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UNITED STATES ENVIRONI\'IENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N, S REGION4 .
§ . : ‘Atlanta Federal Center
%,% ¢ . " 61 Forsyth Street, SW ‘
_;'Lvnqvﬁ“‘d\ ~©  Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

November 10, 2010

' QERTIFIED MAIL :
&ETURN RECEIPT RE UESTED

‘Naval Air Station, JAX - , - 7
Navy Facilities Engineering SE ' ,
Installation Restoration, SC IPT

Attn: Charles Cook

POBox 30 A

* North Ajax Street, Bldg 135 = .

Jacksonvxlle FL 322120030 - '

SUBJ ECT: = EPA Rev1ew of the Draft Final Slte/SWMU 3 Proposed Plan for the Causeway
” Landfill, Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD), Parris Island, South Carolina
(Septen}ber 2010) in support of a Final ROD for the Site.

Dear Mr Cook

The U S. Environmental Protectlon Agency (EPA) has complcted 1ts review of the Draft
Final Proposed Plan for Site 3 — Causeway Landfill (Proposed Plan). This Proposed Plan is
being developed in support of a Final Record of Decision for the Site. The document has been
~ reviewed in accordance with EPA’s Guide to Preparmg Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of =~
‘Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (July 1999). EPA’s review has -

found that previous comments have been addressed. However, this final review has identified a - -

deficiency related to demonstrating the proposed final remedy was evaluated against National
Contingency Plan (NCP) criteria for remedial alternatives and that the final remedy continues to
satlsfy the threshold criteria. [Reference 40 CFR 300. 430(e)(9)(111) and 430(H)(1)(i) and (ii).]
EPA’s Guidance instructs the preparer to include a statement explaining the rationale for
recommendmg the Preferred Alternative over other alternatives based on comparison to the nine
criteria analysis. The Draft Final Proposed Plan does not include such a comparison or

-~ statement. Therefore, EPA is hereby issuing a conditional approval of this Draft Final document
to require insertion of the necessary ‘information in accordance W1th EPA guldance and the NCP.

In order for thls Proposed Plan to be con51dered approved by EPA as fmal the fol]owmg

conditions must be met satlsfactorlly
R
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CONDlTIONS:

1.

Summar of Remedlal Alternatlves Evaluated in the Feasibility Study in Su ort of the
Interim ROD - Add a section that briefly describes the original remedial alternatives

- considered for the interim remedy in the FS, all of which were containment with waste left-

in-place or no action (See 2000 PP pages 6 and 7). Briefly clarlfy that the Navy did not
undertake another FS for development of the final remedy since the FFA parties agreed that
the interim remedy should be adopted as a final remedy. Also, include a/description of the
NCP altematlves analysis requlrement that was performed in the FS (See 2000 PP page 8,
first full paragraph), EPA suggests insertion of a text box briefly explaining the nine criteria
so that the reader can reference it, and which allows the Navy to more easily summarize
information required in the Condition below (see attached text box for an example). The

- 2000 Proposed Plan, developed in support of the Interim Record of Decision, included

summary paragraphs with the above information (see parenthetical references above). EPA

. suggests the Navy use similar language in this Proposed Plan, however make sure to use past

tense to mdlcate this was done in the past and has been completed

A
Preferred Fmal Remedy Séction — ThlS section of the Proposed Plan should be revised to
address the requirement to include a statement .explaining the rationale for- recommending the

'Preferred Altemative over other alternatives based on the nine ctiteria analysis (See 2000 PP 7

Page 7, Section on why the alternative was recommended in 2000). Although the interim
remedy is being adopted as final, the Proposed Plan should reiterate that the preferred '
alternative was compared to the nine criteria when selected as the interim remedy, and
provide a summary of how the final remedy meets the criteria (See 2000 PP, Pages 8 and 9,
comparison of alternatives to NCP Criteria). Then the Navy should affirm that the interim

- remedy adopted as final continues to satisfy the threshold criteria as required by CERCLA

Section 121 and the NCP. EPA suggests the Navy reference the 2000 Proposed Plan on this

' issue and use similar language in this Proposed Plan, however, make sure to use past tense to

indicate the companson was done in the past, has been- completed but is still valid today.

“This concludes EPA’s cond1t1ons for approval If there is any way EPA can ass1st in

 helping the Navy to develop appropriate language to address the deficiency, please do not
hesitate to call. I can be reached at (404) 562-9969.
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Senior RPM - - :
- Federal Facilities Branch

Superfund Division
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