor th  cost   for  A l ternat ive 3,
which presents a s ign i f icant  cost  sav ings to  the State of
New York and Town of  Sal ina;

 • For  cost -est imat ing purposes,  i t  was assumed that
25% of  the waste in  the waste area located to  the south
of  Ley Creek would be hazardous.   I f  the vo lume of
hazardous waste increases,  so would the capi ta l  cost  for
Al ternat ive 3;

 • U n d e r  A l t e r n a t i v e  3 ,  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t
over–excavat ion of  the waste to  remove under ly ing
contaminated nat ive so i ls  to  achieve c leanup objec t ives
would be necessary;  th is  would a lso increase the cost ;
 

 • A l te rna t ive  3  has  g rea te r  po ten t ia l  shor t - te rm
impacts ,  such as object ionable odors dur ing excavat ion;
and 

 • The presumpt ive remedy for  landf i l ls  o f  th is  s ize
(waste area south of  Ley Creek is  4  -  5  acres)  is
capping.

 NYSDEC and EPA be l ieve that  the se lected remedy for
the Si te  wi l l  prov ide the best  ba lance of  t radeof fs  among
al ternat ives wi th  respect  to  the evaluat ion cr i ter ia ,  wi l l
be protect ive of  human heal th  and the env i ronment ,  and



V-8

wi l l  comply wi th  a l l  appl icable or  re levant  and
appropr ia te requi rements.  

Comment  #6: A commenter  s ta ted that  s ince the FS repor t  assumed
that ,  i f  excavated,15% of  the landf i l led wastes south of
Ley Creek would be hazardous and,  therefore,  would
requi re of f -S i te  d isposal ,  the use of  a  25% f igure in  the
Proposed Plans arb i t rar i ly  in f la ted the cost  o f  the
al ternat ive.   The commenter  s ta ted that  dur ing a recent
te leconference,  NYSDEC ind icated that  most  o f  the
wastes south of  Ley Creek were “const ruct ion and
demol i t ion debr is”  and,  therefore,  un l ike ly  to  be very
contaminated.   The commenter  fur ther  s ta ted that  the
actual  percentage of  waste which might  be Toxic
Substances Contro l  Act  or  Resource Conservat ion and
Recovery Act  regulated was unknown in  2003,  and
remains unknown to th is  day.   The commenter  asked why
the percentage of  “hazardous mater ia l ”  was increased
from 15% in the FS repor t  to  25% in the Proposed Plans.

The commenter  asked why were the costs  for  a
groundwater  t rench inc luded in  Al ternat ives 3 and 5
when a t rench was l ike ly  not  requi red.  The commenter
a lso asked why a less cost ly  groundwater  co l lect ion
system, such as wel ls ,  was not  proposed instead of  a
t rench.  

The commenter  asked what  is  a  reasonable t imeframe
for  a t ta in ing the s i te  remedia l  act ion object ives through
natura l  a t tenuat ion.

The commenter  c i ted 6NYCRR Par t  375-1.10,  "The goal
of  the [ remedia l ]  program for  a  speci f ic  s i te  is  to  restore
that  s i te  to  predisposal  condi t ions,  to  the extent  feas ib le
and author ized by law."   The consol idat ion of  wastes,  as
descr ibed under  Al ternat ive 3,  achieves at  least  a  par t ia l
restorat ion of  the s i te .   The commenter  s ta ted that  i t  is
incumbent  on NYSDEC and EPA to fo l low the regulatory
language in  6NYCRR Par t  375-1.10,  namely to  res tore
the Si te  to  the extent  feas ib le .

Response #6: The  range  o f  pe rcen tages  and  eng ineer ing  cos t
est imates are based upon the best  avai lab le in format ion
regard ing the ant ic ipated scope of  the se lec ted remedy.
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The percentage of  waste that  would be c lass i f ied as
hazardous was increased to  more accurate ly  represent
the expected percentage that  wi l l  be d isposed of  as
hazardous.  The engineer ing cost  est imates are pro jected
to be wi th in  the acceptable +50 to  -30 percent  o f  the
actual  pro ject  cost  range.   The dec is ion to  cap the
landf i l l  is  consis tent  wi th  EPA’s Presumpt ive Remedy for
CERCLA Munic ipa l  Landf i l l  S i tes .   

The cost  for  a  groundwater  co l lect ion t rench was
inc luded for  both Al ternat ives 3 and 5 because th is
would more accurate ly  represent  the ant ic ipated costs
for  the ent i re  remedy.   The co l lect ion t rench was used in
the remedia l  a l ternat ive because i t  is  more protect ive of
the  env i ronment ,  p rov id ing  less  poss ib i l i t y  tha t
contaminated groundwater  would migrate of f -S i te .

A reasonable t imeframe for  a  remedy re ly ing on natura l
at tenuat ion is  genera l ly  a  t imeframe comparable to  that
which could be achieved through act ive  restorat ion.
T imeframes to  achieve remedia l  act ion object ives
through natuara l  a t tenuat ion re la t ive to  act ive measures
wi l l  be assessed dur ing remedia l  des ign.

The regulatory  prov is ion c i ted has been recodi f ied in  6
NYCRR Par t  375-2.8 which s tates that  " [ t ]he goal  o f  the
remedia l  program for  a  speci f ic  s i te  is  to  restore that  s i te
to  pre-d isposal  condi t ions,  to  the extent  feas ib le .   At  a
min imum, the remedy se lected shal l  e l iminate or  mi t igate
al l  s ign i f icant  threats  to  the publ ic  heal th  and to  the
envi ronment  presented by contaminants d isposed at  the
s i te  through proper  appl icat ion of  sc ient i f ic  and
engineer ing pr inc ip les and in  a manner  not  inconsis tent
wi th  the nat ional  o i l  and hazardous substances pol lu t ion
cont ingency p lan [NCP]  as set  for th  in  sect ion 105 of
CERCLA, as amended by SARA."   The remedy for  the
Si te  has been selected consis tent  wi th  the requi rements
of  the NCP which requi re that  candidate remedies be
assessed on the basis  of  n ine cr i ter ia .   A l l  remedies
must  meet  the threshold cr i ter ia  for  protect ion of  human
heal th  and the env i ronment  and compl iance wi th
appl icable and re levant  appropr ia te requi rements and
those a l ternat ives that  meet  the threshold cr i ter ia  are
subject  to  fur ther  analys is  us ing the other  seven cr i ter ia
to  determine the remedy that  prov ides the best  ba lance
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among these cr i ter ia .   Th is  process was conducted for
the se lect ion of  the remedy for  the Si te  and the se lected
remedy was determined by NYSDEC and EPA to meet  a l l
the remedia l ;  act ion object ives for  the Si te  and to
prov ide the best  ba lance among the evaulaton cr i ter ia .
This  process is  descr ibed in  more deta i l  in  the
Responses to  Comments 36 & 37,  be low.

 
Waste Excavat ion and Inc inerat ion

Comment  #7: A commenter  asked whether  excavat ion of  the waste and
on-Si te  inc inerat ion had been considered to  address the
contaminated waste mass.

Response #7: Excavat ion of  the waste and i ts  inc inerat ion on-Si te  was
considered,  but  was screened out  dur ing the FS
al ternat ives in i t ia l  screening process,  which assessed
ef fect iveness,  implementabi l i ty ,  and cost .   Whi le
excavat ion of  the waste mass and on-Si te  inc inerat ion
would be ef fect ive and implementable,  i ts  costs  were
gross ly  excess ive when compared to  the o ther
a l ternat ives.   Therefore,  on-Si te  inc inerat ion was
el iminated f rom fur ther  considerat ion.

Part  360 Cap versus a  Soi l  Cover

Comment  #8: A commenter  s ta ted that  a l though a 6 NYCRR Part  360
cap  wou ld  s ign i f i can t l y  r educe  t he  vo l ume  o f
con tamina ted  g roundwater  and  leachate  tha t  i s
g e n e r a t e d  a s  c o m p a r e d  t o  a  s o i l  c o v e r ,  t h e
present-wor th cost  o f  the se lected 6 NYCRR Par t  360
caps remedy is  approx imate ly  $4 mi l l ion greater  than the
present-wor th cost  o f  the so i l  covers a l ternat ive
(Al ternat ive 3 in  the 2003 Proposed Plan) .   The
commenter  suggested that  s ince the leachate and
contaminated groundwater  wi l l  be co l lected anyway
(a lbe i t  a  greater  vo lume would be co l lected) ,  the less
cost ly  so i l  covers a l ternat ive should be se lected for  the
Si te .   The commenter  a lso s tated that  a  so i l  cover
combined wi th  a contaminated groundwater  and leachate
col lect ion system (Al ternat ive 3 in  the 2003 Proposed
Plan)  would prov ide the funct ional  equiva lency to  a 6
N Y C R R  P a r t  3 6 0  c a p ,  t h e r e b y  s a t i s f y i n g  t h e
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act ion-speci f ic  appl icable or  re levant  and appropr ia te
requi rements of  o ther  appl icable federa l  and state
envi ronmenta l  s ta tutes and requi rements.  

Response #8: Whi le  the groundwater  co l lec t ion  sys tem shou ld  be
ef fect ive in  in tercept ing most  o f  the leachate and
contaminated groundwater  that   is  migrat ing f rom the
landf i l l ,  there is  the potent ia l  for  some leachate and
contaminated groundwater  to  bypass the co l lect ion
system s ince there is  no l iner  underneath the landf i l led
waste.   Therefore,  a  so i l  cover  combined wi th  a
contaminated groundwater  and leachate co l lect ion
system would not ,  as the commenter  suggests ,  prov ide
the funct ional  equiva lency to  a 6 NYCRR Part  360 cap.

Leachate  Col lect ion South of  Ley Creek

Comment  #9: Severa l  commenters s ta ted that  the proposed leachate
col lect ion system on the south of  Ley Creek does not
appear  to  fu l ly  address groundwater / leachate that  could
migrate f rom the landf i l l .   Speci f ica l ly ,  the southern
c o l l e c t i o n  t r e n c h  m a y  n o t  f u l l y  c a p t u r e
groundwater / leachate that  may d ischarge to  the south
f rom the por t ion of  the Town of  Sal ina Landf i l l  located
south of  Ley Creek.   

Response #9: The eastern  ha l f  o f  the Si te  is  bounded to  the south by
the banks of  a  separate t r ibutary  known as the Old Ley
Creek Channel  (OLCC).  Based upon avai lab le data and
the conclus ion that  the groundwater  f low f rom the landf i l l
south of  Ley Creek is  l ike ly  to  be in f luenced by a
nor thwestern f lowing gradient  to  the southern co l lect ion
t rench a long Ley Creek,  a  co l lect ion t rench a long the
nor thern s ide of  OLCC may not  be needed.  I f  moni tor ing
data ind icates a d i f ferent  f low gradient ,  then the need for
a groundwater  co l lect ion t rench a long the nor th s ide of
the OLCC would be evaluated.

Comment  #10: A commenter  s ta ted that  there is  no sewer connect ion to
the southwest  end of  the in terceptor  t rench as depic ted
by a f igure in  the rev ised Proposed Plan.   
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Response #10: The f igure in  the rev ised Proposed Plan is  a  conceptual
depic t ion showing the major  components of  the of f -S i te
t reatment  a l ternat ive.   There is  no need for  a  sewer
connect ion to  the southwest  end of  the in terceptor
t rench,  as there was a connect ion point  a t  the nor theast
end of  the t rench on that  f igure.   Regard less,  deta i led
plans wi l l  be generated in  the remedia l  des ign phase of
the pro ject .   However ,  i f  A l ternat ive 4 is  implemented,
then a connect ion to  the sewer system would need to  be
incorporated in to the des ign of  the remedy.

Leachate  and Contaminated Groundwater  Treatment

Comment  #11: Severa l  commenters  noted that  in  1991,  the County  o f
Onondaga establ ished a pol icy  not  to  accept  wastewater
f rom inact ive hazardous waste s i tes s ince such
wastewater  could inh ib i t  or  in ter fere wi th  t reatment  p lant
per formance,  cause or  cont r ibute to  passthrough of
po l lu tants  wi thout  t reatment ,  or  adverse ly  a f fect  the
qual i ty  o f  the b iosol ids ( the organic  mater ia ls  resul t ing
f rom the t reatment  o f  sewage s ludge) .  

Response #11: In  l ight  o f  the County 's  po l icy  not  to  accept  wastewater
f rom inact ive hazardous waste s i tes,  o ther  a l ternat ives
for  the t reatment  o f  the co l lected leachate and
groundwater  were generated,  evaluated and presented
in the Feasib i l i ty  Study addendum and rev ised Proposed
Plan.   The Town and the County par t ic ipated in  extended
negot ia t ions for  an agreement  to  a l low the landf i l l ’s
g roundwater / leachate  to  be  t rea ted  a t  County 's
w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  f a c i l i t y  ( w i t h  o r  w i t h o u t
pret reatment) .   No agreement  was reached.  

Comment  #12: A commenter  suggested that  permeable react ive barr ier
wal ls  be considered fur ther .   In  addi t ion,  the commenter
suggested that  considerat ion be g iven to  re in ject ing the
col lected leachate and contaminated groundwater  in to
the landf i l l  (e i ther  unt reated or  par t ia l ly  t reated) .   Th is
would use the landf i l l  as a b ioreactor / t reatment  system,
in  which heavy meta ls  are prec ip i ta ted,  organics are
bio log ica l ly  degraded,  and recalc i t rant  compounds (e.g. ,
po lychlor inated b iphenyls  [PCBs])  are sorbed to  so i l
par t ic les.  
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Response #12: Whi le  many inorgan ic  and organ ic  contaminants  are
readi ly  t reatable us ing permeable react ive barr iers ,  the i r
e f fect iveness in  t reat ing some contaminants,  such as
chlorobenzenes and PCBs (which are present  a t  e levated
leve ls  in  the leachate and groundwater) ,  is  not  wel l
known.   

 A b ioreactor  is  appropr ia te ly  appl ied in  c i rcumstances
where a landf i l l  has been constructed wi th  an engineered
b o t t o m  l i n e r  a n d  a  l e a c h a t e  c o l l e c t i o n
system—components that  e f fect ive ly  iso late the landf i l l
and leachate f rom the surrounding groundwater .   S ince
bioreactor  technology has never  been appl ied in
c i rcumstances where a landf i l l  was unl ined,  the
technology is  not  appropr ia te for  the unl ined landf i l ls  a t
the Si te .  

Comment  #13: A commenter  expressed concern about  the d ischarge of
“unt reated,  h igh ly  tox ic  leachate”  in to  Ley Creek af ter
the landf i l ls  are capped.  

Response #13: Under  cur rent  cond i t ions ,  contaminated groundwater
or ig inat ing f rom the landf i l ls  enters  Ley Creek.   The
intent  o f  the se lected remedy is  to  co l lect  the leachate
and contaminated groundwater  to  prevent  i t  f rom
enter ing the creek.   Fol lowing i ts  co l lect ion,  the leachate
and contaminated groundwater  wi l l  be t reated to
acceptable levels  and d ischarged to  Ley Creek.

Comment  #14: A commenter  expressed concern about  d ischarg ing the
leachate and contaminated groundwater  in to the sewer
system and the potent ia l  for  the contaminants to  leak
f rom the sewer  l ines or  to be bypassed f rom the sewer
l ines and d i rect ly  d ischarged to  sur face water  dur ing
storm events .  

Response #14: I f  A l ternat ive 4 was implemented instead of  A l ternat ive
2,  then a connect ion to  the sewer system would need to
be incorporated in to the des ign of  the remedy.   In
addi t ion,  any issues involv ing the poss ib i l i ty  o f
exf i l t ra t ion f rom the sani tary  sewers and any combined
sewer over f low (CSO) d ischarges would need to  be
considered.  
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Comment  #15: A commenter  s ta ted  tha t  leachate  genera ted  a t  the
landf i l l  should not  be pre- t reated and sent  to  METRO and
that  A l ternat ives 4 and 5 should be screened out .
Instead,  the commenter  encourages NYSDEC and the
Town of  Sal ina to  explore the poss ib i l i ty  o f  us ing the
newly const ructed Honeywel l  wastewater  t reatment
fac i l i ty  near  Wi l l is  Ave.  for  t reat ing th is  leachate.  

Response #15:  A l ternat ives 4 and 5 are v iab le a l ternat ives that  meet  the
threshold cr i ter ia  and were assessed against  the other
remedia l  a l ternat ives.   I f  the ongoing negot ia t ions
between the Town of  Sal ina and Onondaga County are
successfu l  before the Remedia l  Design Work Plan is
approved for  the Si te ,  then the co l lected leachate and
groundwater  wi l l  be pre- t reated on-Si te  and conveyed to
METRO in l ieu of  undergoing complete t reatment  at  an
on-Si te  t reatment  fac i l i ty  and being d ischarged to Ley
Creek ( i .e . ,  A l ternat ive 4 would be implemented) .  

 The  Honeywe l l  p lan t  was  no t  cons idered  fo r  the
t reatment  o f  the co l lected leachate and contaminated
groundwater  for  severa l  reasons:  the p lant  is  severa l
mi les away and would need a large capi ta l  investment  for
p ip ing f rom the landf i l l ,  as compared to  ty ing in to the
County ’s  sewer l ine at  the Si te ;  and the capaci ty  o f  the
plant  would need to  be suf f ic ient  to  handle  the landf i l l ' s
leachate.

Threat  to  Groundwater  and Surface Water

Comment  #16:  A commenter  asked how the se lected remedy wi l l  protect
downgradient  users of  groundwater  f rom th is  component
of  contaminated groundwater / leachate migrat ion.

Comment  #16:  NYSDEC and NYSDOH ident i fy  po tent ia l  downgradient
users of  groundwater  a t  inact ive hazardous waste
disposal  s i tes.   No downgradient  users were ident i f ied
for  th is  S i te .   The Si te  is  surrounded by the New York
State Thruway to  the nor th,  the Onondaga County
Resource Recovery Agency Transfer  Stat ion to  the west ,
Ley Creek and the Old Ley Creek Channel  to  the south,
and Route 11 to  the east .   The area around the Si te  is
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served by publ ic  water .   The remedy wi l l  be protect ive of
of f -S i te  groundwater  because the Si te ’s  contaminated
groundwater / leachate would  be co l lec ted by the
groundwater / leachate co l lect ion t renches.   

Comment  #17: A commenter  s ta ted that  the inherent  dangers  to  the
groundwater  and to  Ley Creek f rom the unl ined landf i l ls
is  not  c lear .  

Response #17: S ince  the  l and f i l l s  a re  uncapped  and  un l i ned ,
contaminated groundwater  and leachate are current ly
migrat ing f rom the landf i l ls  to  Ley Creek unabated.
Capping the landf i l ls  in  combinat ion wi th  the insta l la t ion
o f  l eacha te / con tam ina ted  g roundwa te r  co l l ec t i on
t renches wi l l  reduce the creat ion of  leachate and
contaminated groundwater  and i ts  migrat ion to  Ley
Creek ,  respec t i ve l y .   The  g roundwa te r / l eacha te
co l lect ion t renches wi l l  be keyed in to the c lay layer  that
act  as an aqui tard  between the shal low and deep
aqui fers  a t  the Si te .   Where the c lay layer  is  not  present
or  is  o f  insuf f ic ient  th ickness,  the leachate co l lect ion
t renches wi l l  be keyed in to the dense g lac ia l  t i l l .
Addi t ional  invest igat ion of  the permeabi l i ty  o f  the g lac ia l
t i l l  w i l l  be conducted dur ing the remedia l  des ign phase.
I f  the g lac ia l  t i l l  is  determined to  not  be a suf f ic ient ly  low
permeabi l i ty  mater ia l ,  then addi t ional  measures (e.g. ,
insta l la t ion of  sheet  p i l ing downgradient  o f  the co l lect ion
t renches )  may  be  imp lemen ted  to  ensure  tha t
groundwater  f low wi l l  not  bypass the co l lect ion t renches.

Comment  #18: A commenter  asked i f  the source of  PCBs upst ream of
the Si te  has been ident i f ied and i f  i t  could recontaminate
Ley Creek af ter  the Si te  is  capped.

Response #18: The pr inc ipa l  source of  PCBs upst ream of  the Si te  can
be at t r ibuted to  the former GM In land F isher  Guide
Faci l i ty  and Ley Creek Defer red Media Sub-Si te .   A
number of  In ter im Remedia l  Measures have been
implemented at  th is  S i te  to  e l iminate or  reduce the
migrat ion of  PCBs and other  contaminants f rom th is  sub-
s i te  to  Ley Creek.   An RI /FS is  a lso underway at  that
s i te .   Once i t  is  completed,  any addi t ional  measures that
may be needed wi l l  be ident i f ied and evaluated and wi l l
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be presented to  the publ ic  pr ior  to  the se lect ion of  a
remedy.  Any necessary remedia l  work at  that  s i te  should
be completed before remedia l  work begins to  address
contaminat ion in  Ley Creek and i ts  banks,  a t  and
downstream of  the Route 11 Br idge.   S ince the Si te  does
not  inc lude Ley Creek and should be remediated before
Ley Creek is  remediated ( in  order  to  avoid the potent ia l
recontaminat ion of  the t r ibutary) ,  implementat ion of  the
remedy a t  the S i te  can proceed pr ior  to  and
independent ly  o f  the remedy in  Ley Creek.   

Contaminated Groundwater ,  Surface Water ,  and Sediments

Comment  #19: A commenter  expressed concern that  the landf i l l s  are
leaching contaminants in to Ley Creek,  which f lows
di rect ly  in to Onondaga Lake.  

Response #19: One o f  the  ob jec t ives of  the se lec ted  remedy is  to
min imize the migrat ion of  S i te- re la ted contaminants to
the groundwater  and Ley Creek.   Capping the landf i l l  w i l l
min imize the product ion of  leachate and contaminated
groundwater  and the const ruct ion and operat ion of  a
groundwater / leachate co l lect ion system nor th and south
of  Ley Creek wi l l  min imize the migrat ion of  contaminated
groundwater  to  Ley Creek.

Comment  #20: A commenter  s ta ted  tha t  i f  Onondaga Lake is  no t
c leaned up,  then c leaning up the Sal ina Landf i l l  s i te  is
not  warranted.

Response #20: In Ju ly  2005,  a  ROD se lect ing a remedy for  the Lake
Bot tom sub-s i te  was issued by NYSDEC and EPA. In
October  2006,  NYSDEC, New York State Depar tment  o f
Law,  and Honeywel l  s igned an agreement  that  requi res
the company to  conduct  the c leanup of  contaminated
sediments in  the lake in  accordance wi th  the ROD.  PCBs
are among the contaminants that  were considered in
determin ing the locat ion and extent  o f   sediment  removal
to  be under taken in  Onondaga Lake.   Remedia l  des ign
act iv i t ies  are underway for  the Lake Bot tom sub-s i te  and
i t  is  ant ic ipated that  c leanup of  the Lake wi l l  commence
in approx imate ly  5 years .   However ,  the t iming of
remedia l  act iv i t ies in  Onondaga Lake wi l l  need to  be
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coord inated wi th  the remedia l  act iv i t ies at  up land s i tes .
Whi le  considerable progress has been made at  some of
the upland s i tes over  the past  few years,  the c leanup at
other  s i tes,  such as the Sal ina Landf i l l  sub-s i te ,  wi l l
need to  be completed as soon as poss ib le  so as not  to
delay the onset  o f  remedia l  act iv i t ies for  the Lake.

Comment  #21: A commenter  suggested that  the contaminated sur face
water  and sediments in  Ley Creek located adjacent  to
the landf i l l  should be addressed as par t  o f  the se lected
remedy for  the Landf i l l .

Response #21: The por t ion of  Ley Creek ad jacent  to  the landf i l l  i s  not
par t  o f  the Si te ,  due to  the presence of  upst ream sources
of  contaminat ion that  need to  be addressed.   I t  is
a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  a n d  s e d i m e n t
contaminat ion in  Ley Creek adjacent  to  the landf i l l ,  as
wel l  as in  the Old Ley Creek channel ,  wi l l  be addressed
in a subsequent  invest igat ion.

Old Ley Creek Channel

Comment  #22: A  commenter  s ta ted  tha t  t he re  i s  no  techn ica l
just i f icat ion for  separat ing what  has been referred to  as
the OLCC s i te  f rom the southern por t ion of  the Town of
Sal ina Landf i l l .   Therefore,  the se lected remedy should
also address any contaminat ion associated wi th  the
OLCC to the extent  that  i t  invo lves areas that  are re la ted
to landf i l l ing act iv i t ies.   

Response #22: Since the channel izat ion of  O ld Ley Creek in  the ear ly
1970s,  the former  creek bed’s  PCB-contaminated
sediments and bank mater ia ls  have remained in  p lace.
The Sal ina Landf i l l ’s  southern waste mass ends before
the banks of  Old Ley Creek and there are no leachate
seeps a long the landf i l l -s ide of  the OLCC.  In  addi t ion,
i t  appears that  the waste areas are separate and
dis t inct .   Moreover ,  there are known upst ream sources
of  contaminat ion to  OLCC that  need to  be invest igated,
and the sediment ,  sur face water ,  and banks of  OLCC and
Ley Creek under  and downstream of  the Route 11 Br idge
are co l lect ive ly  a separate Class 2 New York State
inact ive hazardous waste d isposal  s i te  and wi l l  be
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invest igated.   The upland areas of  Ley Creek and OLCC,
inc lud ing the Sal ina Landf i l l  s i te ,  wi l l  l ike ly  need to be
remediated before the t r ibutar ies in  order  to  min imize
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  t r i b u t a r i e s  b e c o m i n g
recontaminated by the unremediated upland areas.

Comment  #23:   Severa l  commente rs  sugges ted  tha t  t he re  shou ld  be
coord inat ion wi th  the remediat ion of  Ley Creek and the
OLCC. 

Response #23: S ince  the  OLCC is  a  t r ibu tary  to  Ley  Creek ,  any
remediat ion of  th is  t r ibutary and i ts  banks wi l l  need to  be
conducted pr ior  to  any remediat ion of  Ley Creek and i ts
banks at  and downstream of  the conf luence the OLCC
and Ley Creek.  

Comment  #24: A  commenter  no ted  tha t  PCBs a re  no t  the  on ly
const i tuents  of  concern in  Ley Creek.

Response #24: O ther  con tam inan ts ,  such  as  a rsen ic ,  cadm ium,
chromium, lead,  n icke l ,  s i lver ,  z inc and polycyc l ic
aromat ic  hydrocarbon compounds,  have been detected
at  e levated levels  in  Ley Creek.

Wastewater  Treatment

Comment  #25: A commenter  asked to  what  degree the contaminated
groundwater / leachate wi l l  be t reated.  

Response #25: Contaminated groundwater / leachate wi l l  be t reated at  an
on-Si te  wastewater  t reatment  p lant  in  conformance wi th
New York  State sur face water  d ischarge l imi ts  pr ior  to
being d ischarged to  Ley Creek.   The area of  Ley Creek
located adjacent  to  the landf i l l  is  ident i f ied by New York
State as “Class B”  waters.   Th is  des ignat ion requi res
that   the d ischarge l im i ts  be consis tent  wi th  pr imary and
secondary contact  recreat ion and f ish ing.  

Comment  #26: A commenter  asked what  wi l l  happen to  po l lu tants  such
as cadmium and lead that  are removed f rom the
contaminated groundwater / leachate.
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Response #26: Whi le  the t reatment  process wi l l  need to  be des igned to
address the contaminants that  are present ,  meta ls ,  such
as cadmium and lead,  are typ ica l ly  removed through the
addi t ion of  chemical  coagulants  that  promote a
f locculat ion/sedimentat ion process.   The meta ls  and
other  so l ids,  in  a  s ludge form,  are then sent  to  a
th ickener  and f i l ter  press for  dewater ing.   The so l id
mater ia ls  are t ranspor ted to  an approved of f -S i te
d isposal  fac i l i ty .   

Comment  #27: A commenter  asked how long wi l l  leachate co l lect ion and
treatment  be necessary and what  measures are there to
ensure that  water  co l lect ion/ t reatment  wi l l  cont inue and
that  funding wi l l  be avai lab le?

Response #27: The  leacha te /con tamina ted  g roundwate r  co l lec t ion ,
t reatment  and d ischarge system wi l l  need to be operated
for  th i r ty  years or  more.   S ince wastes wi l l  remain on-
Si te  in  excess of  leve ls  that  would permi t  unrest r ic ted
access,  the Super fund law requ i res that  the remedy be
rev iewed every f ive years to  ensure that  i t  remains
protect ive of  human heal th and the env i ronment .   See
also Comment  and Response # 33 below.   

Comment  #28: A commenter  noted that  the 2003 Proposed Plan d id  not
inc lude wastewater  pre- t reatment  costs  under  the
al ternat ives which ca l l  for  o f f -S i te  t reatment .

Response #28: In  the rev ised Proposed Plan,  costs  for  wastewater  pre-
t reatment  are inc luded in  the a l ternat ives which ca l l  for
of f -S i te  t reatment .

Risk Assessment

Comment  #29:  A  c o m m e n t e r  e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n  t h a t  t h e  r i s k
assessment  considers on ly  on-Si te  human heal th  and
ecologica l  exposures,  not  o f f -S i te  exposures.  

Response #29: Ley Creek sur face water  and sediments are not  par t  o f
the Sal ina Landf i l l  s i te  ( in  par t  due to  the presence of
upst ream sources)  and therefore were not  evaluated in
the  base l ine  human hea l th  and eco log ica l  r i sk
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assessments conducted for  the Town of  Sal ina Landf i l l
sub-s i te  RI /FS.  I t  is  ant ic ipated that  r isks to  humans and
eco log ica l  receptors  resu l t ing  f rom exposure  to
contaminated sur face water  and sediments in  Ley Creek
adjacent  to  the landf i l l  w i l l  be assessed in  a subsequent
invest igat ion.

Comment  #30: A commenter  s ta ted that  people t respass on the landf i l l .

Response #30: Signage ex is ts  a t  the gate  of  the landf i l l ,  and measures
have been taken by the Town to prevent  vehicu lar
access to  the Si te .   Even though people can t raverse the
Si te ,  there is  l imi ted exposure to  the contaminants due
to the vegetat ive cover  on the Si te .   In  order  to  rest r ic t
fur ther  t respass ing,  fenc ing of  the Si te  is  inc luded in  the
selected remedy.  

Emission of  Hazardous Volat i le  Organic  Compounds

Comment  #31:  A commenter  expressed concern about  hazardous vapors
emanat ing f rom the landf i l l  and the fact  that  the human
heal th  r isk  assessment  d id  not  evaluate a i r  emiss ions as
an exposure pathway.

Response #31:  Inha la t ion  exposure  f rom vo la t i le  o rgan ic  compounds
(VOCs) was not  considered a potent ia l  exposure pathway
in the basel ine human heal th  r isk  assessment  for  the
Si te  because VOCs were not  ident i f ied as  contaminants
of  concern in  sur face so i l ,  sediment ,  or  sur face water .
A lso,  based upon the l imi ted detect ions and low levels  of
VOCs found around the per imeter  of  the landf i l l  dur ing
the RI ,  i t  was concluded that  addi t ional  test ing was not
warranted.   Whi le  VOCs were detected at  leve ls  of
concern in  groundwater  under  the landf i l l ,  groundwater
f lows toward Ley Creek and not  toward businesses and
res idences.   A l though the proper t ies adjacent  to  the Si te
are not  s i tuated above contaminated groundwater ,  the
potent ia l  for  so i l  vapor  in t rus ion in to nearby s t ructures
wi l l  be assessed dur ing the des ign phase because of  the
concerns that  have been expressed.

 To address  the  po ten t ia l  fo r  gas  re leases  f rom the
landf i l l ,  the caps ca l led for  in  the se lected remedy have
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a gas co l lect ion layer .   The co l lected gas wi l l  e i ther  be
v e n t e d ,  f l a r e d  o r  t r e a t e d  d e p e n d i n g  o n  t h e
concentrat ions of  the VOCs in  the gas.

 A i r  moni tor ing wi l l  be per formed dur ing the const ruct ion
of  the landf i l l  remedy.   A post -const ruc t ion moni tor ing
p lan wi l l  a lso be developed  and implemented i f  so i l
gases are detected at  leve ls  o f  concern.   I f  necessary,
addi t ional  remedia l  measures may be warranted i f  so i l
gases are determined to  pose a long- term problem.

Site  Development

Comment  #32: A  commenter  expressed concern  tha t  the  se lec ted
remedy wi l l  prec lude the potent ia l  development  of  the
55-acre proper ty .

Response #32: Whi le  cer ta in  development - re la ted rest r ic t ions would be
necessary to  protec t  publ ic  heal th  and the in tegr i ty  o f
the se lected remedy,  the redevelopment  of  the Si te  is
not  prec luded.   Redevelopment  of  former landf i l ls  has
been successfu l ly  under taken in  many communi t ies,
resul t ing in  the creat ion of  recreat ional  areas,  such as
parks and gol f  courses,  indust r ia l /commerc ia l  reuse
a r e a s ,  s u c h  a s  r e t a i l  s h o p p i n g  a n d  r e g i o n a l
t ranspor tat ion centers ,  and wi ld l i fe  enhancement  areas.

Potent ia l ly  Responsib le  Par t ies  and Cost  Recovery  

Comment  #33: The land conta in ing the Si te  is  current ly  owned by f ive
par t ies .   S ince the Town of  Sal ina only  owns 29 acres of
the 55-acre Si te ,  a  commenter  asked why the Town of
Sal ina is  responsib le  for  pay ing for  the ent i re  cost  o f  the
remedy as wel l  as any fu ture response costs .

Severa l  commenters suppor ted an aggress ive ef for t  by
both NYSDEC and EPA to ident i fy  a l l  indust r ia l
cont r ibutors  of  hazardous waste to  the Sal ina Landf i l l
and to  use the legal  resources avai lab le to  those
agencies to  ass ign f inancia l  responsib i l i ty  to  those
indust r ies .   A  commenter  s ta ted that  the Town of  Sal ina
is  not  f inancia l ly  ab le to  under take the remediat ion of  the
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Si te  on i ts  own.  Another  commenter  asked i f  there is  a
l is t  o f  potent ia l ly  responsib le  par t ies (PRPs)?

Response #33: The Town of  Sa l ina  was the  opera tor  o f  the landf i l l
dur ing the d isposal  per iod.   In  1997,  NYSDEC negot ia ted
a consent  order  wi th  the Town to per form the RI /FS,  the
remedia l  des ign,  and the remedia l  act ion.   Subsequent ly ,
the Town entered in to a State Ass is tance Contract  under
the 1986 Envi ronmenta l  Qual i ty  Bond Act  o f  New York
State.   Th is  contract  a l lows for  the re imbursement  of
75% of  the e l ig ib le  costs  dur ing the RI /FS.   This  contract
can be amended to inc lude re imbursement  o f  75% of  the
el ig ib le  costs  for  the remedia l  des ign and remedia l
act ion costs ,  as wel l .   The Town of  Sal ina is  responsib le
for  100% of  the operat ion,  maintenance and moni tor ing
costs .

 Recogniz ing that  the Town of  Sa l ina  is  not  the  on ly
potent ia l ly  responsib le  par ty  (PRP) at  the Si te ,  pursuant
to  i ts  State Ass is tance Cont ract  wi th  NYSDEC, the Town
is  responsib le  for  cost  recovery f rom other  PRPs for  the
Si te .   NYSDEC wi l l  ass is t  wi th  th is  e f for t .  

A PRP search to  ident i fy  a l l  the responsib le  par t ies for
the Si te  has been in i t ia ted.   As the search is  not  yet
complete,  there is  no f ina l  l is t  o f  PRPs to  date.  

Comment  #34: A commenter  asked i f  monies are recovered f rom a PRP,
would the State and the Town be re imbursed at  the 75%
to 25% rat io?

Response #34: The Town may seek re imbursement  f rom NYSDEC for  up
to 75% of  the approved pro ject  cost  less amounts
col lected f rom the PRPs and past  and present  insurance
carr iers .   Successfu l  cost  recover ies would be shared by
the State and the Town in  propor t ion to  the i r  respect ive
shares of  the costs ,  a f ter  t ransact ion costs  have been
paid.   

Comment  #35: A commenter  asked how successfu l  has the State been
in achiev ing cost  recovery at  s i tes where there are v iab le
PRPs.
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Response #35: The Town’s  responsib i l i ty  to  recover  e l ig ib le  costs  f rom
the PRPs is  among i ts  obl igat ions under  i ts  State
A s s i s t a n c e  C o n t r a c t .   N Y S D E C  o f t e n  a s s i s t s
munic ipa l i t ies in  th is  cost  recovery ef for t .   NYSDEC does
not  mainta in  a survey of  munic ipa l  landf i l l  cost  recovery
resul ts  under  the Envi ronmenta l  Qual i ty  Bond Act
program.

Cost  of  the  Remedy

Comment  #36: Given the fact  that  complete excavat ion and removal  o f
a l l  o f  the wastes in  the landf i l ls  would cost  an est imated
$75 mi l l ion and the fac t  that  th is  Si te  is  a  sub-s i te  of  a
federa l  Super fund s i te ,  a  commenter  urged EPA to
prov ide the addi t ional  funding necessary for  the
complete excavat ion and removal  o f  the contents  of  the
landf i l ls .  

Response #36: Cost  was  on ly  one  o f  the  n ine  c r i t e r ia  tha t  was
considered in  the evaluat ion of  the var ious a l ternat ives.
Under  the Super fund regulat ions,  EPA is  requi red to
cons ider  e ight  o ther  evaluat ion cr i ter ia .   The pr imary
cr i ter ia  are the abi l i ty  o f  the var ious remedia l
a l t e r n a t i ve s  t o  p r o t e c t  h u m a n  h e a l t h  a n d  t h e
envi ronment ,  and compl iance wi th  appl icable,  or  re levant
and appropr ia te requi rements.   Other  factors  that  are
cons ide red  i nc lude  l ong - te rm  e f f ec t i veness  and
permanence,  reduct ion of  tox ic i ty ,  mobi l i ty ,  or  vo lume
t h r o u g h  t r e a t m e n t ,  s h o r t - t e r m  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,
implementabi l i ty ,  suppor t  agency acceptance,  and
communi ty  acceptance.  

Consider ing the s ize of  the landf i l ls ,  removing the waste
mass would not  on ly  be much more expensive than the
other  a l ternat ives that  were considered,  but  would be
di f f icu l t  to  implement ,  would resul t  in  s ign i f icant  t ruck
t raf f ic  on local  roads,  and would consume considerable
space in  an of f -S i te  hazardous waste d isposal  fac i l i ty .
The caps wi l l  be protect ive of  publ ic  heal th  and the
envi ronment  s ince they wi l l  prevent  exposure of  humans
and wi ld l i fe  to  contaminat ion and wi l l  reduce the
product ion of  leachate and contaminated groundwater .
As was noted in  Response #1,  above,  capping the
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landf i l ls  is  consis tent  wi th  EPA’s Presumpt ive Remedy
for  CERCLA Munic ipa l  Landf i l l  S i tes .  

T h e  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  R e s p o n s e ,
Compensat ion,  and L iab i l i ty  Act  (CERCLA) establ ished
the Super fund to  prov ide monies to  invest igate and c lean
up hazardous substance re leases at  hazardous waste
s i tes  for  which PRPs have e i ther  not  been ident i f ied or ,
i f  they have been ident i f ied,  are unwi l l ing or  unable to
conduct  the necessary invest igatory  and c lean up work.
 This  is  not  the case at  the subject  S i te .

Comment  #37: Cons ider ing the s ign i f icant  costs  re la ted to  the ac t ion
al ternat ives,  a  commenter  suggested that  the no ac t ion
al ternat ive makes the most  sense for  the taxpayers  of
the Town of  Sal ina and New York  State.   Another
commenter  asked how were remedia l  ac t ion object ives
developed for  the Si te .

Response #37: As was noted in  the prev ious response,  cost  was on ly
one of  the n ine cr i ter ia  that  was cons idered in  the
evaluat ion of  the var ious a l ternat ives.   Whi le  i t  is  more
cost ly  than the no act ion a l ternat ive,  the se lected
remedy meets the requi rements for  remedia l  act ions set
for th  in  CERCLA in  that  i t  is  protect ive of  human heal th
and the env i ronment ;  compl ies wi th  appl icable federa l
and s tate requi rements;  is  cost -ef fect ive ;  u t i l izes
permanent  so lut ions;  and prov ides for  the reduct ion of
tox ic i ty ,  mobi l i ty ,  and vo lume of  contaminated media
( i .e . ,  groundwater)  through t reatment .    

Remedia l  act ion object ives (RAOs) are s i te-speci f ic
goals  to  protect  human heal th  and the env i ronment .
These object ives are based on avai lab le in format ion and
standards such as s tate and federa l  requi rements and
unacceptab le  exposures  es tab l i shed  in  the  r isk
assessment .   The fo l lowing RAOs were establ ished for
the Si te :

C Reduce/e l iminate contaminant  leaching to  ground
water ;

C Contro l  sur face water  runof f  and eros ion;  
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C Prevent  the of f -S i te  migrat ion of  contaminated
groundwater  and leachate;

C Restore groundwater  qual i ty  to  levels  which meet
state and federa l  dr ink ing-water  s tandards;

C Prevent  human contact  wi th  contaminated so i ls ,
sediment  and ground water ;  and

C Minimize exposure of  aquat ic  species and wi ld l i fe
to  contaminants in  sur face water ,  sediments,  and
soi ls .

The no act ion a l ternat ive would not  meet  the RAOs.

Drainage Di tch Sediments

Comment  #38: A commenter  asked  why  sed iments  in  the  western
dra inage d i tch at  the Si te  wi l l  be excavated/restored,  but
sediments in  the nor thern and eastern dra inage d i tches
wi l l  be l ined wi th  low permeabi l i ty  mater ia ls .   

Response #38: The  p r imary  r eason  f o r  r emov ing  con tam ina ted
sediments f rom the western dra inage d i tch is  to  avoid
permanent  impacts  to  the adjacent  wet land which would
resul t  in  the loss of  the habi ta ts  of  species in  and around
Ley Creek.  

 The nor thern and eastern dra inage d i tches,  which run
through areas of  contaminated so i l ,  w i l l  be l ined to
prevent  the in f i l t ra t ion of  sur face water  in to  the waste
mass,  which would increase the amount  o f  contaminated
groundwater  that  is  generated.   I t  w i l l  a lso a l low for
dra inage f rom of f -S i te  sources to  be t ransmi t ted across
the Si te  wi thout  coming in  contact  wi th  contaminated
sediment .   S ince  wet lands in  these areas wi l l  not  be
able to  be restored,  mi t igat ion for  the i r  loss wi l l  be
requi red.



3 EPA’s 1984 Indian Policy recognizes the government-to-government relationship
between EPA and the Nations, as one sovereign to another.  Executive Order 13175
(November 6, 2000), Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
was issued “in order to establish regular and meaningful consultation and
collaboration with tribal officials in the development of federal policies that have
tribal implications, to strengthen the United States government-to-government
relationships with Indian tribes, to reduce the imposition of unfunded mandates upon
Indian tribes.” 
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Government- to-Government  Consul tat ion

Comment  #39: The  Onondaga  Na t i on  exp ressed  c onc e r n  t ha t
consul ta t ion3 re la ted to  the pro ject  d id  not  occur  a t  the
very beginning of  the pro ject .

Response #39: EPA’s 1984 Ind ian Pol icy recognizes the government- to-
government  re la t ionship  between EPA and the Nat ions,
as one sovere ign to  another .   Execut ive Order  13175
(November 6,  2000) ,  Consul ta t ion and Coord inat ion wi th
Ind ian Tr iba l  Governments  was issued “ in  order  to
establ ish regular  and meaningfu l  consul ta t ion and
col laborat ion wi th  t r iba l  o f f ic ia ls  in  the development  of
Federa l  po l ic ies that  have t r iba l  impl icat ions,  to
st rengthen the Uni ted States government- to-government
re la t ionships wi th  Ind ian t r ibes,  to  reduce the imposi t ion
o f  u n f u n d e d  m a n d a t e s  u p o n  I n d i a n  t r i b e s . ”
Unfor tunate ly ,  the EPA staf f  members that  were
coord inat ing wi th  NYSDEC concern ing the Si te  were
unaware of  the government- to-government  prov is ions in
the Ind ian Pol icy  consul ta t ion requi rement .   When th is
overs ight  was d iscovered dur ing an in ternal  EPA rev iew
of  the draf t  Proposed Plan for  the Si te ,  EPA sent  a  le t ter
in  mid-January 2003 to  Chief  I rv ing Powless of  the
Onondaga Nat ion in i t ia t ing government- to-government
consul ta t ion wi th  the Onondaga Nat ion wi th  respect  to
the preferred remedy for  the Si te .   EPA met  wi th  the
Onondaga Nat ion,  prov ided documents for  rev iew,   and
has cont inued to  keep the Nat ion in formed as to  the
status of  th is  pro ject .  

Nat ional  Gr id  Faci l i t ies  at  the  Si te

Comment  #40:  A representat ive o f  Nat iona l  Gr id  s ta ted that  there are
natura l  gas l ines and e lect r ic  fac i l i t ies  cross ing the Si te



V-27

and that  the remedia l  des ign and remedia l  ac t ion must
not  inh ib i t  or  impai r  Nat ional  Gr id 's  cont inued safe,
re l iab le and uninterrupted operat ion of  i ts  fac i l i t ies .  

Response #40:  Coord inat ion wi th  Nat iona l  Gr id  to  ident i fy  the locat ion
of  a l l  o f  i ts  u t i l i ty  l ines,  s t ructures,  and fac i l i t ies  wi l l  be
done in  order  to  ident i fy  des ign requi rements for
uninter rupted access by Nat ional  Gr id  and to  ensure safe
construct ion of  the se lected remedy.   The remedy wi l l  be
designed to  ensure Nat ional  Gr id ’s  cont inued access to
a l l  gas and e lect r ic  fac i l i t ies ,  located on-Si te .

Comment  #41:  A representat ive of  Nat ional  Gr id  s ta ted that  the natura l
gas p ipe l ine cannot  be under  the landf i l l  cap.  

Response #41:  The landf i l l  cap wi l l  not  be p laced over  the gas l ine,  and
access to  the p ipe l ine wi l l  be mainta ined dur ing and af ter
the const ruct ion of  the remedy.   Th is  may necess i ta te
the excavat ion of  some wastes around the p ipe l ine.   I f
necessary,  a l l  excavat ion wi th in  2 feet  o f  the p ipe l ine
wi l l  be done by hand to  protect  the p ipe and i ts  coat ing.
Travel  across the p ipe l ine wi l l  be done only  in  areas
protected by a 2- foot  th ick mat  o f  run-of -crush l imestone
under la id  wi th  f i l ter  fabr ic .   Care wi l l  a lso be g iven to
natura l  gas wi tness posts ,  test  s ta t ions,  and other
re lated natura l  gas fac i l i t ies.   B last ing wi l l  not  be used
in the const ruct ion process.  

Comment  #42:  A  rep resen ta t i ve  o f  Na t iona l  G r id  s t a ted  t ha t  any
const ruct ion act iv i t ies  of  the landf i l l  cap near  e lect r ica l
t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e s ’  r i g h t s - o f - w a y  m u s t  m e e t
ground- to- l ine c learances requi red by the Nat ional
Elect r ic  Safety  Code,  and that  the landf i l l  cap cannot  t ie
in to ut i l i ty  po les or  towers.

Response #42:  T h e  “ C o n d i t i o n s  f o r  P r o p o s e d  A c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n
Transmiss ion L ine Rights-of -Way”  Guidel ine (Document
Number GL.06.01.307)  wi l l  be factored in to the des ign of
the remedy,  as wel l  as  the ground c learances as
requi red by the Nat ional  E lect r ic  Safety  Code.    
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Exist ing On-Si te  Structures:  Sewer  L ine and Culver t

Comment  #43:  A commenter  suggested that  the abandoned 48"  sani tary
sewer running through the landf i l l  could be re l ined and
used as a sampl ing condui t  for  the landf i l l .

Response #43:  There is  no need to  use the abandoned sewer  l ine as a
sampl ing condui t .   The groundwater  moni tor ing wel ls
prov ide the necessary  in format ion.   The sewer l ine wi l l
be sealed in  order  to  prevent  the sewer  f rom promot ing
migrat ion of  contaminated groundwater .  

Comment  #44:  A  c o m m e n t e r  s u gg e s t e d  t h a t  c u r e d - i n - p l a c e  p i p e
reconstruct ion process,  in  addi t ion to  s l ip- l in ing,  can
rebui ld  the ex is t ing cu lver t  a t  the landf i l l  to  as-new
condi t ion,  wi th  min imal  loss to  the cross-sect ional  area,
and that  the hydraul ics  of  the cu lver t  wi l l  be improved
considerably .  

Response #44:  The exact  method of  secur ing the cu lver t ,  cured in  p lace
l in ing or  s l ip- l in ing,  wi l l  be assessed dur ing the remedia l
des ign process.  

Maintenance and Moni tor ing

Comment  #45:  A  commenter  suggested tha t  an  independent  mon i to r
should be reta ined to  conf i rm the ef fec t iveness of  the
remedy once i t  is  implemented.   Addi t ional ly ,  a  publ ic
in format ion program should ensure that  the resul ts  o f
th is  annual  independent  moni tor ing are prompt ly
avai lab le for  publ ic  rev iew.

Response #45:  The Town wi l l  moni tor  the ef fec t iveness of  the remedy
under  NYSDEC overs ight .   The moni tor ing wi l l  inc lude
si te  inspect ions and envi ronmenta l  sampl ing.   NYSDEC
wi l l  sp l i t  a  se lect  number of  samples wi th  the Town to
ver i fy  the sampl ing resul ts .  

Because the remedy wi l l  resu l t  in  contaminants
remain ing on-Si te  above heal th-based levels ,  CERCLA
requi res that  the Si te  be rev iewed every  f ive years.   The
purpose of  f ive-year  rev iews is  to  ensure that
implemented remedies protect  publ ic  heal th  and the
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envi ronment  and that  they funct ion as in tended by the
s i te  dec is ion documents.   

The moni tor ing repor ts  and the f ive-year  rev iew repor ts
wi l l  be p laced in  the document  reposi tor ies.

Comment  #46:  A commenter  suggested that  long- term maintenance and
moni tor ing prov is ions be prov ided for  publ ic  rev iew.  

Response #46:  A  S i t e - s p e c i f i c  o p e r a t i o n  a n d  m a i n t e n a n c e  a n d
envi ronmenta l  moni tor ing p lan wi l l  be developed.   This
document  wi l l  be p laced in  the document  reposi tor ies so
that  the publ ic  wi l l  have the oppor tun i ty  to  rev iew i t .

Miscel laneous

Comment  #47: A commenter  asked i f  a  cuto f f  wal l  bu i l t  around the Si te
to iso la te groundwater  f rom the waste,  as was done at
the LCP Br idge Street  sub-s i te ,  was considered.

Response #47: An upgrad ient  cu to f f  wa l l  was cons idered dur ing the
screening of  a l ternat ives dur ing the FS,  but  was not
considered fur ther  s ince i t  would a l ter  groundwater  f low
gradients  which could produce adverse ef fects  on
adjacent  proper t ies and the wet lands to  the nor th  of  the
Si te ,  and potent ia l ly  in ter fere wi th  dra inage of  the New
York State Thruway.

Comment  #48: A commenter  s ta ted that  the dump was c losed prev ious ly
and no addi t ional  act ions were thought  to  be necessary.
The commenter  asked i f  the se lected remedy wi l l  be the
f ina l  act ion or  i f  addi t ional  act ions wi l l  be needed.  

Response #48: Al though a so i l  cover  was p laced on the landf i l ls  in  1982,
i t  was not  e f fect ive in  contro l l ing leachate outbreaks or
reducing the generat ion of  leachate in  the landf i l ls .
Under  the se lected remedy leachate outbreaks wi l l  be
el iminated and less leachate wi l l  be generated.   In
addi t ion,  leachate and contaminated groundwater  wi l l  be
in tercepted and t reated pr ior  to  d ischarge.   The
m u l t i m e d i a  c a p  a n d  t h e  l e a c h a t e / c o n t a m i n a t e d
groundwater  co l lect ion,  t reatment ,  and d ischarge system
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represent  permanent  measures that  wi l l  be mainta ined at
regu lar  in terva ls  to  ensure the i r  s t ruc tura l  and
operat ional  in tegr i ty .   

Comment  #49: A commenter  asked what  guarantees are there that  the
selected remedy wi l l  not  need to  be modi f ied by new or
changes to  ex is t ing regulat ions.

Response #49: In  genera l ,  a  remedy se lec ted at  the t ime a ROD is
issued wi l l  not  need to be reopened or  modi f ied because
of  new or  rev ised regulat ions or  s tandards.   However ,
s ince wastes wi l l  remain in  p lace at  the Si te ,  CERCLA
requi res that  the Si te  be rev iewed every f ive years to
ensure that  the remedy remains protect ive of  human
heal th  and the env i ronment .   Dur ing the course of  these
rev iews,  c leanup levels  and standards appl ied when the
ROD was issued wi l l  be rev iewed to  determine i f  they are
st i l l  va l id  and protect ive.   I f  they are not ,  then addi t ional
remedia l  measures to  ensure that  the remedy is
protect ive may need to  be considered.

Comment  #50: A commenter  asked what  is  the rate of  the groundwater
f low?

Response #50: Based on data co l lected dur ing the RI ,  the groundwater
f low veloc i ty  a t  the Si te  was est imated to  be 0.95 feet
per  day.

Comment  #51: A commenter  asked when wi l l  the Si te  be fenced?

Response #51: At  th is  po int  in  t ime,  i t  is  not  known when the fence wi l l
be erected at  the Si te .   A schedule for  a l l  remedia l
act iv i t ies wi l l  be developed dur ing the remedia l  des ign
phase.




