UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY
RESPONSE

February 18, 2005

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: National Remedy Review Board Recommendations for the Onondaga Lake
Superfund Site

FROM: Jo Ann Griffith, Chair @,W
National Remedy Review Bdard
TO: William J. McCabe, Acting Division Director

Emergency and Remedial Response Division
Purpose

The National Remedy Review Board (NRRB) has completed its review of the proposed
cleanup action for the Onondaga Lake Superfund Site in Onondaga County, New York. This
memorandum documents the NRRB's advisory recommendations.

Context for NRRB Review

The Administrator announced the NRRB as one of the October 1995 Superfund
Administrative Reforms to help control response costs and promote consistent and cost-effective
decisions. The NRRB furthers these goals by providing a cross-regional, management-level,
"real time" review of high cost proposed response actions prior to their being issued for public
comment. The board reviews all proposed cleanup actions that exceed its cost-based review
criteria.

The NRRB evaluates the proposed actions for consistency with the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) and relevant Superfund policy and
guidance. It focuses on the nature and complexity of the site; health and environmental risks; the
range of alternatives that address site risks; the quality and reasonableness of the cost estimates
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for alternatives; regional, state/tribal, and other stakeholder opinions on the proposed actions, and
any other relevant factors.

Generally, the NRRB makes advisory recommendations to the appropriate regional
decision maker. The Region will then include these recommendations in the administrative
record for the site, typically before it issues the proposed cleanup plan for public comment.
While the Region is expected to give the Board’s recommendations substantial weight, other
important factors, such as subsequent public comment or technical analyses of response options,
may influence the final regional decision. The Board expects the regional decision maker to
respond in writing to its recommendations within a reasonable period of time, noting in particular
how the recommendations influenced the proposed cleanup decision, including any effect on the
estimated cost of the action. It is important to remember that the NRRB does not change the
Agency’s current delegations or alter in any way the public’s role in site decisions.

Overview of the Proposed Action

The Onondaga Lake site, located in Onondaga County, New York, includes the Lake
itself and all sources of contamination to the Lake, including potentially 10 to 20 subsites.
Subsites are defined as any site that is situated on Onondaga Lake's shores or tributaries or in the
proximity to the lake or tributaries that have contributed contamination to, or threatens to
contribute contamination to, the Onondaga Lake system. One of these subsites is the Onondaga
Lake Bottom, the subject of the presentation. The Onondaga Lake subsite consists of the 4.6-
square mile Onondaga Lake.

The preferred remedy for the Lake Bottom subsite includes a combination of dredging,
capping, aeration, and monitored natural recovery. The estimated present-worth cost of the
preferred remedy is $451million. As a state-lead project, the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation assisted the Region in preparing the presentation package and made
a presentation at the Board meeting. Three stakeholders have been identified: the Onondaga
Nation, Honeywell International, a potentially responsible party, and Atlantic States Legal
Foundation, Inc., the technical assistance grant recipient.

The Onondaga Nation presented written comments to the Board and made a presentation
at the Board’s meeting. The Onondaga Nation has a strong interest in the cleanup of Onondaga
Lake, because it is located within its land claim area, and the Nation considers the lake and the
land along its shoreline to be sacred. In its written comments and at the meeting, the Nation
voiced its objection to any proposed remedy that would leave contaminants in Onondaga Lake.

Honeywell’s written comments suggest that while it prefers its own remedy, it does not
appear to substantively object to the State’s preferred remedy described in the Proposed Plan.
Atlantic States Legal Foundation, Inc. supports getting started on actions to clean up and
rehabilitate the Onondaga Lake Bottom. It agrees that dredging and capping are necessary and
suggests that design work leading to this work should commence as soon as practicable.
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NRRB Advisory Recommendations

The NRRB reviewed the information package describing this proposal and discussed

related issues with a number of representatives from the Region, State, and the Onondaga Nation
(see the attached list) on February 8, 2005. Based on this review and discussion, the Board offers
the following comments:

1.

The Board recognizes that the State and Honeywell are operating pursuant to a consent
decree based on state law. The Board believes, however, that it would be helpful for the
State’s decision document to refer to specific provisions of the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), as well as relevant EPA
guidance, to more clearly demonstrate how the Proposed Plan was prepared consistent
with the same. The Board also recognizes that Honeywell’s comments suggest that while
it prefers its own remedy, it does not appear to substantively object to the State’s
preferred remedy described in the Proposed Plan.

The Board notes that the package presented to the Board did not quantify the human
health and ecological risk reduction likely to be achieved for the various remedial
alternatives. While remedy costs for various alternatives were presented, the benefits
obtained by the different alternatives were not clearly described in the package presented
to the Board. For example, it is unclear what additional benefits are afforded by dredging
increasing volumes of sediment in Alternatives 2 through 5. The Board recommends
that the decision document clarify how the preferred alternative best meets the remedial
action objectives for the site.

The package presented to the Board and the Proposed Plan had limited discussion on the
current and future uses of the lake. Further, the Onondaga Nation indicated during its
presentation that people traditionally relied upon fish as an integral part of their diet and
anecdotal information indicates that people may continue to consume fish from the lake
in spite of the current fish consumption advisory. (The advisory recommends that no
more than one meal per month be eaten and that walleye not be eaten at all. The advisory
also recommends that infants, children under the age of 15 years, and women of
childbearing age eat no fish from the lake.) The Board suggests that the decision
document provide additional information regarding the current uses of the lake, to include
any site-specific information related to fish consumption to better explain the importance
of taking an action. In addition, this information could be used to improve, if necessary,
the effectiveness of fish consumption advisories and other institutional controls.

EPA has established a set of sediment management principles regarding the cleanup of
contaminated sediment sites (OSWER Directive 9285.6-08:Principles for Managing
Contaminated Sediment Risks at Hazardous Waste Sites, February 12, 2002.) One of
these principles discusses the need to coordinate with state and local governments and
Tribes. At the meeting, the Onondaga Nation expressed concern related to the lack of
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coordination with it regarding the proposed remedy and the timing of the public comment
period. The Board encourages an open dialogue among all parties. In addition, the Board
recommends that, if requested, the State consider extending the public comment period to
allow time for additional dialogue with the Nation and other parties, including time for
consideration of the Board’s comments and the State’s response to these comments.

5. The Board commends the State for utilizing a variety of measures of ecological risk (e.g.,
effects range - low (ER-L), effects range - median (ER-M), etc.). However, the Board
notes that EPA ecological risk assessment guidance (OSWER Directive 9285.7-25:
Process for Designing and Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments, June1997) and
EPA’s draft sediment guidance (OSWER Directive 9355.0-85: Contaminated Sediment
Remediation Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites, January 2005) recommend that a
range of numerical remediation goals be developed and refined using the NCP remedy
selection criteria to provide the basis for selecting final sediment cleanup levels. The
Board encourages the State to explain further how the remediation goals developed for
the site, either as currently expressed in the Proposed Plan or as they may be modified for
the ROD, are appropriate and consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance.

6. The list of alternatives for consideration in the Proposed Plan includes limited variations
of capping, dredging, and monitored natural recovery. It was not clear what basis was
used to screen out alternatives that could isolate waste in place, such as the relocation of a
barrier wall outside the boundary of the In-Lake Waste Deposit (ILWD). The Board
recommends that the State explain in the Administrative Record why this alternative was
screened out. In addition, only alternatives based on ER-Ls, or the mercury probable
effects concentration (PEC) and a mean PEC Quotient (PECQ) of “1”” were considered in
the Proposed Plan. From the package presented to the Board, it was unclear why the
State considered alternatives based on the mercury PEC and a mean PECQ of “2” to be
unprotective. The Board recommends that the State either explain its decision more fully
in the Administrative Record or expand the range of remediation goals which are
evaluated for the site.

7. Under CERCLA 121(d)(2)(A), the Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria would be a
relevant and appropriate requirement. In January 2001, EPA released a methylmercury
National Recommended Water Quality criterion for the protection of human health for
the consumption of organisms. This criterion is 0.3 mg/kg as measured in fish tissue,
based on a fish consumption rate of 0.0175 kg/day. The Board recommends that the State
add this EPA value to its decision document as support for its fish tissue preliminary
remediation goal (PRG) or describe why it would not be an applicable, or relevant and
appropriate. Similarly, the decision document and Administrative Record should include
evaluations of the requirements related to Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) and Section
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899.
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Attachment (cont.)
Name

Trish Erickson
Jerry Jones
Craig Smith

Jo Ann Griffith
John Lapadula
Michael Sivak
Joe Heath

Sid Hill
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Organization

EPA/ORD

EPA/ORD

EPA/Region 7

EPA/OSRTI

EPA, Region 2

EPA, Region 2

Counsel for the Onondaga Nation
Onondaga Nation
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