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Newtown Creek Community Advisory Group (CAG) 

TECHNICAL MEETING SUMMARY 
November 18, 2020 | Virtual Meeting No. 7 

Summary of Presentations and Discussion1 
 
Questions and discussion regarding the material presented are included in bullets in the 
sections below. Direct responses from EPA are in italics.  
 

THE ROLE OF HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT AND SUMMARY OF NEWTOWN CREEK RISKS & 

HAZARDS 
Chuck Nace, USEPA Region 2 Environmental Toxicologist, provided the CAG with a brief 
presentation and discussion of questions about risk from October, as well as a summary of the 
Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA). He noted in particular how the HHRA would be 
incorporated into the Remedial Investigation (RI), Feasibility Study (FS), and Record of Decision 
(ROD). His presentation covered the role of the HHRA at EPA, EPA’s primary concern with the 
2015 draft report, key terms included in the assessment, and finally the component pieces of 
the risk assessment. These included: data evaluation, exposure and toxicity assessment, risk 
characterization/uncertainty, exposure media pathways, and exposure parameters.  
 
In his presentation, Mr. Nace included answers to the following questions previously asked by 
the CAG:  

• Would EPA accept or consider additional information related to the Human Health 
assessment? 
EPA: EPA is always open to receiving additional information regarding sites. EPA 
considers that the human health risk assessment is final, and it was completed in a 
comprehensive manner to address CERCLA human health risks. If additional information 
is provided, EPA will review the information and determine if it is relevant to the project. 
Given the completeness of the risk assessments, it is unlikely that the documents would 
be reopened, but if relevant information is received, it could modify or be incorporated 
into future documents and/or remedial alternatives. 
 

• What about fish and crab that migrate? If I caught fish from the creek in an area that 
that’s not contaminated wouldn’t my health still be at risk? Has a tag and release 
study ever been conducted to assess this risk?  
EPA: The fish and crabs that were captured and used in the risk assessment include 
migratory species, which may have contamination from the site and from other areas. 

 
1For additional detail of the presentations, refer to the slides found at 

https://newtowncreekcag.wordpress.com/presentation-slides/ 
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The goal of the risk assessment was to evaluate exposure from consumption of fish and 
crabs from Newtown Creek. This information is then used to develop remedial 
alternatives to reduce future risk from fish and crab contamination. NYSDEC and 
NYSDOH evaluate and implement fish advisories for recreational anglers and their 
advisories should be followed. Although EPA did not complete any tag and release 
studies, other researchers have looked at regional migration patterns in species. 
 

• I think that the general public could easily be misled by that human health statement. 
I would not like to see folks in the water using the reasoning that it is OK because they 
are not eating any fish/crabs.  
EPA: EPA understands the confusion that could be related to isolated statements or 
conclusions from technical documents. EPA works with co-regulators to develop fact 
sheets to help eliminate confusion or misleading information. From EPA fact sheet: 
“Based upon this assessment, the State of New York concluded that full body immersion 
in the Creek (e.g., swimming, scuba diving) could harm people’s health due to biological 
contaminants and physical hazards. The assessment also concluded that activities such 
as kayaking and catch and release fishing are not expected to impact people’s health so 
long as precautions are taken, such as properly washing hands and avoiding the 
ingestion of surface water.”  
 

• I am also perplexed by this statement or assumption. How is swimming considered a 
safe or not a Human Health related risk in the context of Superfund? Or taking 
drinking water from the creek? 
EPA: Similar to the previous answer, co-regulation of resources can be complicated and 
confusing. EPA’s risk evaluation of surface water was focused on chemical 
contamination, with the results indicating that chemical contamination within the 
surface water is within or below EPA acceptable risk ranges for the exposures that were 
evaluated (i.e., swimming). NYSDEC and NYSDOH regulations address the biological 
contamination in Newtown Creek, which does have surface water hazards from 
pathogens. 

 
Additional questions asked by CAG members after the presentation follow bolded with answers 
in italics and additional CAG commentary on that question in plain text. 

• You mentioned previously a pathway existed for adding exposures, and that this was 
something that came up with these exposures, and typically you are looking at a slice 
in time. However, things are changing and if there was a scenario for adding another 
exposure route, could we? 
EPA: If there are scenarios that weren’t addressed, I would encourage you to let us know 
about those risk activities. However, we would look at these exposures and come up with 
conservative parameters to determine if they fall in line with other activities that we’ve 
evaluated. As part of the 5-year review, we do evaluate all the pathways on the site, 
what the current pathways are and if we need to we could add to them. 
 

https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/SiteProfiles/index.cfm?fuseaction=second.Healthenv&id=0206282
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• Aeration should be considered as a pathway. You only did one air quality sample that 
was not part of the assessment. We’re requesting again that EPA consider this and not 
just look at one day of sampling from 2014. I understand there is an established 
pathway to deal with the sediments, but the aeration potentially creates a hazard, 
including what gets on to the water surface (sheen, foaming at the edge of the creek, 
etc.) and it can be avoided if we establish it is as a hazard. There are other 
remediation activities, aside from dredging, that would benefit human health on a 
much quicker timeline. Aeration was brought up all through this process. It's not new. 

Should've been included all along.  
EPA: We have looked at this from an ambient air exposure pathway, and at this point, 
we have already identified that there are risks and actions that need to be taken in the 
sediments regardless of the additional risk that aeration could potentially create. 
 

• You have not gone out and done a study and when the aeration system is on versus 
off; you haven’t done an actual study of the impacts. One day of air quality system 
monitoring is not enough to understand the effects. Aeration is operated by DEP by 
protection ordered, and even though EPA is looking at all human health vectors; we’ve 
seen how it disturbs sediments, creates foam.  It is going to remain an issue until 2042. 
 

• NY State has the say here on what do about this. 
EPA: We know this is a concern of the CAG, we will take it back again and discuss if there 
is anything, we can think of to help this. The aeration is not being done for Superfund 
related reasons. There are consequences to stopping it and this aspect is outside the 
purview of the Superfund program. We can try to coordinate on our end. We are not 
trying to ignore these issues; it is just outside our process. We understand this is not 
satisfying, but it is honest.  

 

• The reason the DEP is a PRP is because their sewer pipes lead into Newtown Creek, 
and this is a system required of them by the State that causing their own specific 
pollution  (and others’) to ride up onto the shore. Click here to see a photo.  
 

• If aeration is anchored in the benthic region, does the water not move up from that 
layer bringing Superfund related contaminants with it? 
EPA: There could be disturbance, but our understanding is that the pipes would stir up 
sediment and when they are turned on it does stir them up. Yes, the sediments are 
contaminated and eating fish/crab is a significant risk. There is need to move things 
forward.  

 
During this discussion, CAG members expressed explicit and significant concern about the risk 
of aeration, including aerosolizing of contaminants from the water column and/or sediment, 
plus potential exposure to the foam and “gunk” that the aeration creates in surface water. The 
CAG concluded that the Steering Committee would need to take up the issue further.  EPA 
would reflect on the issues raised as well.  

https://www.instagram.com/p/CCJstUQDo7J/
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To view the full presentation, please see the slides posted on the Newtown Creek CAG website. 
 

LATERAL GROUNDWATER STUDY PLAN 
Per CAG request, Bob Schreiber, CDM Group Groundwater expert, provided the CAG with an 
introduction to the Lateral Groundwater Study Plan. His presentation included an overview the 
objectives and guiding concepts of the study. He then provided a definition of shallow lateral 
groundwater discharge, as well as the proposed elements of supplemental data collection. 
Finally, he previewed the proposed work elements and schedule goals noting the phases would 
be: workplan development, a review of field planning documents (e.g. health and safety), the 
fieldwork and sampling data collection, then the evaluation and reporting of these gathered 
data. 
 
To view the full presentation, visit the Newtown Creek CAG website. The questions asked by 
CAG members after the presentation follow bolded with presenter answers in italics and 
additional CAG commentary on that question in regular text. 
 

• Can you say more about: the original seepage meters, the name of the lead researcher, 
and when the study was done? Also, where were the meters located, how were they 
installed, and were they similar to the proposed EPA wells being discussed now? 
CDM:  The original seepage study was done by Dr. Donald Rosenberry of the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS). Dr. Rosenberry is a leader at USGS in seepage metering. He 
installed meters at various points along the study area and divers had to be used to install 
and access them. They ran through multiple days and the meters were placed in the 
sediments with impermeable walls to only flow up into the meter and only go up into bags. 
This is in the current version of the Remedial Investigation report. 
 

• I am wondering if all, and in multiples, tidal cycles - including neap, spring, king, etc., will 

be monitored?  
CDM: Since we’re talking about ground water, we are not that interested in different tides, 
but instead groundwater hydraulics. We want mother nature to provide as much of a 
change in water levels as possible in the ground water. This allows us to come up with better 
estimates of hydraulic properties by comparing to the tides; mother nature is running a huge 
pumping test for us. 
 

• Has EPA, or will EPA, look at specific sites where groundwater flow has been physically 
observed entering the Creek at low tide? 
CDM: We set up a non-irregular grid to get unbiased results and have a statistically valid 
study method.  At 10 locations, we know we have sea pile, that there are very permeable 
conditions, and that the remaining 12 locations are a good mix of the other shoreline 
barriers. We have a good mix, but the intent from the beginning was to have an unbiased 
grid and use that to guide the selection of the sampling locations.  
 

https://newtowncreekcag.files.wordpress.com/2020/11/role-of-risk-assessment-and-newtown-hhra-summary-cag-final-nov-18-2020.pdf
https://newtowncreekcag.org/
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• Are historic maps that show where freshwater sources were also being referenced? 
CDM: I know there are USGS maps and there may be New York State or other entities – 
Brooklyn and Queens may also have maps. The changes have been so dramatic and 
extensive that I don’t know that this will affect what we are doing. We wanted it to be an 
unbiased gridded approach as opposed to going to specific locations. When you look at Long 
Island hydrogeology, as development occurred there was water supply pumping, and a lot of 
saline water was pulled in. The wells were then shut down because they could no longer 
operate and we believe that has all been flushed out now, but we are relying on an unbiased 
gridded approach to what we are doing. 

 

UPDATES ON OPERABLE UNITS 
 

Operational 
Unit 

Update 

OU1 

• The Remedial Investigation submitted in June 2020 is still under technical 
review 

• Feasibility Study (FS) elements are under development: preliminary 
remedial goals, action objectives, and alternative evals, etc., also includes 
FS-related models. 

• The workplan for the Shallow Groundwater Study is being developed; 
fieldwork will start summer 2021.  

• The Treatability Study is continuing to move along; the design was 
submitted on 9/1/2020; estimating construction to start Fall 2021 

• US Army Corps of Engineers is still developing the Navigational Report 
broadly for the Creek 

OU2 

• EPA is continuing the decision process and development of a 
responsiveness summary  

• EPA will update the CAG if there is anything to be released, but it will not 
happen before the end of the year (2020) 

OU3 

• EPA is continuing to review the FS and hopes to submit comments to the 
Newtown Creek Group soon; it is a work in progress.  

• CSTAG submitted formal comments to the NCG 

• EPA is also developing comments and will then release for public review  

 

NEXT STEPS & CLOSING 
 

Upcoming CAG Meeting 
Dates 

No meeting in December (BREAK) 
January 2021 – exact date TBD 

CAG Items to cover at 
future meetings 

OU Updates 

Treatability Study  

2021 CAG meeting work planning 

 
The meeting adjourned. 
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