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STAT_ Q3; Tt:NNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

MEMPHIS ENVtRONMENTAL FIELD OFRCE

SUITE E_45_ pERIMETER PARK

2510 MT, MORIAH

MEMPHIS, TEINNESSE_ _115

April 19, 1995

Colnmandsr

Defcnse Distribution Depot Memphis
Attn.: DDMT-WP (Mr Frank Novitzki)

2163 Airways Blvd.,
Memphis, Tcnnessee 98114-5210

File:

/05

Re: Draft Final Operable Unit 4 Field Sampling Plan, March 1995 (Facility Wide
Groundwater Investigation, Sections 4.3 4.65); and the Draft Final Generic
Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Plan, March 1995 (Background

Sampling Program, Section 5.3.2), TDEC/DSF #79 736, ec 82

Dear Mr. Novitzki:

Per your request to expedite the review of certain secdons in the above referenced

documents, the Division of Super fund (DSF) Memphis Field Office (MFO) has reviewed

Sections 4.3 - 4,65 of the Draft Final Operable Unit 4 Field Sampling Plan, and Section

5.3 2 of the Drafft Final Generic Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Work Pian for

DDMT, reneived in this office on April 7, 1995 and Mareh 15, 1995, respectively.

Pursuant to the intent of the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA), the Tennessee

Department Of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) is providing the attached

comments. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this review please call

me at (901) 368 7953,

ry "_naly yours,

_n English, P.G

Environmental Field Office Manager

TDEC/DSF-MFO

c: TDEC/DSF, NCO, Clint Wilier, file

TDEC[DSF, MFO, file

Martha Ben2¢
United Stales Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Facilities Branch

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30365
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Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Division of Superfund

Comments for

Generic Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan

Background Sampling Program

Section 5.3.2

Defense Depot

Site Number 79-736

4/I 7/9S

General Comment:

TDEC, TDSF review of this section cannot be considered complete at this time The TDSF

Memphis Field Office expects to sollclt comments from the Central Office regarding the statisdcaJ

approach.

There is some concern regarding what will be useable for the purposes of det ermrifing

background. A golf course pond "in fue area" will not necessarily provide reason_b]e background

data ifit is shown that results may indicate ovcr-applicatlnn o f pesdcides/herbialdes. Likewise,

using MLGW production wells, frequently with screens 50-100 f_et in leagt h at depths pot entlally

at depths much deeper than the monitoring wells thny will he ¢ompared to, may produce
significant differences in water quality.

Specific Comments:

[.

2.

3

4.

5

6

Section 5.3.2. I, page 5-fi. next to last paragraph--What is Ih¢ rationale for ¢omposiring

two different soll horizons? It would seem logical to develop background fur surface sol]s

separate from subsurface soils¸ Please explain

Section 5.322. page 5-1 I. 2nd paragraph--Offshe golf course ponds may he

contaminated due to over-application o f pest icides/hethicid es so this data has to be

qualified as useable for the purposes of background.

Section 5.32,2, page 5-ig, 2nd paragraph--It ',)All be very difficult to compare relatively

stagnant water (ponds) with running water (streams) for many parameters Does EPA

guidance suggest that this still be attempted?

Section 5.3.2,3, page 514, 1st full paragraph- The last sentence is confusing. Please

clarify and/or explain further

Section 5.3.24, page 5-14--The section numbering is incorrect for this section.

Section 5.32.4, page 5-15, last sentence in top parngraph--Th[s sentence is inaccurate and

potentially mialeadlag. Filtered samples when compared with non filtered samples may

shed some light on potendally mobile colloid _ See EPA Rngion IV guidance for filtering

groundwater samples

Section 5324. page 5-15, last paragraph--Additional background samples may he

required upgradient of Dunn Field.



8,

9.

Section 5.3.2.5, page 5-17-Becaus_ distances to other weir fields &re men_d _,"tt_i_ 0 |_ _J

passage the distance to the Allen field should also be included

Section 5.3.25, page 5-17-Uslng production wells (PWs) for the purpose of determining

background may produce problems. The screened intervals may not be equivalent and

water quality may bc slgnlilcantly different. TDSF _uggests considering the use of

lvILGW monitoring wells for background.



Tennessee Department nf Envirnnment and Conservation d_'R 2 (] |_
Division of Supeffund

Comments for

Operable Unit 4 Field Sampling Plan

Fncilitywlde Groundwater Investigation

Sections 4.3-4.65

Defense Depot

Site Number 79-736

4/17/95

Genera] Commentl

These sectlons are perhaps a bit too generic in places (see comment 7). Also, there is sri]] no

resolution as to the type of drilling method to be used This will he required fiefore TDSF can

approve the work plan and certainly before any contracting can occur¸

Specific Con'anents:

I. Section 43.1, parle 4-8, last paragraph--This paragraph alludes to a recover'/well that has not

been formally identified Please correct.

2. Section 4.3.2, page 4-8 & Table 4-2, page 4-9--This narrative passage and the table should

ideas fy the aquifer in which this contamination is associated.

3. Table_4-3&44, pages410&4 II WheredotheTNGuidaace]evalscomefTom7

Tennessee groundwater guidance is consistent "¢dth MCLs Tennessee doesn't have

promulgated soil standards, hut is considering the draft EPA guidance for sail screening
levels. Are these PRGs based on residential or industrial standards? PRGs should use a worst

case scenario for the PRG dctennlnadon and correct as circumstances wan'ant for

actual/observed conditions¸

4. Secrion 433, page 4-13, last paragraph--TDSF sngfiests that only one wail may be necessary.

I_ in the course of putting a shallow monitoring well, you do not enccumer a confining layer

these wl]l bc on reason to have a nested pair. It would be reasonabfe to continue the process

oflnstniling a Memphis Sand monitoring well. Rotosonlc@ methods would be an effective

way of determining the nature of the Idhologies. A]so iPno significant clay layer is

encountered, appropriate sampling analyses shnu]d indicate the presence of recent water

(tritium, iron, manganese, hardness, dissolved solids etc )

5, Secrion434, page4-13-TDSFsnggestsreforringtcthepropnsedmonitofingwellsrather

than saying "..these wells..".

6 Table 4-5, page 4-14--What does the column Al represent? Please explain the need for this
column

7 Secdon436, pngc4-16--ltiswdhinthissecfionthatyoushnulddcscribethepotentinislug

test methods that may be decided upvn in the field,

8 Sec6on 4.4.t, pafie 4- I fi--How do you know when you get to the top of the Jackson/Upper

Claiborne Group? This should be a demsion ofgrobabfe Jackson/Upper Clniboroe based on
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clay color, stiffness, etc. Once again, "I'DSF suggests that the Rotosonhi® drilling method

may provide higher quality information with which to base a decision upon. When will a

decision be made regarding the type oP drilling that will be undertaken? This work plan makes

no mention of any type of drilllng technique. This wdl be required for TDSF review and

approval prior to on-Site drilling acd'Aty

9 Section 442, page 4-16--TDSF is concerned that apparently no provision is being made for

contingency of high solvent levels requiring alternate c_sing material. The _.nalysis result of

5,10S _tg/L TCE at MW-12 suggesls DNAPL presence,

10 Section 463, page 4-1 g--If the Rolosonlc® method is employed double casing may not he

required
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