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Mx. Ter_ T Templeton, P.G.

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Diwsion of SupeH'und

2510 Mt. Moz_ah

Suite E 645

Memphis, TN 38l[5

Dear ]:v[r. Templeton:

We received your letter dated November 17, 1995, regarding comments on

the final field sampling plans for Operable Units (OU) t through 4_ We understand

that you and Ms. Leslie Shannon of CH2M HILL discussed many of these and other

comments, and that she briefed you on the history and discussions pertaining to

these issues that occurred prior to your assig_mlent to this project.

You also indicated to Ms. Shannon that in some cases an acknowledgment of
the comment would be sufficient, and m one or two cases revisions would have to be

issued Our responses to your comments (see attached) reflect this understanding,

and are numbered to com'espond to the numbered comments in your letter.

For more information please contact me at (901) 775 6372.

Sincerely,

Attachments

ec:

EPA (D. Spariosu)

ASCE-WP (74. Dobbs)

HSHB-ME-SR (D Druck)

DDMT-D

CEHND-PM-MD (J. Savage)

HAROLD ROACH

Environmental Enganeer
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Response to TDEC Comments

Final OU-1 FSP

1. We acknowledge that tile acronym "HRB" was improperly defined in the

acronym list, and should have been defined as "Hazard Ranking System."

2. Section 1 5, last paragraph, page 1-8_SFSP is a correct acronym, and

stands for "Screening Sites Field Sampling Plan". It is defined in the SSFSP,

but was omitted from the acronym list of this FSP.

3. Figures 2-8 and 2-9, pages 2-I2 aad 2-13-The data presented on these two

figures are not incorrect, just somewhat redundant. Because of the multaple

changes in paglnat2on, figure number changes, and table of contents

changes resulting f_om ormtfing one of these figures, it is proposed to leave
them as is.

4. Section 2.7, first paragraph, page 2 I8 The word "artesian" was misspelled.

5. Section 2.8.1, Figure 2-12, page 2-19 (text) and 2-20 (figure)-CH2M HTIJJ

had previously received a comment that questioned whether more recent

plannLug data were available. CH2M HILL contacted the Memphis and

Shelby County Office of Planning and Development, and was told that the

land use map we had was the most current, lfTDEC detsrm2mes that maps

_nth mo_e recent data are ayeS]able, we can issue them in the RI Report.

G. Seclion 3.5.2, finst paragx'aph, page 3-9-This comment actually refers to

changes in tables in the Generic RI/FS Work Plan, which are general

reference tables for all of the work plans. CH2M HILL agreed to reissue

these tables with the changes noted, because work at all PUs wfi] be

affected by them.

Table 3-7 of the Generic RI/FS Worte Plan _ill be modified by deleting the

column titled "TN Ouldance Level" and the associated footnote "_'. Table 3-8

wiU be modified by chaaging footnote "d" te read: "GenerM Water Quality

Criteria, Chapter 1200-4-3, Rules of the Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conse_wation, Division of Watsr Pollution Control." The

tables as amended are attached to this letter. They _xdll be issued to all

work plan recipients with the next addendum to the work plans.

Final OU-2 and OU-3 FSFs

No comments.

Final OU_ FSP

L Section 4.3.2, Tabis 4-1 (formerly Table 4-2), page 4 9-The Division is

correct in that the intentisr_ was Lo change the tatie of the table (not the
figure) to read: "Maximum Concentration of Contaminants Found in Dunn

Field Flu,AM Aclttlfer GroundwateL'."

1
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2. Section 432, Tables 4 2 and 4-3 (formerly Tables 4-3 and 4-4), pp. 4-10 and

4- 1 l-The Tennessee guidance levels will be removed from Table 4-2, as

shown ill the attached table. This revised table wlli be issued with the next

addendum. No Tennessee guidance levels are in the cmu'ent Table 4-3.

3. Section 44.1, page 4 16 Tile original question concerned criteria for

recognizing when drilling into the top of the Jackson Clalbornc Group had

occurred. Cnteria were outlined in the response to comments, but •were not

included in the revised text of the work plan. This text (slightly modified to

accommodate the use of Rotosotfic ddl_ng) will be included in the next
addendum.

"The onsite geologist wall have the bohng logs of adjacent wells,

geologic cross sections, and Figure 2-17 of the Get,eric RI/FS Work

Plan when drilling, Figure 2-17 has compiled all of the existLug data

ia the near vicinity of DDMT into a structure contour map of the top of

the Jackson FormationJlJpper Clmborne Group• This information will

give the onsite geologist an idea ef anticipated depth to the top of the

uhit prior to drilhng Also, CEHND, TDEC, EPA, and USGS

representatives will be present dunng the drilling of Well U.

"The geologist (and others) _vlll examine the drill cuttings as they a_e
recovered, and make an hnmedlate determination of where the

borehole is within the stratigwaphic section. As the borehole is

penetrated through the three members of the Fluvial Deposits, the

geologist will be watching for a coarsening of the sand sequence with

the eharactsnstic vcavel lenses• This indicates the base of the Fluvial

Deposits. The geologist wiJl then look for the distinctive stiff, _ray to

orange, low to high plasticity lignltic clay.

" 1Cay lenses or seams xvuthm the gravelly sand sequence may be

distinguished from the clay of the Jackson Formation/Upper Claibarne

Group by color, absence of lignite, and possibly by plasticity Also,

eontanuous split spoons (or other comparable method) wli] be used

after a depth of 75 feet, or Rotosonic drilling methods may be used to

provide a continuous _ithologic 'core'"
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