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The purpose of this fact sheet isto provide an overview of Superfund Post Construction Completion
(PCC), anintegra part of the Superfund remedia program. The fact sheet lays out the god and
objectives for Superfund PCC work, describes why thiswork isimportant, identifies the activities
included under the banner of PCC, and describes the roles and respongbilities of involved parties. The
fact sheet addresses these topics at an overview level of detail. Key references and a bibliography are
provided for more detailed information. The fact sheet addresses response actions completed under
the Superfund program, including response actions completed by Federd facilities under the
Comprehengve Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The activities
described in this fact sheet do not address response actions taken under the EPA Brownfields program.

A. OVERVIEW

What is Superfund Post Construction
Completion?

Superfund PCC is the name given for severd
activities generdly undertaken at Stes following
the congtruction of response actions. These
activities include operation and maintenance
and long-term response actions (or LTRAS);
inditutiona controls; five-year reviews,
optimization of remedies, and deetion from the
NPL. The god of Superfund PCC isto ensure
that response

The policies and procedures set forth here are
intended as guidance to Agency and other
government employees. They do not constitute rule-
making by the Agency, and may not berelied on to
create a substantive or procedural right enforceable
by any other person. The Government may take
action that is at variance with the policies and
procedures in this document.

actions provide for the long-term protection of
human hedth and the environment. The PCC
activities described in this fact sheet contribute
toward achieving this godl.

Why is this work important?

As of January 2001, more than 50% of the
gtes on the Superfund Nationd Priorities List
(NPL) were designated congtruction complete.
An additiond 400 sites have completed initid
stages of remediation, and many of these should
achieve congruction completion over the next
fiveyears. Many of these Sites have, or will
have, remedies that only alow for restricted
future uses due to contamination remaining or-
gte, with combinations of engineering and
inditutiona controls to limit unacceptable
exposures. Also, many of these siteswith
ground water contamination will require
ongoing remediation over many yearsto
achieve protective cleanup levels. Superfund



PCC activities will help ensure that these
response actions perform as intended and
remain protective of human hedth and the
environment. Findly, EPA, Staes, potentidly
responsible parties (PRPs), and other Federal
agencies have invested millions of dallarsin ste
characterization, and in the design and
implementation of response actions. Superfund
PCC activities will help preserve these financid
invesments.

Who isinvolved in conducting PCC
activities?

Roles and respongihilities for the long-term care
of stesfollowing a deanup are pecificdly
addressed in CERCLA and the Nationd Oll
and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP). EPA, States, PRPs,
and other Federa agenciesdl play an integra
role in Superfund PCC and should fulfill their
respective respongihilities to ensure that
response actions remain protective. The
primary responsbility for the long-term care of
response actions is vested in States for Fund-
financed gtes, in viable and responsible PRPs
where they assume the lead for cleanup, and in
other Federd agenciesfor Federa facility Sites.
Specific responghbilities for States, PRPs and
Federa agencies include operation and

mai ntenance of waste containment structures,
operation and maintenance of ground water
restoration or containment systems,
environmenta monitoring; and implementation,
overgght and enforcement of indtitutiona
controls required to ensure protectiveness.
Federd agencies assume additiona

respong bilities when transferring property to
externd parties during or after remediation.

EPA’srolein PCC dso isextensve. It may

include operating Fund-financed surface and
ground water restoration systems for up to ten
years (LTRAS); ensuring that operation and
maintenance and environmental monitoring is
performed; ensuring that ingtitutiond controls
are implemented and remain effective;
evauating remedy performance and conducting
five-year reviews (or reviewing reports and
evauating the protectiveness of response
actions when five-year reviews are performed
by States or other Federa agencies); and
deleting sites from the NPL once dl response
actions are completed. EPA adso has
responsibility for evaluating Federa agency
demondtrations thet aremedid action is
“operaing properly and successfully” asa
precondition to the transfer of Federally-owned
property.

Loca government officids and dtizensliving
and working near Superfund PCC Stesadso
can play an important role. Site managers
should notify, and when appropriate involve,
locd ditizens and officias when conducting five-
year reviews, when consdering changes to
response actions, and when deleting sites from
the NPL once the remediation processis
complete. Locd citizens and officids frequently
can provide useful information related to the
performance of O&M, compliance with
physicd and indtitutiona controls, and

redevel opment activities that might be planned
or under consderation. These perspectives are
vauable when assessing if theremedy is
performing as intended, and whether the
remedy remains protective.



How do external stakeholders view PCC
activities?

Externa stakeholder interest in PCC issues has
been extensve. (Please see the bibliography
for apartid listing of recent externd
stakeholder research reports.) Severa externa
groups have coined the term “ stewardship”
when referring to the long-term care of Stes
following remediation. Thisterm has evolved
around large and complex Federd fecility Stes
(e.g., DOE ingdlations) but can gpply to non-
Federd Superfund Stesaswell. Definitions for
stewardship suggested by these groups vary,
but generdly include the following concepts:
Ste monitoring and maintenance;
implementation, monitoring and enforcement of
land use contrals; environmental monitoring;
oversght and enforcement; information
collection and dissemination; and periodic
evaudion of remediation systems (including the
availability of new technology). These groups
suggest cear roles and responsihilities and
reliable funding as essential components of
stewardship.

Other parties, including the EPA Office of
Inspector Generd, the Environmenta Law
Ingtitute, and Resources For The Future, have
reviewed the Agency’ s performance of PCC
activities. Thisleve of interest and review will
likely continue as the PCC workload grows.

B. POST CONSTRUCTION
COMPLETION ACTIVITIES

As noted, Superfund PCC encompasses a
number of rdated activities including: operation
and maintenance of engineered containment
remedies aswell as ground water and surface
water retoration systems (including LTRAS);

implementation and management of ingtitutiond
controls; five-year reviews, optimization of
remedies based on actua operating experience;
and deletion from the NPL. These PCC
activities support four broad objectives:

Maintan the integrity of Superfund
response actions,

. Provide rdevant information to
sakeholders;

. Ensure the efficiency of post
construction operations; and

. Ddete stes from the NPL

The following is an overview of the PCC
activities presented in this fact sheet, with
references and a bibliography for more detailed
informetion.

Operation and Maintenance and Long-term
Response Action

Operation and Maintenance. Operation and
Maintenance (O& M) are important
components of a Superfund response to ensure
that the remedy performs asintended. The
NCP, Subpart A, section 300.5, defines O& M
asthe”. . . measures required to maintain the
effectiveness of response actions.” O& M
typicaly begins after the remedy is determined
to be “operationa and functiona” (see NCP
Subpart E, section 435(f)), and may be
required indefinitely for remedies that contain
waste on-gte or include indtitutiona controls.
O&M activities include maintaining engineered
containment structures, operating leachate and
gas collection systems; operating ground water
containment and restoration systems (following



the LTRA period for Fund-financed siteswith
restoration remedies); monitoring to ensure that
the remedy is performing as expected and the
environment is protected; and maintaining and
enforcing ingtitutional controls and access
restrictions. See Highlight 1 for an example.

Under CERCLA and the NCP, performance of
O&M generdly isthe responghility of the
States, PRPs or Federd facilities. EPA is
responsible for ensuring that the O& M work is
adequately performed. Specific EPA actions
may include ensuring that O& M and monitoring
reports are submitted through routine oversight,
or enforcement when necessary; reviewing
reports and eva uating monitoring results;
performing on-Site ingpections and documenting
the results. When appropriate, EPA may also
troubleshoot problems, and develop or eva uate
proposals for additional response actions or
adjustments to existing remedies, to achieve
objectives, improve performance, or reduce
costs.

Specific actions and roles and responsibilities
are defined in O&M Manuals and O&M Plans.
These documents provide technical and
adminidrative detalls regarding the performance
of O&M and should be prepared during
remedid design/remedia action for Stes
requiring O&M. (Seethe EPA fact sheet

“ Operation and Maintenance in the
Superfund Program” for amore detailed
summary of the O&M Manuad and O&M
Pan.)

Highlight 1: Typical O& M Activitiesfor
Landfill Caps

. Maintenance of Landfill Cap

< Mowing

< Reseeding

< Ensuring appropriate controls
for run off

< Repairing cracks, animal
burrow damage, and areas of

Settlement and erosion
. Operation and Maintenance of Active
Components
< Leachate collection and
trestment system
< Gas collection and treatment
system
. Monitor Land Use Controls
< Monitor and enforce
indtitutiond controls
< Maintenance of access controls

(e.g., security fences)

. Environmental Monitoring
< Monitoring to ensure that waste
in the containment areais not
migrating to ground water or
affecting the environment

Cap maintenance and land use redtrictions
generdly are required as long as waste remains
in place. Active leachate and gas collection
and treatment systems could be terminated if
measurements indicate the collected gas and
leachate can be released directly to the
environmen.




Long-term Response Action. A variation to
EPA’s norma oversight role during O&M is
LTRA. The NCP, Subpart E, section
300.435, addresses financing of ground water
and surface water restoration systems as Fund-
financed remedia actions for up to ten years
after the remedy becomes operationd and
functiond. (LTRA generdly does not goply for
gteswhere the remedid action objectiveis
limited to containment of ground water or
surface water contamination.) EPA may
assume adirect role in operating the restoration
system during the LTRA period, or system
operations can be assigned to the State (or to a
unit of loca government or a politica
subdivison) with funding provided from the
Trust Fund.

When cleanup goals are not achieved upon
completion of the ten year LTRA period, the
sysem istransferred to the State for continued
O&M, including follow-on monitoring that may
be required after cleanup goas have been
achieved. EPA should meet with the State one
to two years prior to the trandfer date to findize
atransfer plan and schedule. EPA and the
State should conduct ajoint inspection of the
system and develop alist of actions that should
be completed prior to the trandfer. An
optimization review (see discussion below)
should be considered to ensure that the system
is operating effectivdy and efficiently. Planning
for the LTRA transfer can betied to afive-year
review where schedules coincide. A fact sheet
summarizing best practice for LTRA trandersis
under development.

Ground water remedies generdly require active
management, and Site managers should remain
involved in overseeing the performance of these
projects during LTRA and O&M.

Performance and monitoring data should be
maintained to support analysis and decision-
making. Specific areas of interest may include
ensuring that the public is being protected (e.g.,
the plume capture zone is being maintained);
ensuring that restoration of the aquifer is
progressing as planned; determining whether
there are Sgnificant changes to the assumptions
that were relied upon when selecting the
remedy; and determining when the active
portions of the remedy can be terminated. The
Superfund guidance “ Presumptive Response
Strategy and Ex-situ Treatment
Technologies for Contaminated Ground
Water at CERCLA Sites’ describes a phased
gpproach for ground water restoration which
acknowledges the complexities and
uncertaintiesinvolved with thiswork. The
guidance aso describes a number of
refinements to enhance system performance
that can be considered, depending on Site
conditions, during LTRA/O&M (see Highlight
2).

A useful tool that may help guide ground water
restoration projects, and in limited cases other
remediesinvolving O&M, isan “exit Srategy.”
Smply stated, an exit srategy should define the
decigon criteria (response objectives from the
decision document), measurement strategies
(sampling locations and frequencies),
contingency plans (actions to consider when
remediation is not progressing as expected),
and roles and respongbilities for determining
when aresponse action is complete
(information collection, andlyss, and decison-
making). Preparation of an exit Srategy should
be considered for ground water and surface
water restoration projects, and for long-term
monitoring. The concept dso may be useful for
in-Stu soil remediation involving soil vapor



extraction or bioremediation, and containment
remedies that include an active operationa
component (e.g., leachate and/or gas collection
and treatment). Exit strategies should provide
for sufficient flexibility to address changing Ste
conditions, and should be reviewed and
adjusted, as needed, on aperiodic basis.

Highlight 2. Examples of Remedy

Refinementsfor Ground Water
Pump/Treat Remedies

Change the extraction rate in some or
al wels

Cease extraction from some wels
Initiate * pulsed pumping”

Add or remove extraction or reinjection
wellsor drains

Add or remove monitoring wells

Refine source control components of
the remedy

Refine enhanced recovery or in-Stu
degradation components of remedy

Refine ex-gtu trestment components

O&M/LTRA Summary

Purpose — Actions taken following the
congtruction of aresponse action to
achieve the objectives of the remedy
(eg., achieve deanup levelsin the
aquifer; prevent waste migration and
exposure; maintain the integrity of the
remedy)

When Implemented — O&M and
LTRA begin once aremedy is
determined to be “ operationd and
functiona” (generdly up to one year
following the completion of
congtruction); O&M can extend
indefinitdy; LTRA islimited to Fund-
financed surface water and ground
water restoration remedies and extends
up to 10 years

Who — States, PRPs and other Federal
agencies have responghility for
peforming O&M; EPA hasthe
responsbility to ensure that O&M is
performed properly; EPA has
operationa responshility for Fund-
financed surface water and ground
water restoration systems during LTRA

Key Referencesfor O& M/LTRA:

Nationa Qil and Hazardous Substances

Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300,

Subpart E, section 435(F).

“Operaion and Maintenance in the Superfund
Program,” OSWER 9200.1-37FS, EPA 540-

F01-004, May 2001.
http://mww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm




“Presumptive Response Strategy and Ex-Situ
Treatment Technologies for Contaminated
Ground Water at CERCLA Sites,” OSWER
9283.1-12, EPA 540-R-96-023, October
1996.
http://mww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm

Institutional Controls

Ingtitutional controls (also called land use
controls, and activity and use restrictions) are
non-engineered, adminigtrative or legd
indruments thet minimize the potentid for
exposure to contamination by limiting land or
resource use. Inditutiona controls can play an
important role in remedy selection, and
generdly are used in conjunction with, rather
than in lieu of, engineering measures for
trestment or containment. Inditutiona controls
can be used during dl stages of acleanup to
accomplish various objectives. They are
intended to minimize potentia exposure when
contamination remaining on-dte restricts the
unimpeded use of aSite or aground water
aquifer. Ingtitutiona controls also can be used
to ensure that engineered remedies are not
adversdly affected by activities a the Site,
Examples of inditutiona controlsincude
“proprietary controls’ (e.g., easements and
regtrictive covenants), “governmental controls’
(e.g., zoning redrictions, specid permit
requirements), “informationd devices’ (eg.,
State registries of contaminated property, deed
notices, advisories), and “ enforcement controls’
(e.g., orders and consent decrees issued under
CERCLA). Edimates suggest more than 600
Superfund NPL sites, as of January 2001,
include one or more indtitutiona controls as
part of the remedy to help ensure
protectiveness. Generdly, indtitutiona controls
selected as part of aremedy should be

implemented aong with other components of
the remedy before Superfund sites can be
deleted from the NPL.

The fact sheet “ Institutional Controls: A Ste
Managers Guide to Identifying, Evaluating
and Selecting Institutional Controls at
Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action
Cleanups’ provides ussful guidance when
consdering inditutiona controls as part of
response actions. This guidanceis intended to
address concerns with ingtitutional controls
frequently raised by externd parties. These
include unclear legd authorities; unclear roles
and responghilities to implement, monitor, and
enforce the controls; and uncertainty regarding
the potential to modify or remove controls over
time. When sdecting indtitutiond contrals, the
dte manager should evduate the Situation at the
gte, define the needs that the ingtitutiond
controls are intended to address, identify the
kinds of legd and other tools available to meet
those needs, and coordinate with the
appropriate stakeholders (e.g., State and local
government officias).

Implementation of inditutiond controls
frequently lags behind the completion of
physical congtruction. In the PCC time frame,
Ste managers should ensure that appropriate
measures are taken by States, PRPs and other
Federd agencies to implement and maintain the
inditutiona controls. Once inditutiona controls
are in place, Ste managers should evauate the
adminigrative and legd documentation, as well
asthe physica Ste evidence, to ensure that they
arefully effective. Thisreview should be an
integra part of the technica assessment
performed during operation and maintenance
ingpections, as well as during the five-year
review process. EPA isdeveloping additiond



guidance and piloting atracking sysemto ad in
the implementation and long-term management
of ingtitutional controls.

Ingtitutional Controls Summary

. Purpose — To prevent exposure to
contamination left on a Site following
cleanup; to prevent exposure to
contamination until cleanup sandards
are met (e.g., ground water
restoration); to protect components of
the remedy

. When — Implemented during or
immediately following remedy
implementation consstent with the
requirements of the decison document;
maintained as long as heeded to
minimize/control/mitigate exposure or
protect the remedy

. Who — Determined on a Site-specific
bas's, Ste managers should work
closaly with States, PRPs, other
Federd agencies, and locd
governments as appropriate and seek
advance written agreements on who
will implement, maintain, and enforce
inditutiond controls

Key Referencesfor | nstitutional Controls:

Nationa Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300,
Subpart E, sections 430 and 510.

“Indtitutional Controls A Site Managers Guide
to Identifying, Evauating and Sdlecting
Ingtitutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA

Corrective Action Cleanups,” OSWER
9355.0-74FS-P, EPA 540-F-00-005,
September 2000.
http://mww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm

“Indtitutional Controls A Site Managers Guide
to Implementing, Monitoring and Enforcing
Ingtitutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA
Corrective Action Cleanups’ (Guidance under
development, should be available during 2002
at http://mww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm)

Five-year Reviews

Five-year reviews generdly are required
following implementation of remedid actions
selected under section 121 of CERCLA, when
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remain on-ste above levels that
dlow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure. In addition, five-year reviews
generdly are appropriate for sites where
completion of the remedid action ultimatdly will
dlow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, but the remedy will take longer than
five yearsto reach cleanup levels. The purpose
of afive-year review isto evduate the
implementation and performance of aremedy in
order to determineif the remedy remains
protective of human hedth and the
environment. Five-year reviews provide an
opportunity to identify potentia problems or
issues with the remedid action, and adjust
O&M where necessary. Five-year reviews are
required at more than 800 NPL sites as of
January 2001.

EPA expectsto release the “ Comprehensive
Five-year Review Guidance” during FY
2001. Thisdocument describesthe
requirements, roles and responghilities, and
procedures for conducting five-year reviews.



EPA typicdly has the responghility for
conducting five-year reviews for Fund-financed
and enforcement-lead NPL sSites, while other
Federd agencies have responsibility for
conducting reviews a Federd facility Stes.
Through cooperative agreements, EPA can
provide funding to a State or Tribe to conduct
five-year reviews. Also, EPA can authorize
PRPs to conduct studies or investigationsin
support of afive-year review even though
PRPs do not conduct actud reviews. Inall
cases, EPA retains the responsibility for making
the protectiveness determination that is part of
the review.

Determining remedy protectiveness for afive-
year review involves examining three questions

. Is the remedy functioning asintended
by the decison document?

. Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity
data, cleanup levds, and remedid
action objectives used at the time of the

remedy gill vaid?

. Has any other information come to light
that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

Answers to these questions can be determined
through visua observation during Ste visits,
interviews with Ste stakeholders, and loca
citizens and officids, review/evauaion of
response decision documents and existing
O&M and monitoring information; and, when
necessary, collection of new data. Findings of
the review are documented in a report which
should include an identification of issues;
recommendations and follow-up actions; and a
determination of whether the remedy is, or is

expected to be, protective of human headth and
the environment. The report should identify the
party responsible for implementing
recommendations and follow-up actions, when
needed, as well as atimetable for completion.
Once completed, the five-year review report
should be made available to the public.
Completion of the five-year review should be
draightforward when site managers are actively
involved in managing LTRAS, overseeing
O&M and environmenta monitoring, and
ensuring inditutiona controls are implemented
and effective.

Priorities for EPA include completing five-year
reviews on time, eiminating a backlog of
overdue reviews by the end of FY 2002, and
improving the qudity of reviews and the
resulting reports through implementation of the
comprehensive guidance, and through training
provided to Ste managers. The program
completed more than 665 reviews through
September 2000, and more than 180 reviews
were completed during FY 2000. Between
140 and 180 reviews per year are scheduled
over the next severd years.



Five-year Review Summary

. Purpose — To evduate the
implementation and performance of a
remedy to determine whether the
remedy remains protective of human
hedlth and the environment

. When Implemented — Generdly five
yearsfollowing the initiation of a
CERCLA section 121 response action
resulting in contamination remaining on-
Ste after a cleanup that restricts future
uses, and every succeeding five years
50 long as future uses remain restricted;
generdly five years after the date of
congtruction completion for sites where
completion of the CERCLA Section
121 response action ultimately will
dlow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure but the remedy will take
longer than five years to reach cleanup
levels

. Who — EPA or States/Tribes when
acting as lead agency under the NCP,
Federd agencies for Federd facility
NPL gtes, EPA retains respongbility
for protectiveness determination

http://mwww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm

Key Referencesfor Five-year Review:

Nationd Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300,
Subpart E, section 430(f)

“Comprehendve Five-year Review Guidance’,
OSWER Directive 9355.7-03B-P, EPA
540R-98-050. Pending, should be available
during FY 2001 at

Optimization of Remediation Systems

Once remediation systems have been
functioning for a period of time, opportunities
may exist to optimize the operations of the
system. The purpose of optimization isto
identify potentid changes that will improve the
effectiveness of the system and/or reduce
operating costs, without compromising the
protectiveness of the remedy or other response
objectives, through a comprehensve evauation
of system performance. Optimization
recognizes that long-term remedia approaches
should not remain Satic, that conditions change
over time, and that better technologies, tools
and drategies evolve which dlow for
continuous improvement of remedy
performance.

Optimization can be gpplied to ground water
restoration systems, aswell as other
remediation technologies (e.g., soil vapor
extraction) and approaches (e.g., long-term
monitoring). Optimization generdly follows
three Seps: reviewing candidates and selecting
gtes; conducting the evauation using an
optimization protocol; evauating results and
implementing the best recommendations.
Implementation may require an initid capital
investment in order to redize long-term
improvements and/or cost savings.
Optimization techniques can be applied to
ongoing response actions by EPA, States,
PRPs, and other Federal agencies. The entity
conducting the review should coordinate the
recommended changes to the remediation
system with appropriate



parties (e.g., States) and obtain EPA approvd,
where gppropriate, prior to implementation.

EPA will complete up to 20 pilot optimization
gudies of Fund-financed ground water
restoration systems during FY 2001. The
purpose of thisinitiative isto optimize the
performance of the sdlected remedies, and
increase awareness among EPA ste managers
S0 that optimization becomes integrated into the
cleanup process.

These pilots will use the “ Remedid Systems
Evduation” (RSE) approach developed by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. An RSE
involves an independent team of experts
working collaboratively with the Ste manager
and the operating contractor to evauate the
performance of al mgor components of the
operating system (e.g., above ground treatment
system, extraction well network, monitoring
network and sampling protocols, and data
management). An RSE generdly includesa
review of dte data, adte vidt, and report
preparation. It provides acomprehensive but
low-cogt evauation of the remediation system
and is an excdlent firgt step in a continuous
improvement process. Recommendations can
highlight the need for additiond information,
propose revisons to the extraction system (e.g.,
well locations and/or depths, pumping rates),
and/or modifications to the treatment process.

EPA ste managers are encouraged to review
other Fund-financed ground water restoration
projects not addressed by the pilot, and
consider proposas for optimization by externa
parties, where the potential exists to improve
performance and/or reduce operating costs.
Additiond information on optimization and the
RSE methodology is avallable a the web Site
noted below.
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Optimization Summary

. Purpose — To improve the performance
and/or reduce the operating costs of
remediation systems without
compromising protectiveness

. When Implemented — Once actua
performance and cost data are
avalable

. Who — Optimization studies can be
initisted by EPA at Fund-financed Sites,
or by States, PRPs, or other Federa
agenciesfor sites under their lead;
recommendations should be reviewed
and approved by EPA, in coordination
with the State, prior to implementation

Key Referencesfor Optimization:

OERR Memorandum “ Superfund Reform
Strategy, |mplementation Memorandum:
Optimization of Fund-lead Ground Water
Pump and Treat (P& T) Systems’, OSWER
Directive 9283.1-13, October 31, 2000.
http://Amww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm

Optimization Web site:
http://Amwww.frir.gov/optimization

Deletion from the NPL

EPA can delete sites from the NPL once all
response actions are complete and dl cleanup
levels achieved. Procedures for deleting Sites
are contained in the NCP, Subpart E, section
300.425, and *“ Closeout Procedures for
National PrioritiesList Stes.” Inmaking a
determination to delete a Site from the NPL,




EPA must consider whether any of the
following criteria have been met:

. Responsible or other parties have
implemented all gppropriate response
actions required;

. All agppropriate Fund-financed
response under CERCLA has been
implemented, and no further response
action by responsible partiesis
appropriate; or

. The remedid invedtigation has shown
that the rel ease poses no thresat to
public hedth or the environment, and,
therefore, taking of remedid measures
IS not appropriate.

EPA should consult with the State when
making this determination.

Under Agency policy as described in

“ Closeout Procedures for National
Priorities List Stes,” Ste deletion has been
separated from the five-year review process.
This meansthat EPA can delete aste from the
NPL even when five-year reviews are required.
Deetion from the NPL does not preclude
eligibility for subsequent response actions. If
future Ste conditions warrant, response actions
can be taken by the PRPs, or using the Trust
Fund. If thereisasggnificant rdlease from aste
deleted from
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the NPL, the site may be restored to the NPL
without calculating a new hazard-ranking score.

EPA aso has the ability to delete portions of
NPL gtes. The Agency may use partid
deletions to designate uncontaminated areas of
adte, or when portions of a site are cleaned up
and potentially available for productive use.
Requirements for partid deletion are essentidly
the same as those noted above for afull
ddetion. Procedurdly, partid deletionsrequire
clear documentation that supports the decision
and mapping of the portion to be deleted.
These are defined in * Closeout Procedures
for National Priorities List Stes.”

EPA has released guidance to streamline and
accelerate the deletion process. The* Direct
Final Processfor Deletions’ guidanceis
appropriate for Steswhere deletion or partia
deletion from the NPL is not expected to be
controversia, and the Agency does not expect
adverse comments from the public. The direct-
final process has been used successtully at
severd gtes, and the guidance includes
gpproved templates to aid in developing the
required notices.

Asof January 1, 2001, EPA had deleted 230
stesfrom the NPL, and completed 21 partia
ddetions. Expeditious deletion of dtesisa
program emphass. During FY 2001 and
beyond, EPA’s god isto delete 30 Sites per
year.



Ddetion Summary

. Purpose — To provide notice and take
comments on EPA’s decison to
remove stes from the NPL

. When — No further CERCLA response
IS appropriate

. Who — EPA has the respongbility for
ddetions with State concurrence

Key Referencesfor Deletion:

Nationd Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300,
Section 425(€)

“Closeout Procedures for Nationd Priorities
List Sites’, OSWER Directive 9320.2-09A-P,
EPA 540-R-98-016, January 2000.
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm

“Direct Final Process for Ddetions’, OSWER
Directive 9320.2-12-FS-P, October 31, 2000.
http://mwww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm

C. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Copies of this document are available at the
Superfund web Ste,
http://Awww.epa.gov/superfund/pubs htm.
Copies of this document may aso be obtained
from the OERR Document Center (703) 603-
9232. Generd Questions regarding this topic
should be referred to the Call Center at 1-800-
424-9346. The subject matter specidist for
this document is Paul Nadeau of OERR.
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