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Christine Kartman

Environmental Office

2163 Airways Boulevard

Memphls, TN 38114

Subject: Comment Response Package

Draft Environmental Baseline Survey Report

Defense DimaSbution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

Dear Ms. Kartmma:

In accordance with the Stztemen_ of Work for the U.S. Army Base Realignment and

Closure (BRAC) 95 Program, Conta'act No. DACA67-95-D-100], Woodward-Clyde is

responding to comments received on the Dra_ EBS Report for the Defetme Distribution

Depot, dated May 24, 1996. Woed'_rd-Clyde has received comments on the Draft EBS

Report from the installation; U.S Enviromiten_al. Protection Agency (EPA), State of

Tennessee, U.S. Army Environmental Center (AEC), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(13SACE), Mobile Disli'Jet and Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency

Woodward Clyde h_s prepared a Draft Commenl Response Paekzge (CI_.P) which is

enclosed for your review. Tile CRP will be included as Appendix A in the Draft Final

EBS Report. To effect consistency in response m coroments at all inw22intiom mad

provide fu_her opportunity to gain regular ory concurrence on the environmental

COndition of property, DLA, BEC, GPM, and USACE are requested to review the Draft

CRP and send theh- comments to the GPM, who will send them to Woodw_d-Clyde.

Responses to the Draft CRP Will be incorporated into the Draft Fined EBS Report. The

Dra_ Final EFIS Report (including a Dm_ Final CRP) will be provided to DLA, the

BE(], GPM, USACE, and AEC _s well as regulatory members of the BKAC Cleanup

TeEun (BCT) for rewew After an initial review, the BEC should call a meeting of the

BCT to address the Draft Final EBS Report. The Final EBS Report will be prepared
after this meeting has oc=urred. The guidance for thas addironal renew and comment

period has been prepared by U SACE and is included in Attachrnem A.

:?'7_ Sla_for[JPlace3 Suite_ • a582S,_hUIsterSllcel • Oer_ver. Colora_o_O_¢'_7
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The schedule forpreparationof the documents isprovided below:

I. Woodward-Clyde mails DraftCRP 4 Scp 96

2. DLA, BEC. DSACE, _nd AEC rcview Draft CRP a?d

send cornmenLs toGPM 20 Scp 96

3_ GPM consolidatescomments and sends to Woodward-Clyde 24 Sep 96

4. Woodward-Clyde mails DraftFinalEBS

and CERFA LetterReports 15 Oct 96

5 30-Day Regulator),Review iscompleted 15 Nov 96

6. Woodward-Clyde mails FinnlEBS and

CERFA LetterReporis 3 Dec 96

Ifyou have an),questionsduring thistime,plcasecontactmc at(206) 343-7933. My fax

number is(206) 343 -0513.

Siaccrcly,

y C. Compc_, Ph D.
_._ Project Manager

C-CC:msj

Enclosure

cc: Kurt Braun, GPM, U.S. Army Corps of EngSneers

Mike Nelson, USACE, Seattle District

Kermeth Wiggans, U3. AEC

Mike Dobbs, DLA Region EI_
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AIi ACI:I_NT A

GUIDANCE MEMORANDLrM

• RESOLU lION OF DRAFT EBS COMMENTS, BRAC 95 INSTALLATIONS

DATED 21 AUGUST 1996

i

'!

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

• Prepared by:

Department of the Army

Seattle, Washington 98124



r

i

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY J?9

SEA_L_ Df_TR[C"" COFIp_ OF" Et_IpdEE_P,O. BQX 37515

SKATTL£,WA_HINGTON 9alZ_.2Z_3

O_PS-_--T-E]_ (2(_-]_.) 21 AUguSt 1996

GUIDANC_/VI£.MORANDUM

SUICJECT; Re_0]ut_oa of Dra_ EB$ Comracnts
I_P.A C9S _ra]l_don_

1. O_r CoJ_ract_r is p_p_r_ and submitting C_m_m_t Rcspr_asc Pa_s addr_g all
commeuts oe _ Drdl_ EBS and i _-_¢FA Lemur R_ When the ¢ont_'a_ was aw_:i_d, no •
¢lex,_ d_oz_ or p_ce_s h_ _ established. _or _._lvi_g c_amems ¢_ ¢JmE_SS

2. As yo_ arc aware, mxz_y af_h¢ z_l_r's _men_ c_ the doc_nc:_ts cxp_ss a
_u_'acd Dve_ _ u_c of "C'_RCLA" and "aoa-CL_.CEA" to d_scd_e u_ pa.'r.e._. This is
_dady m_c i_ t_ cases of Icad-b_sed paint residue that may I_ pre_a_ _n _he soil
_rou_d z_Jd_1_al dwel_ings. Re_ula_ar_ p_iw this to be a '_¢_CLA r_l_,sc" while ]DoD
]BRAC o_id_ is _le.ar tha_ this is a "non*CI_.C_A i_J_". Some o'/_ dif_flW
_T_U_dS t_ I_rcep_oa o_ the !u_u_of r_n_ators l_aL in t_ wor_ _.sc, categorizing i_'c _Ls

Catc_ry 1 alJow_ urm_ct_d _'a_s_ of the p_'_:e.] even if tmpa_d by r,_mc qual_f:_ug
is_ suc_ a_ 1cacbb._L_edpaiuL DOD 8uid_c_ Ls clear CT_[_e_¢c issu_ w_l "oe fuUy ¢Us_Dsed

3. _ pr_'p_aticrn of the _S and C_R_A do_et_ts, t_ con_'acmr gathered dala _n
_ur_e_ z_l_, and disposal of h_zard_u_ substances a_d petroleum producr_ a_d th=tr
de.nva/_v_. In addm_ da_a was gx_mmd _a non-uc_cA_A relateA e.nv_ent_ or safety
is_aes. Ta_ _n-C_¢ _/A r_laTrd iSSUCSmay b_ _ndidons which are _ow_ or s_sp_'ted
t_ cxi_ on _ BRAC pmp_ny whir_ _u]d 1L'ni_ or p_.lnd e the _'_ns f_r of t_e F_rty for
_LrCS_'icted U.S__Such conditions would include the ptescm_ of ashe._, radon. _he_xple_leO
_rdo_._, ]e_d based pam_ _d PCB$

4. The goal of fl_¢ EBS _._d C_R.FA p_ccss is chaining _g_la_ry co_urr¢_ on
eavi_m_taI co_d_on of pmp_ny _g_s. This _ n_qui_ a z_spc_.sc to _mm_,
alazification of DoD _Iicy _sue_ conce_am_ ]e_d-b_sc p_m. _sb_s_s, UXO, and _.; _nd a
diScu_$1c_v_ _h_ zcgulators _ a_ _p_roprla_ _c e_ _ m._ r_c _ co_n_n_ b_s been

5, Working with .-heA_C SL_ff and the Co.tractor we h_vc dcv_loged _ £oIIoWlag activities
whir-_ ,_uld p_vJde a c_¢_linal_d rcs_c_s_ to Lhe re_l_l_tor's c_c¢_ and _ _-_ity

meeL dis_ss, _d, _m poSSibly, _ach conse_ o/_ the cc_l_czlt_ _d o_ lc._o_._;

• Within 15 ca1_d_ day_ (CD) of receipt of all commeaL_ on the Drall EB$ _
tmJ<JFA Lellcr Report for each installation, the C_ntractor will pre:pate a Dral_
Comment P.espo_ e Package (D.'_R CRP) and send the response package m DLA,
BEC, AF.C and Corps' Geographic Project Manager (GPM) for a 15 CD review
¢_I commenL The rcviewe.rs will send Lh_ir commcn_s on the Draf_ CP.P to the
GPM who will scud Lhem t_ th_ cor_tfae_or.

• Withi_ 21 CD of receipt of _ommer_m on the Drat_ CRY, thc conLraclor win p_pare
a Filial CRP and xhg Draft Final EBS a_d C_P_A L.a_z[ R_pOIL Trm tw_
doco_en_s wi_ be s_nt to DLA, BEC. AEC. GPM. and Seattle Dis_ct Pwject
M_ager for rcvtc_v.



179 " G

_S-E3N'-GT-EM 21 August 1996
SUBJECT: Resoludon of D_ft EB$ U._rarnF_ BRAC95 In_dladons

• The BEC will forwazd the Fin_ Q_P m_d the Dm_ _al EBS and CEP_A Letmr

RepQ:t _ _ regulator_ for a _ CD r_view. About te_ gays into the review, the
BEC _ ¢_ a BCT meeting arteaded by tim regulators, BEC. GPM, and a
Coarfactor repre_el_tafi_ to di_ a_d hopefully rea=h a co_ on the

• Within 5 days of the B CT m_ting, the conlrector will prepare a memomodum of
record of r_ mee.tmg which wilt be _,h,_;u_ _ th_ DLA, BEC. AEC. GPM an_
Sm_¢ D_ct PM,

• The conu1cmr wil] p/ep_J_ a_d dis_bute all updaw.d C]7.P sad the Final EBS and
I "__FA L_t_r Report ea _qu h-..d in [hc cua_ract. A_ w_Lh_ Dr'_fl EBS and
i _ _FA _ Repoa. the BEC will send tho fm_l doox_ea_ to the regu_r_

I_"you have any q_e_t_ons or need additional informafioa, piea_e _ me at (20_) V_4_3458
or FAX (206) 764-679_.

NDah.eI D. Nalson, P.l_.
BRAC 95 Cc_rdmawr
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APPENDIX A

COMMENT RESPONSE PACKAGE
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS, TENNF_SEE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY REPORT

DATED MAY 24, 1996
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APPENDIX A

COM]VEENT RESPONSE PACKAGE

Appendix A preseats the coramen_ Woodward-Clyde Fedea-al Services received on the Defense

Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee Draft Envtronmenlal Baseline Sur_ey Report, d_ted

May 24, 1996, and the responses to these eommenm.

The comments have been typed verbatim and may include mls_¢'l Iln_, _l'drn m_i_ea] elTOl_ ,

fonmat inconslsteneies, internal agency numbering W_, e_c. F_h comment and response

been sequentially numbered (A-1. A-2, A_3, el¢,). This nmnbering system is used to

re£_,_.ee previous ¢omm eat_ or a response that may clarify a previously addressed issue.

The comments have been orgnniTeA by agency and are separaled by see*dons (A. 1, A.2, A.3,

etc.). The cornme_t_ a_ presented iz the followthg order:

Inslalladon

U.S. F_nvircaraenta/Protection Ag_acy

State of Tennessee

U.S Azmy Materiel Comm_nd

U.S_ Army Environmental Center

U.S Army Corps of Engineers

Other Agencies and Org,._7_tthn_



APPENDIXA
D]R_ d T

179 i0

COMMEHTRESPONSEPACKAGE

A.1 RESPONSES TO INSTALLATION COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EBS REPORT

A.1.1 RESPONSES TO BRAC ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR COMMENTS ON THE

DRAFT EBS REPORT

ENTITY: Dcfeme Dis_bufion D_pot Memphis

INDIVIDUAL: Christine Kazlm_

TITLE: BRAC Envi_orrmental Coordinator

DATE: July 18, 1996

General Comments:

l. Throughout te:a eDsure MDRA is s'pelle_t out ¢omectly: Memphis Depo_ Redevelopment

Agency•

R_oonse:

Comment noled. The tex_ has been revised aecordfd_agly.

Comment A-2:

2. Throughout document change Dcfca_e Depot Memphis, Temaesse_ to Defense Dis_bution

Depot Memphis, Tcnncss_

R_oonse:

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-]
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C0MMENTRESPONSEPAC GE

Exet:lz five SIIIUEaary:

Comment A-3:

1. Page i, I st para: Iascrt Dish-ibLrdon betwce_ De fcrtse and Depot.

Comment noted. The text will be revised accordingly.

2. Page i, 3rd _: Delete "approxlmately".

ResDonse:

Comment noted. The _x_ has been revisedaccordingly.

3, Pagell, 1st para, lasl 2 scatcnccs: Verify thformafionwith BRAC Closure Officer.

Comment noted. The information has be_n verified. The text has been revised accordingly.

4. Page fi, 3rd pare: Delete "approxamately" describing "642 acres identified for Wangler". The

te_ hedicat es 179.25 acres, but the table indicates 179.26. Change either to reflect correct

acreage. Why isn't any Chem_c_ Warfazc Material acreage identified?

ResPonse:

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly. CWM acreage is not identified sh_ce

CWM is not a quali_cr.

A-2 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee "
_S_,_J:¢_, '_,_1_ _ _4_ I
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COMMENTRESPOHSEPACKAGE

Comment A-7:

5. Acreage Table: Is it 179.26 or 179.257

Rt_DOIISel

Comment noted. The table ha_ been revised to reflect the correct a=eage.

Table of Contents:

Comment A-8:

1. Item 3.4.9: Clumge "Fire Tralni.S" tc "Fire Fighling _ as fire training by the Memphis FL_e

Dep_u h.vnt is no longer conducted on DDMT.

RqL'S nnn$ e:

Commem noted. 2he texl has been revised to clarify the i_e.

Comment A-9:

2 Item 4 4 5: change Unexploded OMnnnc¢ to CI3.elI_c_ Wai_a_" Materials.

R_nOla_e!

Comment noted_ The _ext has been revised to clarify the issue.

List of Acronyms:

Comment A-10:

1. CEHND is now CEHNC: U.S. Amly Engineering Hunl_ille Support Conter.

Re:SDOlISe_

Comment noted. After further ¢laaSfi ea*_on f:mm DDMT personnel, the text has been revised to

CEHNC: U.S. Army Engineering and Support Center, Huntsville.

DefeT,_e Distdbution Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-3
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COMMENTRESPONSEPACKAGE

2, Where is DDMT: Defer_ Distribution Depot Mempkls, Telmer_ee?

]{eSDOtlSe_

Comment noted. Tt_ acronym DDMT has been addend to the acronym list_

Comment A-12:

3 DOD: D_ent of Defeme; no "the"

Comment noted. Toe text has beem revised accordingly.

4. MDRA: Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency

R_,mme:

Comment noted. The text has been revised aeeordlngly.

Comment A-14:

5. USACDRA's name has changed

R_Donse:

Comment noted. USACDRA has been chaaged to PMCD, Program Manager for Chemical

Demilha_?_l_on.

Section One:

Comment A-15:

I. Page I-1, 1st para, 1st sentence: Delete second"reporf'.

A_ D_fense Dist_buOon Depot Memphis, Tennessee
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COMMENTRESPOHSEPACKAGE

R_DnIl£e:

Comment noted. The text has beexl revised accordingly.

Comment A-I6:

2. page 1-3, Section 1 3: Eliminate term BRAC parcel. Redo parcel d_gnafio_z_ to refleez

MDRA parcels. MDRA stands for Memphis Depot Redevelopment Ageaey.

Zl_DOllse_

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

Commenl A-17:

3. Page l_l: Eliminate BRAC in Suitabie and Not Suitable for Tmazfer.

Rez_DOTI_e_

Commem no_d. The text has been revised accordingly.

Commen! A-18:

4 Page 1 5: Eliminate BRAC parcel in parcel labels

Re:_DOn_e_

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

5. Page 1-6, lslpara: Useotherqualifier than X since no UXOexists.

RC_DOnSe;

Comment noted. The teal has been revised to clarify the issue.

Defense Dishibutlon Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-5
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COMMENTRESPONSEPACKAGEAPPENDIXA

6. page 1-7, ]st pat_ Aco0rd_to theoff_cL%1pm_rtyreco_is, thetotal acres for themai n

h_mL1ation is 574 acres. Dunn Field is 6g acres. Verify all figmxs with BRA C Closure

Officer.

Response:

Comment noted. The acreage figures have been verified.

Comment A-21:

7. Page ] -8, 2nd pa_ 1st sentence: Change to read: "In Memplfis and Shelby Couaty..."

R_DOll$¢:

Comment noted_ Tile text has _ revised accordingly.

8. Page l-8, para3: Up-to-datece.Ds_ data should ]_ utlllzed.

Resoonse:

Comment noted. The ze_ has been revised to reflect up-to-data census data_

Comment A-23:

9. Figure 1-3 mid Page 1-12, lsa para: Use updmed potenfiumetne map from 1996 mordto_ng

well sampling effort. Change [aaguage to indicate 1996 potentiometnc surface map.

Response:

Cotm_em noted. The figure and texx have been revised to incorporate the 1996 figure

A-6 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Ten ne_ee
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COMMENTRESPONSEPACKAGE

Section Two:

I. Existing Document Table, last enay: Shoed use the Final RI Report d.t,'d August 1990.

Corrrment noted. The text has been rewsed aeeordhagly.

2. Page 24, 3rd & 4th Bullets: Delete references to DD'i_c. DDMT held, and still holds, the

RCRA permit as a large generator and as a TSD.

Conma_t noted. The text lws been revised accordingly.

Comment A-26:

3 Page2-5, Bullcts: lstbullet-fmdloeationforspills 2ndbulle_ DDMTw_removed

from State $uperfund in Febraary 1996¸ 4th bullet All but 2 US'Is have either been closed in

place or removed¸

Comment noted_ The text has been revised aceorthngJy_

4. Page 2-5, Section 2.1.2.1 table: Delete last three air permits. Permits 0209-01P, 02094_2P,

and 0209-03P rem_;n in effect. The other dtree have been closed.

ge_Donse_

Comment noted. The lex_ has been revised accordingly.

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-7
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COMMEHTRESPONSEPACKnni;

5 Page 2-9, Section 2.1.5 intervinws table: Johnny C.a_on'$ knowledge inuiudes en_Lm

installation. BRI Gray's l_owledge inclod_ entire installation. Ron Handwerker's lcmowledge

includes entire installation. Ursula Jones works in the Environmental Protection and Safety

Ol_c_ and has _owl_dge of e_1J_ inst_il_on. Ch_s _,_'s knowledge incindes entire

instal[a_on bagin_i_ in 1993. Harold Roach's title is ladusa_ Engineer with the lmtuilafion

Services organi_fion and his phone nmnber is 7754904. Tonmly Walker's phone number is
775-6394.

R_'SDO tISe:

Commcm noted. Th_ table has been revised aeco_dln_y.

6. Table 2-1, Page 5 of 5: Clafii_ the White Track Body Used for Fl_nmahies Storage. Is th/s

perhaps the Mogas auck? If so, it is not for storage; it is for _aaspo ning Mogas to o_er areas

of the installation and filling vehicles. .

R_DOnRL_:

Comment noted. The white m_ck body used for flammable storage is a connex adjacent t_

Building S195. The table has been revised aeeordiagly.

Section 3:

ef nn utA -:

1. Page 3-2, Section 3.3, 2nd para: Change to Memphis Deport Redevelopment Agency and
36 parcels.

, a aat:

Comment noted. The text has been rcwsed accordingly.

i

.

A-8
Defense DisttlbutJon Depot Memphis, Te nne_ee
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COMMENTRESPONSEPACKAGE

2. Page 3-2, Section 3.3. l, 5th bullet: Either delete reflerenc_ to Golf Course Club House or

change to read Former Golf Coume Club House.

a_ngnRe!

Comment noted. The text has been revised to read Former Golf Course Club House.

Comment A-32:

3. Page 3-4, Section 3.3.6; DDMT has concerns about _e way information is presented. In

places the information seems to reflect etnvent eondatior_ and in others it seems to reflect past

condltio_zs. DDMT has eon_ about information regarding hnTm_t slorage at locations

harmat is no longer stored at, i.e. X areaa, chemical storage for buildings T404, T405, and

17406, etc. To reflect ettrreat conditions, make the following changes: Ch_n_e " B uJ]d_g 319 to

I4m_rd0t_ Waste/Materlal and Alcohols. For Bldll $308 delete reference to Ha_rdous Waste.

Building 689 co_m_n_ material handling equlpment _d HnTmdous Materials awaiting

shipment; ff is not a storage facility. Building 490 is not a storage faeility; it Js the eetataal

receiving facility where materials come in and are directed to _orag¢ warebe_e_. Building

690 contain_ material handling equipment mad materials awaiting shipment; it is not a storage

facility. At Bldg 359 spell out DSW. At Bldll $468 verify waste petroleum product drums. At

Bldg S1089, which has two entries, better define mlsceflaneous ehemiedis, i.e. paints, solvents,

etc. At Bldg $875 veflfy HaT_rdous IVlaterlals - only overflow POLs are in Sg75.

Unnumbered should be deleted as it is either not an approved storage area or it is the Mog_

truck which does not store flammables, only Znlnsl_rts and dispemea.

ReSDonse:

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

Comment/_-_:

4. Page 3-6, Open Storage Areas: Are these desctiptJorLs reflecting current or past conditiom?

If so, indicate Flammables or peuohittm producm are no longer stored outnlde in X areas.

Defense Distdbutmn Depot Memphis, Ten nessee A-9
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COMMENTRESPOHSEPACKAGE

a_Dez15e:

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

5. Page 3-7 through 3-13, Section 3.4: This entire section must have been pulled from an old

report withoul being updated. For example: Section 3.4 - no pesticides cmrenlly stared at

Duna Field; no wood treatment with pentachlorophenol. Section 3.4.L, page 3-8, 2nd para -

Bldg 629 no longer stores be_nat. Section 3.4.1, page 3_, 3rd para - Bldg 319 is the

h nzwaste/l_am"nat and elcohols storage for DRMO. H_zmal requi_ng contIolled tempm-amres

are slore in 359. Cyanide eompmmds were stored in 319. Building 835 has L_n opera'domll

since 1989. Section 3.4.1, 3rd pars - Class 1 flammable liquids are no longer stored in X

axeas. We had two fabric buildings. New, we have one. Building 925, which stores

fl_mliquids (55-gellon drums), built over site of other. The fabric tz_icn building at T'267 fell

down and was never rebmlt ETC. ETC ETC. Section 3.4.L2, page 3-9, 1st para -

_7_ rdo_ tAr_ tes _e generated two ways: depot nl_intennnce operations and h_dott_

matehals with expired shelf life. Spill hieantrp accounts for a very small arnnum of wasle

generated. 2ad para - DRMO never built the coafora_g storage facility. DRMO etmemtly

stores ha_ca at ill Bldg 319, not 1086.

IL ma :

Cotangent noted. The text has bee_ revised acr.ordhigly.

Comment A-3S:

6 Page 3-9, Section 3.4.2, I st para: Dram Field was not a Sanitary I_mdfill.

Rl_oonsc:

Comment noted. The text has been revised at:cordmgly.

A 10 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee
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COMMB('J"RESPONSEPACKAGE

7. Page3-10, S_fion3.4.5, 1st para: DDMTu.scs only potable wau_,no kldus'uial watcT.

3rfl par'a: Potable water no longer tested by Installation Envimnmemal Hezdth Scion as they

_z_ no ]ongcr a tenant.

Resnon_e:

Comment noted. The text in the first paragraph has beam rcvi_d to dcletc the r_fcrcnce m

industzi_.l war c¢. The text in the third paragraph Ires been deleted.

8. Page 3-1 l, Section 346, 2rid pare: DDMT's current NPDES penni sflows for sthrmwater

only. All other sanit.a_ sewer connections have been disconnected_ No was_warer, only

stormwater which is tested for flow, pH, oils & gw2.sc (main _on) plus -_ium and

olmn_n,._ at Dunn Field.

Comment noted. "Ihe text has been revised aex.ordmgly.

Comment A-3_:

8. Page 3-12, Sccflon 3.4.$, 1st pan_ 5th sentence: Change "in D_mn Avenue" to an Also,

verily ctu-vcm condifiom.

Resoonge:

Cornmem noted. "Ynctext has bccn revised accordingly.

Comment A-39:

9. Page 3- 12, S e,_tioa 3,4.9: Lake Daninlson was used by MFD until around 1989. DDMT no

longer has a firefighting tmi._.g program even for extinguishers.

Defense D_trlbution Depot Memphis, Ten ness_ A- I l
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COMMENTRESPONSEpar.ne 

Cnmment noted. _ t_xt has bc_n revised to /ndicat_ that the+.qefir_ [Talni_g actlvities wea_
past activkies.

I0. Page 3-12, Section 3.4. I0: DDMT has a clinic on-lm._ which provides lira/ted m_iical
Sercices.

Comment noted. The tex_ has been revised to add the on-base clinic.

11. Page3-12, S_ctioa3.4.1]: Oe[¢(ehisttwosentenceslnthisparagrapk Thehouslnguni_ s

me still in use.

a_DoIIse:

Comment noted. The last _ sentences in this paragraph have been deleted

12. Page 3-I 3, Section 3.S: DDMT offers habitat to ducks aad geese at both the pond and thc

lake. Change reference to "new haza_ous materials wa.'e.ho use" to Building 835. Hisliorical

buildings are curcently being identified.

Comment noted. The text has been revised to include ducks and geese at the pond and Lake

Dauiuison. In addition, Buildiag 865 has been changed to Building 835.

r';

L_

Comment A-_3:

13. Table 3-1: Make changes in accordance vnth changes mentioned above.

A-12
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R_T)O21Se_

Comment noted. The table has b_a revised accordingly.

Comment A-*4:

14. Table3-2: Findout tank type, flonot pmunknown. Ifexcavaled, thenthey werepmbably

USTs In present status column. US'Is a_ either active, removed, or closed in place - not "not

applieabin".

Comment nomd_ The table has been revised accord_n_ly_

Section Follr:

Comment A-4$:

1 Page 4-1, Section 4.1 : Put som:ccs in chronological order. 4th bullet: "Vne RI x_as

completed_ but it did not fully identify or delineate the problem; therefore, the RJ continues.

Rest_onse:

Comment noted. The sources are already in chronoinglca] order. The fourth bullet has been

rtinsed to indicate that the Pd is ongoing.

Comment A_I6:

2. page 4-2,2nd buliet: Wlmlabotrtallthe other USTsthat wereremow_Scr cinsediaplece

slnceFY93. OnlytwoUSTs remain at I)DMT. lstpara: Htmtsvill¢'sproper nameisU.S.

Army Corps of Engineers Huntsville Support Center, CEFIlqC.

]_esoonse:

Comment noted. The tex_ has been revised accordingly.

Defonse Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-] 3
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3, Page 4-5, OUI Table, Site 86: Cv_ent disposition ofalte is CWM.

Comment noted. The table has been revised _o reflect the c_t disposition of Site 86,

4. Page 4-15, NFA Table, Site 86: No longer NFA due to possibility of CWM.

Commentnoted. Site 86hasbeendefatedfromtheNFA Table.

5. Page 4-15, Se_on 4,1.2.5, 2nd pare: Correct Htmtsvilfa's name.

Rvjmme:

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

6. Page 4-16, Section 4.1.2, Phase 1&2: Correct Hunt_villc's name.

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

7. "Page 4-16, Section 4.2, Table: What is Commercial facility use?

,[_esDonse:

Comment noted. The table has been revased to clarify the correct facility usage
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Comment A-52:

$. Page 4-21, Section 4.3.2.3: Auto Zone no longer occupies d_s ]o_fion. Sugge_ ch_gmg

heading. I st pa_, last sentence: Wording s_g¢_s hydraulic convey_c¢ does o_c_ between

FI_ and MempMs Sands AqUifers.

R_Donse_

Comment noted. Thc heading for Section 4 3•2.3 has been changed to Adj ac.cnt indm'ffial

Facilities T_e tex_ has been revised to cla/ify the rclationslfip bctwsen the two aquff-crs,

incorporating reccat dat_

9. page 4-24, Section 4.43: Find testing results, all tz'oasfonnzrs were tested and ]alxlcd in

1993. Update this section.

Rm m :

Conunent noted. The secnon has been revised to incorporate the 1993 data.

Comment A-_[:

] 0. Page 4-26, Secfio_ 4.4.4: Radon survey ]ms been completed. Te_ results were all below 4

pci.

RPSDOIISe:

Comment noted. The text has been revised to incorporate the radon survey.
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11. page 4-28, Section 4.4.6; DDMT does not have a NRC license be_,_m we do not store

IG'ypton-85.

,K mmc:

Comment noted. The first paragraph of Section 4.4.6 has been deleted.

Comment A-56:

12. page 4-29, Section 4.4.7, 3r_ para: Delete last sentence.

Cor_ment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

Comment A-57:

13. Page 4-33, 1st para, 1st sentence: Delete common foUowhag "report".

R_3DOnSe_

Comment noted. The text has been revised acc_rdthgly.

Section Five:

General Comment

Comment A-58:

l_'t this doc_ent supposed to identify environmental conditions that may be associated with

pro-eels? If so, shouldn't parcel descriptions include all information concerning past spills,

storage, etc.? Some EBS parcel descaSpdons do not go into derails that a_ in SAR. For

instance, some EBS parcel descrlpdo_ mention that "according r_ DDMT personnel, sampling

is recommended for the surface soils around the buildings in this pro'eel.". Why? What cavzed

the need for sampling?
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R_Don_e:

Comment noted. The texthas been revisedto correspondwiththc SAP,, ela_dag the

Sampling rcquiremenL

_'omm ent A-59:

1. Page 5-9, spill list: Put in chronological order.

Resnonse:

C_mmcnt noted. The texa has been revised aecordingly.

Comment A-6O:

2. PageS_10, Parce1144(7): ThebanxJtepilcsarenotcovered Thefluorsparpflesar_

covered.

][_JDODSe:

Con_nent noted. The text has beer revised accordingly

3. Page 5Mi, Parcel I45(7): See above.

R_Don__e:

Corrtrnent noted The I¢xt has been revised acoordingly.

4. Table 5-1a, Page I 1 of 25, Parcel 72(7): 'This building "What bthldin '_• g.

Comment no£ed The text has been revised to include the building nmnbcz.

Defense Distribution Depot I_ernphis, Tennessee A-[ 7
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A.2 RESPONSES TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EBS REPORT

A.2.1 RESPONSES TO U.SI ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REGION IV

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EBS REPORT

EN t J ] Y: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, P_g_on W

INDIVIDUAL:

TITLE:

Dram Spafiosu

Remedial Project Manager

DATE: July 18, 1996

Genera] Comment

Comment A453:

The BRAC Cleanup Telma (BCO has decided, for the time being, to me the parcel designations

proposed by the Memphis Depot Redevelopmcm Agency (MDRA). The EBS should therefore

reflect the 1-36 parcel deziEnafion and numbering systetm

R_D()rl_e_

Comment noted. The BRAC parcel numbering system has been revised in accord_uce with

declsio_s made at the July 18, 1996 BCT meemag

• Ca t.

I. Figure 1-3 : The 1996 potentiome_¢ surface map should be used

Re_oonse:

Comment noted. The figure has been revised accordingly.
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2. P. 2-3, Section 2. 1.2 and p. 2-12, Section 2.2.1, p. 5-: Woodward-Clyde did not pcffolm a

search o f federal records permln]ng to DDMT.

Itcmm :

Comment noted. The text has been revised to reflect a partial search o f federal records.

Comment A-66:

3. P. 4-17: Th_ table shouId be expanded to reflect potential cop*ami._tion in all ofth_

Category 7 parcels.

RCSDODSe:

Comment noted. The table has been expanded to _eflect potential contamlnataon in all of the

C.atego_ 7 parcels

4. P. 5-2, Sec_ 5 12: Delete ".... in mount exceeding their reportable qtmafity...". Also

strike any other rcfeTences to "exceeding reportable quantity" in the EBS (if any). CERFA does

not establish any mLnimum quantifies in deGni_g hazardous '._'astc storage. I am not sur_ about

petroleum storage.

ResotJtt se:

We do not concur. OSWER Directive 9345 04J9, EPA 340/F-94/32, PB 94-963249, April 19,

1994 alIows for this inclusion.

5. Re: Army COE ¢ormnent#2, page I, I_para: EPAconslders tmcxploded ordnaucea

CERCLA waste and a RCRA x_aste after disposal

Defense DL_tdbution Depot Memphis, Tenne_ee A- 19
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We do not concur, However, it xhvuld be noted that the Iimlt ed potvnfia] presence of UXO has

been identified and doeumcnw.d in the EBS report Prior to wan_e_ or le_e, a Findin_ of

Suitability to Transfer or Lease (FOST or FOSL) will be eondu=_ed to det_,,,,;.e whether, and

how, to proceed.
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A.3 RESPONSES TO STATE OF TENNESSEE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EBS

A.3.1 RESPONSES TO TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT oF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION ON THE DRAFT EBS REPORT

EN Ll I ¥ : Tennessee Department of Erxvironment and Conservation

Terry R. Temp]¢ton

TITLE: Project Manager

DATE: July 18, 1996

 mmLC.mnmm 

Comments A-69:

One of the major purposes of this report is to identify, classify, and label all the parcels of the

Defense Depot according to their environmental condition To this end, ex_ensive rabies of data

arc employed with various characteristics of each parcel iden_Lfied and with various

identification schemes. The eulTcnt parcel identification scheme is confilsthg. The Division

suggests an identification scheme that employs a common nmnbcring system. This system

should have _ its prmmry identifier the MDRA parcel nmnber. The information that is

¢tme_.fl_ found ha the tables, including the informalJon fi:om which the pmxcl "label" is

derived, should be maintained. But the primltD' , unique parcel identifieairon number should be

simplified The Division's ideas on a modified identification scheme were discussed during the

BCT mcedng pmlmsed for July 18, 1996.

Another crucial element of the EBS report is the accurate asscssmem of the e_viroumem M

condition of&l] areas of the Depot facility, lfLhere are areas where potential enviromnsntal

problems exlst thai may have been overlooked durhag the EBS survey, or ffan environmental

problem in ti pRrecl has been overstated, die Di,dsion seeks assurance thai review methods will

be able to identify aed correct these problems The Division bcheves that one of the prhaaary

ways this c_u occur is to rely on the intimate facility knowledge of DDMT personnel. The

Division will as sisx tiffs effort in any veay possible. Correcting erroneous a_scssme_ts of either

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennesseo A-21
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type offers an opportunity for cost-savings mad increasing the level of protection of publi¢

health and the environment

Re_UoDse2

Comment noted. Tlae parcel ntmabcdDg system has been revised in accordance with deeisin_s

made at the July 18, 1996 BCT meeting. In addifio_ the _ex_ has been revised [a accordance

vAth DDMT personnel reeommenda_on._

Sc_cific Comment_

Commenl A-70:

List &Acronyms, page x:

Pentaehlomphenol (PCP) is misspelled.

Comment noted. The te_ has be_r_ revised accordingly

Section 1.5.2, page 1÷8:

Tile Division is unclear why there is e_mated data for 1988 instead of aetusi da*a from

the 1990 cents.

Response:

Comment noted. This section has been revised to include up-toMate census data.

Comment A-72

Section ] .5.5, page 1-11 :

In the first sentence, how does an elevation r_ge o]'282 to 300feet translate to 1 l Ofeet

of re efin the DDl_lTcrrea?

A 22 Defense Dist?ibtrtion Depot Memphis, Tennessee
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RF_DOnSe!

Comment noted. The rex _.has been revised accordingly.

Section 1.5.5, page l_ll:

The statement m the top of the page thal very few earthquakes have occmed in the

Memphls/Shelby County area is a ll_e misleading. Historical records indicate quite a

number of earthquakes that have been felt in the me& even if the epicenmr of the

earthquz&e was somewhere etse. In adthilon, the se_smiclty of the area is well

doc_memed, even if the majority of the events are microearthquakes and not felt by

pec#e.

R_Doase:

C.,_,_ent noted. The text has been revised to include microearthqn_k_.&

Comment A-74:

Section 1.5.6, page 1-11:

It seems reasonable, ha the context of the fotwth paragraph, to mention the thickness of

the MemphisSand. In the next paragrapk, it would seem to be more appropriate to state

that the Fort Pillow Sand "averages" 200 feet thick, rather thnn saying it is "reported to

average"; either it does or it doe.ink average 200 feet.

Also in the fourth paragraph there is a reference to the recharge area of the Memphis

Sand being "several miles east of Me_nph_s." Becatme the outcrop area of the Memphis

Sand formation is well lmown, the distance should be stated in aorta1 miles. The

di st,_mee can be construed to be more than "several" m_.le s, depending on the de_nition

o f "several. _'

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.
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Comment A-75:

Section 1.5.6, page 1-12:

The second word ha the _ line on this page should be m'lesia_ not "ar6_a." In

addition, the hydrogeologi¢ tufts referred to at the end oft.his sentence should probably

be defined.

Also, regarding Figure 1-3 referred to in this section, can the latest vexsion oftba

"Potentiometdc Surface Map of Finvial Aquifer" be used instead of the November 1993

version?

R_DonSe:

Comment _oted. The text has been revised acoording]y. In adda_on, Figure 1-3 has been

revised to inelade the la_est data.

Section 2.1.2, page 2-5:

The second builet on tiffs page referring to DDMT being an the "Stale SUlmrfimd

Promulgated Sites llst" is paedy incorrect. The fist is more correctly referred to as the

Termessee list of rna_tive HazArdous S ubs't_ce Sites In addition. DDMT has been

removed from the Tennessee llsL

R_Dollse:

Comment noted. The text has b_en revised to reflect die current stards.

Comment A-77:

Seelion 2.1.2.2, page 2-7:

The "Violation Rule Number" is missing from the first entry in the table on this page.

A-24
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R_DO_Se:

Comment noted. "I_e table has been revised to clarify this discrepaacy.

Section 2.1.3, page 2-8:

Should an index or list of photos used be provided to bssist public access?

R_DOn_e_

C_mment noted. The da.t_s of the aeda2 photographs m_iewed have been listed.

Section 2.1.5, page 2-9:

The rifle of the table on this page is somewb_ miss_ted. P_rhsps it could be called

"Sl_mra_y of DDMT Personnel Iatervinws'?

ResDon_ge!

C_mmem noted. The rifle of the table ha_ been revised accordingly.

Section 3,4.5, page 3-I0:

In the first par0grapli of this s_etion the Fort Pillow Sand Aquifer is incorrectly referred

to as being 1,400 feet thick.

Con_nent noted. The text has been revised to reflect that the FOrL Pillow Sand Aquifer is 200
feet t]fick.

Defense Distdbufion Depot Memphis, Tenn=ssee A-25
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Section 4.1.1.3, page 4-9:

Is 0.0022 mg/L ref_._d to as a higher level of pesticides a correct number?

Comment noted. Tile text has been revised to indicate that 0.0022 mg/L is a slightly higher

concenlratloa of pesticides.

Comment A-82:

Seetaon 4.5.3. l, page 4-32:

The last sentence on this page is a bit eonfi_Sng. The last clattse of this sentence could

be construed that a second aquifer is involved. The deeper Memphis Sand aquifer is

also the d6aking water aquifer for the city of Memplfis.

ResPonse:

Comment noted. The text has been revised to clarify that only one aquifer is revolved.

COmmEnt A-83:

Section 4.5.3.1, page 4-33:

The ftrs't sentence on this page has an apparent common splice ('...design report, was

'3.

ReS'DOnS£:

Comment noted. The text h_s been revised accordingly.

CommEnt A_4:

Section 5.1, page 5-1 (reference to Figure 5-1 ):

There are several comrnent_ to make about the CEP_A Maps. First, the distinction

between botmdary [hies, while _ally diseenlihle in the legend, is virtually

impossible to make on the map itself Second, it would be useful to have the grid
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coorthnate scales duplicated on the top and fight sides of the map for ease in locanng

site or par_l coonfina_e_. In adth_oa the matter of parcel id entifica_ or_ labeling, and

crass-referencing data parcel tables n_LS to be addressed.

Comment noted. The CEILFA maps have bwn revised accordingly

Section 5.1.7, page 5-1 I, BRAC Parcel Number and Label 3(7):

See the comment for pagv 1 of the SAR that refers _ this parcel.

Res_oase_

Comment noted. Tne text for BRAC Parcel Number and Label 3 (7) has been revised to

correspond ",vith the SAIL

Table 5-lb, page 1 of 12:

This is an example of a spot check of a table eats. There seems to be no BRAC Parcel

No. aad Label 1-I Q-A/L(P) at coordinates 32, 10 on Figure 5-1, the CEP_A map.

ResPonse:

Comment noted. BRAC qual_ _d parcel labels are not shasta on Figures 5-1 or 5-2. A

semcncc has been added to S_tion 5.1.8 for clarification.
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A.4 RESPONSESTO U.S.ARMY MATERIELCOMMANDCOMMENTSONTHE

DRAFTEBSREPORT

The U.S. Army Materiel Comm,xud did not comment oll the Dra_ EBS Report_

A 28
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A.5 RESPONSETO U.$. ARMY ENVIRONMENTALCENTERCOMMENTSON THE

DRAFT EBS REPORT

ENtLJ Y: US. Army Enviro nmenla2 Center

INDIVIDUAL:

lilLE:

Kenneth E. Wiggans

Chief, Rest_mfion and Oversight Branch

DALE: d_y3,1996

Commen_ A-_7:

I. Section 4:

o_ Section 4.3.2 En_-h'onmenta3 Concerns From Adjacent or Surrounding Property. A list

cftbe adjacent sites that could impact the installatlon should be included in this section. TMs

can be done as a table pro,'idlng site name. relative location, and contaminants of concern

b. Section 4.4.2 Lced-Based Paint (LBP). "I_c age of the housing units conTainthg LBP

shoed be incleded. The U.S. Housing and Urban Development tHUD) regulations require that

in housing budt p_or to 1960, LBP must be abated pfior to oceupancy. Thisreqtthement does

not apply to ho_zsing binh between 1960 and 1978. The information oa the water samples

should be placed in a separate subseeton on drinking water cluality. Ho,x_ever, this is not

iypicld]y included in an EBS.

e. Section 4.4.5 Unexploded Ordnance The discussion of the severity raring for the pistol

range at Duan Field should be expauded if possible. The Golf Course pistol r_nge had a

seveaSty rating of negligible, yet, the Hunts,Age Division gave the range at Dunn Field z rating

of eataslrophie.

d. Section4.4.7 Pe_fieidesUmge. The3rdparagraphonl_age4 29sSouldberewrit_en.

The paragraph implies that DoD illegally dumped pesticides throughout Be facility.

Presumably the app{ieaton of pe_tcides was in accordance with approved application

requirement5 under FIFRA.
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Rcsnonse: •

We do not concur. Itisbeyond thescope ofthe EBS _o listMI _onmmi._ts of conc_

for adj aeen'L properties.

b. Comment noted. The ages (dates of oansmaetion) of the structures have been added to

the text. Additionally, the paragraph referencing water quality samples for Iced has been

deleted.

e. Comment noted. T_e disetmsinn of bezaed severity has been expanded_

d. We do not concur Tae third paragraph states that "It ha_ been conceded by the DDMT

that pesticide O010mrn;n_tiOn e3ists basewide and is a result of direct appficafon, not release."

Comment A_N:

2. Section 5:

a. The text in this section is redundant. All of uilsinformation is provided in Table 5-I.

b. A sllmmary table idenffying the total acreage by CERFA classification should be

included.

c. The parcelsa_ theyhave been broken dowtzmaybetoosmallthrrealistlcreus¢. Real

estate considerations should also be included in det_,,,Jnlng the s'_ of the pm,_ein. For

example, the golf cotuze is broken down into 7 pareals, yet it is more likely that the entire

cotwse will be transferred. Also, Building 489 has 2 parcels, the building itself and the loading

dock. This should be one paw.eL Tile b,vo parcels do have diffei_m CERFA doasi_cafivns,

however, the combined parcel would classif 5, as the highest ntunber, 7 (more information

needed). FolIowing any additional st_ies, the parcel could then be elassffied as 3 based on the

spill at the [oading dock

d Section 5.1.7 Category 7 parcels. In most cases the contaminants of concern and media

(soil, gmtmdwater) _ue identified. However, for parcels 2, 14, 23, 29, 84, & 88, no information

is given. These need to be reviewed and the discussion expanded. For example, for Parcel 2,

additional informaraon is needed to ad&ess possible pesbeide contamination in the soil around
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the demolished sl_ucttu_. This also makes it easier to _view the Sampling and Analysi_ Plan,

and to updale the EBS for _y futu_ real estate action.

e. Secfion5A.7 BRACParc¢1147. "l_aisparce]is desc_bedasbeingthefluvialaquffe_at

Dunn Field. The aqvifer is not a pa_eI subject to transfer. A better descfip_on would be the

northwest comer of Dunn Fieldi This area ¢on_nins approuim_cly 20 parce]s. It mlgin be

easinr to identify Dunn Field as one parcel with sevenll pot_nnal sottrces o f conmmmatlon

(sites). This would not affect the overall c_sifica_on as it w£uid _ rcm,_ as a category 7.

£ A co!.m, should be afid_l to Table 5-] pJoviding a description of_he parcel (e.g.,

Buildiag I29, Golf Course. etc.)

ReSDOIISe_

a_COmment noreS.

b. Continent noted. An acreage sllmmary _bie ha_ been added to this section.

c. Commen_ noted. The BRAC parcel numbering system be_ been re'_sed in accordance with

decisJor_ made at the Juiy 18, 1996 BCT meeting.

d. Commem n_l The d_sc_sion of these parcels ha_ been expanded.

e. Comrnem not _I. The BRAC parcel a_befiag system has been revised in accerdance vA_

deciaions made at the July 18, 1996 BCT meeting.

f. Commeat aoted. Table 5-1 has been revised t_ add the parcel description. -

3. Appendices: Completed Interview Forms (Appendix B) and Vist_a] hlspecfion

Forms (Appendix C) need to be uieiuded in the Final EBS.

R_$ DOllS e:

A supplement Io the EBS report w_ll be created with completed inte rvie,.v and visual inspection

forms. A limhed number of copies will be available for review in Building ]44, Room 153.

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-3 ]
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A.6 RESPoNsEs TO U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS COMMENTS ON THE

DRAFT ESS REPORT

A.6.1 RESPONSESTO U.$. ARMY CORPSOF Et_GINEERs,MOBILE DISTRICT

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EBS REPORT

E_ 11] 'd: U.S. Army Corps of E_giaecrs, Mobile DL_t_ct

I_I)P_IDUA/,:

JLJLE:

DATE:

Ellis Pope

Geographic Project M_n_g_

Jtdy 18, 1996

I. General Comment: The BRAC parcel numbers should be revised to match the MDRA

_rcel numbers.

Comment noted. The BRAC paine1 numbering system has been revised in accordance with

dccisions made at the July 18_ 1996 BCT meetmg_ The MI)RA parcei num'c:er is the pl_n_ry

d_signator for the BRAC parcels.

2. Executive Smlmlaty, Page i, 1_ para: Identify PCBs, radon, radionuclides, and tmexpMded

ordnance as non-CERCLA substances along with asbestos and lead-based paint.

R_Dons_:

Comment not=d. Tiae text has been revised accordingly
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Comment A-_2:

3 Ex_u_vc Summary. Page i, 2rid para: Su_c_ ch_ng the last sen_:_c_ to rc.ad

Cat agory 5.6, or 7 are no _utable for _mn_fcr v_tho_ further mv_ga_on&

a_oonse:

Corr_l_t noted. _ text has _ _vi_d to read,"... Catagory 5, 6, or 7 are not suitable for

_t'_ '_thout _a_ inv_ga_on or _ecUadon."

4. Executive S_, Page i, 3rd para: This paragraph should make it clear that the 642

acres being evaluated represen_ the entire facility.

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

_pmment A-94:

5. Executive Summ_y, Page ii, 3rd par_ The first sentence needs to be revised to show the

number of parcels identi_.ed.

Comment noted. The text has been revised to show the number of pe,reels.

6. List of Acronym& Pages ix - _d:

CERFA s'mnds for Comanuinty Environmental Response Facilitation Act.

EBS stands for Euvimnrnental B_elinc Sul'vey.

HTR.W ztands for HJ_zardous. Toxic, and Radiolcgical Waste

Phenmsh2orophenol ismisspelled.
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"i-DEC stands for Tennessee Dep_L_cnt of Eavironmeat and Comservalior_ Make change

globally.

VOC is listed twice.

R_non_e:

Commem noted. The List of Acronyros has been revised aceordi_ly.

F,

7. Page 1-2, I st para: Should pe6tidde_ be i_el uded in the list of substances not normally

addressed under the IRP?

Rmmm :

Commentnoted. Pesticides have been removed _om the list of substances _ot normally

.aa_ssed under the [PP.

Comment A-97:

8. Page 1-2, 2rid para: The last sentence states that CERFA considers CERCLA copmminan_

and petro]emn products. Doesn't it also consider non-CERCLA substances as stated in the first

paragraph on this page?

CERCLA § 12001)(4)specifically _fe_ tO hn_rdous substances mad pe_oletma products. We

have removed "CERCLA" from the text to be consistent_

Comment A-gg:

9. Page 1-2, Section 1.2, 2nd para: The latest ve_ion of the BCP Guidebook is 1995. This

should also be in listed in the references m Section Six_

J
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ResDoBSe_

A major impact of the 1995 BCP Guidebook on the EBS process is die exclusion of pelroIeum

and petroleum derivatives :fxom the de fmitin, ns of Categorles 2 through 7. Army guidance

requires petroleum _orage and release to be disclosed in the Finding of Stutability to Transfer

FROST). To facilitate furore FOST preparation, the DA BRAC office, ha February 7996,

directed the BRAC 95 EBS process to proceed based oll the 1993 BCP Guidebook gindanc¢.

Comment A-99:

10. Page 1-3, Section 1.3: The definition of adjacent properties should be revised to remove

the phrase "on or off the installation" Adjacent properties are not on the ia_alhation.

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.

Comment A-I 0[l:

11. Page 14: Why has the definition of Calegory 1 been exparlded to include the sentence

beghming w_th "Addi6onally'. This is not in the d_._ nirioia given in _he BCP Guidebook..

Response:

OS WER Directive 9345.0-09, EPA 540/F-94/32, PB 94-963249, Ap_ 19, 1994 allows For this

incision.

Comment A-I fll :

12 Page 1-5: Thedefiditionofreserveenclaveshouldbe_movedoritthouldbestatedthat

none of the insla/lation vail be retained as a reserve enclave unless thor is the pllw. for Dunn
Field.

_t_e'_ rio IIS e:

Comment noted. A sentence has been added to Section 1.0 hadicalthg that Dunn Field may be

redesignated as a reserve enclave.
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13. page Io.I0, Section 1.5,5, Ist para: Tltc first sentence scares tbet there is approx_umtcly II0

feet of relief. Is this for the entire surrounding 0_a or for the depot ordy? If for the depot only,

it is contradictory to thesecond sentence.

Commen_ herod. The text has been revised accordingly.

Comment A-103:

14. Page 2-5: The first bullet states that incatior_ of the spills was not reported in the databese.

Do other depot records state where the spills occurred? If so, state that the ia_ormathsn is

contaLned in a later Sec_oB.

R_gDonse_

Coramet_t note& "['he first bullet has been revised to indicate that DDMT records provided the

spill locations and that this information is contained in Section 4.1.3 and cn Table 4-1.

Comment A-104:

15. Page2-g, Seefion2.1.3: Thisseefionshould state theyear ofeachaeHalpho_agraph

reviewed.

Comment noted. A table with the dates of the aerial photographs reviewed has been added to

this _C[_OI1.

16. Page 2-13: Change foohaote (3) to State De_ent of Environmem and Consawafion,

UST Division. UST sites
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RegT)OnSB:

Comment noted. The footnote_ been revisedaccordingly

Comment A-106:

17. Page 3-2, Section 3.3. I: Why is Building S271 listed as Golf Cov.rse Club Hov._e? Is this a

former use of thl$ buiidlng?

Common noted. Bu_dingS27 hasboenli_edastheFormeTGolfCourseClubHouse.

Comment A-107:

18 Table 3°1:

Instead of lisring the number of floors a_ "Unknown" for facilities such a_ flagpoles, antenna

tower, tennis eomrts, swimming pools, e_., k would be more appropriate to say "Not

Applicable". Also, tbe_e should not be may ease where the number of floors of any oftbo

straetures is uulmown. There has been no discussion at this point of the "MDRA Priority" or

"Operable Unit" deserip_io_ _md the use of these ia Table 3 -1 may only serve to confiase, is

them a ¢ompullJag reason to leave these categories in this table?

Why is Building $271 referred to as both USACE admlnT_h =rive building _md Golf Cola'se

Club House?

The eurrem storage/use of Facility No. $1090 and S 1091 is not "Quonset Hut". That is the type

of sl_aure. From the description, its use should be paint storage

Commentnotcd Table3-] has beca_vised accordingly.
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19. Table 3-2: The date of rcmovul of the third tank listed is informer. Should thi_ be July

1995?

8t
Comment noted. Table 3-2 has been revised to indicate die date of removal of the third tank as

]u]y 1995.

Comment A-109:

20. Figure 3-1 : There is no previous discussion o f operable traits (Or,]). This figare would be

better Ioca_d in Section Four where the OU dlseusslon is located. •

Re.aeon:

Comment noted. The flgtw= ha_ been moved to S_tion Four.

Comment A-II0:

21, Page 4_5, 1st p_wa: The units for PAH eonl._-i.._ed soil should be mg/kg, not rag/L. Also,

die umts for metals in ga_tmdwater should be mg/L. not mg_g.

R_'q D fnl _e:

Comment noted.. Tiae text has been revised accordingly.

22. Page 4-11, 1st para: It should be st,ated that the levels of pesticldes, PAILs, and VOCs

concenlrations listed in the second sentence were in soil samples.

aesD0nse:

Corament noted. Tlae text has been revised accordingly

A-38 Defense Dist_butinn Depot Memphis, Tennesse_



APPENDIXA
DRAFT

179 48

COMMEHTRESPONSEPACKAGE

Comment A-112:

23. Page4-15: SimNo. 40inthetablestatcsNFAbecauseoflowpotential forn:Icaseatthe

SafetyK1ccn Units. Isthisalsobased on pastpracticesatthesitebeforeSafetyKlecn Units

were ins_led? Ha_ sampling occurred at these sites?

Re_Dmlse:

Comment noted. The table hat bee_ revised as follows: The language "low potential for

release" has been deleted and "NFA" has bccn revised to read "proposed NFA Sites."

Comment Aoll3:

24. Page 4-16, Section 4.1.2.5: Is thea'e a proposed schedule for conducting the three phases of

CWM acfiviti_ listed?

ReSDoBse_

Comment noted. The schedule for the CWM activities is beyond the scope of this EBS _'eporI.

It will be included in the BRAC CleRuup Plan if available.

Comment A-II4:

25. Page 4-20, Section 4.3.2, Isl par'a: Change "...flora adjacent of surmmifiing property..." to

"...from adjacent or surrounding propeay..." in the first scnt_ace.

R_UOIiSC:

Comm_m note& The text haq been revised accordingly.

Comment A-115:

26. Page 4-20, Section 4.3.2, last par_ Why is the "Auto Zone" site listed as a genead

category, It seems this would be a specific site, mthc_ than a general category.
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ResDon$e:

Comment noted. The "A_o Zone" site reference has been changed to "adjacent industrial

facflmes m Sec_ons 4.3.2 and 4.3.2.3.

Comment A-11 fi:

27. Page 4-21: Itshould be statedthatspecificinformationobtainedinthedatabasese.ea'chcsis

¢on_ed in Appendix A.

Comment noted_ The text in Section 4.3.2'has been m,Ased accoifi/ngly.

Comment A-n7:

28. Page 4-35, Section 4.5.3.2: Early mmovul sites a_ not _.mmafized in Section 4.1.2.2 as

stated in the last sentence.

a_Donse_

Corrt_ent noted. T_¢ last s_ntence in this s_cfion has been deleted. In addifior_ the references

to "ER" sites has been changed to "p:oposcd ER" sites.

Comment A-II8:

29. Table 4-1, Page 3 of 3: Should t_ spilled mare f_l at Bal]din E 833 be Hydrofluoric acid or

Hydrochloric aald7

The spilled materla] at Building 835 is bydrofluori¢ acid_ The spelling e=or hat b_n corrected_

(_QmmeDt A=] 19:

30. Tabte 4-2, pegc 2 of 4: Building 717 is also a public toilet in addition to ice house.
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R_DO]lSe_

Commenl noted, The tablehas been rc,Asedaccordingly.

Comment A-120:

3 I. Table 4-2, Page 3 of 4: Building T273 is not included on cither the list of building

surveyed or not surveycdi It should be listed as possible asbestos.

R_laonse:

Comment noted. Thc table has been revised to include Building 1"273.

32. Figure 4-1 : Further is misspelled in the legend for No Further Action Sits.

Comment noted. The figure has been revised accordingly.

33. Figure 4.3 : Why is the symbol for existing monitoring wells different for this OU from the

other OUs? There are many of these symbols on the map with no well number assoeiate_l with

them.

Commem noted. This figure has been revised to be consistent with _thcr figures in this secfio_

34. Figure4_: Whyarcthesi_elocafionsnot shown on OU_? Tbo table on pagcs 4.10 and

4-1 ] lists 26 loc,alnons.
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RE_OOJlSe_

Comment noted. This figu_ has been rcvlscd to be consistent with the table and the other

figures in this secfior_

Comment A-124:

55. Section 5, General Comment: The msuIts of the visual inspections should be included with

each p_cel dJscu_siom This should include a brief description of the c_'teat use (what was in

the building during the inspection) and the historical me of each buildin£. Also, the building

number associated with each of the pazcels should ho stated m thot parcel descdptio_ The

BRAC parcel numbers should be changed _o match the MDRA pamel numbers.

Corament noted_ Visual inspection results are covered in Tables 5-1a or 5-|b_ as ate ¢tUTent

and (where avaJ_chle) former uses of each bufldlng_ Tchle 5-1 a has been re.dsed to include

buildkng numbers_ The BRAC parcel numbering system ha_ been revised in acc0rdA_e_ with

decisions made at the July 1_, 1996 BCT meeting

Comment A-125:

36. Page 5-5, BRAC ParcelNo. lll: If tins area was historlc.aily used thr dram storage within

an earthen berm, should it not be a Category 7 parcel rather than a Category 2? Although there

has been no documented release, the historical use iadicates a potential that a release could have .

occurred. Comment noted. This parcel is for Building 925 only. The area mu'mtmding the

building is Category 7. Sampling beneath the Building 15 unwarranted from the I_ _r..ecfive of

dsk to human heaJth.

Re_gDonse:

Comment noted. This parcel is for Building 925 only. The area sm'rotmclthg the building is

Category 7. Sampling beneath the building is unwarcamed from the perspective of risk to

human health.
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37. Page 5-6. BRAC Parr, c[ No. 128: If no studies have been done to substanfia_ that no

release hat o_ should this site not be a Category 7 parcel based on i_s usage?

Resaon_e:

Comment noted. The results of the visual inspection give no indic,ation that a _lcase has

occurred. Thcrcthre, the btt_d£ag is a Cat_gory 2.

38. Page 5-6, Se_ztion 5.] .3: Change "mquircs" to "requi_" in she second line.

RIg_DO_Se:

Comment noted The lext h_s been revis_ accordingly.

39. Page 5-7, BRAC Parcel No. 13: PS is used t,Mce in the label. Should the scoand usage be

PR?

,R_DORSe:

Comment noted. The label has been revised _ re_"... PS/PR/HS/HIL"

40. Page 5-9, BRAC Parcel No. 112: Have studies been done to dozumcnt that the site was

fu]Jy rcmediatcd and that no fur thor action is ragu_d?

Rest*onse:

2_ne parcel is associated with proposed NFA Site 53 The proposed NF_/sizes axe being

reevaluated. The category designat/on may change as a result of the reevaluation.
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Comment A-130:

41. Page 5-10, Category Parcels: All of the Categoxy 7 parcels shouid have the parenthetical

designations (HR. HS, PR, PS).

R_nonse:

Comment noted. The texz has been revised accordingly.

Comment A-131 :

42. pageS-lS, BRACPaw, elNo. 3: Whyshould surface soiinbe sampled around the_e

buildings? A le.ad -hased paint survey has been conducted that included s_mpling o f s'm'faee

soils for lead around thfse buildings. Would there be any reason _o sample for anythiag other

than lead?

Re_sDonse:

Addidonzd sampling should ha conducted for peKdeide* The tex_ in Section 5.1.7 has been

revised to state that ".... the surface soil surrounding buildings at the installation has the

potential for pesticide Coiat.al_{ n_tion.

Comment A-132:

43. Page 5_22, BRAC parcel No. 31 ; The text states that this parcel contain _ raik_ ad tracks,

but no tracks are shown on Figure 5-1 for this location. Also, what buildings are in this parcel?

Does the reference to sampling surinze sods surrounding the b_ildings refer to Building 629.

Re__nnn_e:

Figt_e 5-1 does show railroad wacks ainng the southern border of Parcel No. 51. Tiff s parcel

contahis Building 629. The surface soll sampling does refer to Building 629 The text has been

revised to cimlfy this issue.
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44. Page 5-27, BRAC P_h'cel No. 79: A ] 992 reference is given for a 1995 spill in Building

670. Please make ¢.ul_ago_-

]_eslDOll s e:

Comment noted. The text has lieen r=viged accorthngly.

Comment A-17_4:
t

45. Page 5-30, BRAC Parcxl No. 94: State wlml open s_omge area X01 was used for.

l? .aoJm:

Commen_ noted. The tern has been revised accorthngiy.

Comment A-135:

46. Page 5-3 I, BRAC Parce] NO. 98: Why m¢ the parenthetical refm'ences listed with the

semence abou_ the EBS visual site inspection? Should they nm be following the i_ormafion

concerning the spills?

ResDoHse:

Commem noted The references have been moved to foliow the thforma_on they represent.

Comment A-136:

47 Table 5-I a, BRAC Parcel No. 15: The description under the basis column ¢onflict_ with

the text on Page 5-13. The table states that the vasuaI inspectiorz revealed that POLs, anlifreeze,

and fertilizer are cttrrer_fly stored in the bui]ding, where.as Page 5-13 states that the building had

been used to store POLs, ann freeze, and occasionally fertilizer. If they are currently stood

together in the building, does dtis present a safety h_7_rd?
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Comment noted. "l'/le f_-t_liTJ_" h_s bceia r_oved f_m Bui/dix_ 254, Table 5-1a has been

revised accordingly.
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A.7 RESPONSES TO OTHER COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EBS REPORT

A.7.1 RESPONSES TO MEMPHIS DEPOT REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY COMMENTS ON

THE DRAFT EBS REPORT

Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency

INDIVIDUAL:

TITLE:

DATE: July 18, 1996

Comment No. 1 Execu_ve Summa_

Cynthia A. Bttchanma

Executive Dhcctor

page i

Revise the second paragraph to reflect that "Ar_as that arc currently designated as Category

5, 6, or 7 are not suitabLe for transfer, but m_y be leased."

Comment noted. The te_ has been revised accordingly.

Comment A-138:

Comment No. 2 Exectmv¢ $1rmmary page ii

Pleoz¢ include the number of parcels (instead ofXX) m "The smwcy and parcelizataon

oftbe DDM'T identified XX BRAC parcels based on the environmental condidolm of

the property."

R_DOBSe:

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordingly.
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Comment A-139:

CommcntNo, 3 Exceu_veS._ar_ pageri

Clafif'/whaz a "Line Item" consists of when dlscussed in the items sbJpped. I.f thls is to

be a public document, it is unclear what level of activity is rep/escntcd by this t_._.

Comment noted. The text has been revised accordinp_y.

MDRA

OPD

TDEC

Re_ooose:

Ir2nm ment A-140:

CommentNo. 4 ExectvdveSItmmary pagesxandxi

In the List of Acronyms, please correct the following:

Memphis Depot Rcdcvelopmcnt Agency

Office of Planning and Development. Memphis and Shelby Cotmt3,

Teanessee D cpar/xnent of E _vkop-ment and Cotx_ervallon

Comment noted. "Fae text has been revised accordingly.

SECTION ONE

Comment A-14I:

Corlm]emNo. 5 Section 1.1 page 1-2

In the last paragraph of Section 1.1, plee_se include a brief desenp'don of the

requirements of CEP.CLA 1200a).

CERCLA § 120(h) is qmte lengthy a_d to include a brief description may be eolXSidercd

inadequa*_ by others. However, a review of CERCLA §120C a) would illttstrate the basis for the

type of survey and acti,Aties conducted and the format for the EBS report_ This has been

included in revised text.
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Camment A-142:

Comment No. 6 Section 1.2 page 1-2

Plea_ ia¢lude a more detmled discussion of the seven standard environmental couditloa

of property types, inchld_ng how the p_sence of asbestos, radon, and/or lead paint, etc.

affects the classifications?

Ik am :
Section 1.2, Puqmse and Scope of Environmental Ba_l_ne Survey, and Section 1.3, Definition

of TErms, adequately ds_ail the seven standard environmental condition of praperty area types

and the process by which non_ERCLA co_|_m_nation sub _amces aze d¢lin_nt_d. The affects

of the presence of dies¢ substances on the BRAC clean-up process will be discussed in more

dstail in die BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP).

Comment A-143:

CommcntNo. 7 Sccdon 1,3 page I-3

The defiditio tls of HaTardous Sub_¢g and Petsoleunl should correspond to those in

ASTM EI527 to hulp meet the rcquirement_ of a phase I AssessmEnt. Also include a

defutition of Ha:'nrdous Waste as the term is mentioned in Section 3.4. I of die repor_

Re_nongE:

The dsfinidon used for ba:._dous substances was devclolX_d over two previous rounds of baac

reallgnment and closure ( 1991 and 1993) by die Army_ EPA, various states, and odier '

ragulaLory agencies. Rile definition used for Pe_truletml is cited in CERCLA § 12001)(4).

Section 3.4.1, Hazar_otLs Matenals/Waste M.-_gement documents the practices used m the

installation as determined d-ore records and inte rvievrs. Subslances considered hazardous

wastes were determined by the installauon in conjunction with their regulatory commu_ty; the

determination was ant med¢ duzlng die EBS
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Comment A-144:

CommentNo. 8 Section 1.3 page 1-3

In the Definition of Terms, "MDRA" should be identified as the Memphis Depot

Redevelopment Agency.

RI_DOUSe:

Comment noted. The text h_ been revised accordingly.

Comment No. 9 Section 1.3 page 1-4

The definition of Category 3 references "eoncenWafions that do not requme removal or

remedial action.", mad the dedmfion of Calegory 4 refezet_ees %11 removal or remedial

aefion_ to protect b,rman health and the environment have been taken," What are the

bases (e.g., concentrations below a eerialn action level or s'tandaz_ cleanup approved by

regulatory agencies, etc.) of this deterrnin_l_ons? If published cleanup sta.edmd_ or

action levels are used, please ineinde copies.

R_rlflrl_e!

The EBS report documents the environmenlal condition of the pmporty based on records

review and interviews. Usually, the del¢I_m_na_ola that a i_.tnoval or t_medial ac_on w_ not

warranted or that a removal or remedial action was complete was doeuraented in a report

prepared as pan oftbe installation's environmental program. Each installation has a regulatory

board that revievrs and approves conclusions made as part of_e environmental program. The

document in which this information was pi_._ented is referenced in the EBS report. If, however,

a determination was made during the preparation of the EBS, the basis _ras documented in the

EB S repo_ For example, if the concenlredoa of TCE in groundwat_ was below die MCL, this

fact would be stated in the EB$ and the area would be designated _s a Category 3.
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Comment A-146:

Commem No. l0 Section 1.4 page 1-6

Where records indic.axe mmediafion approval by a regulatory agency, please provldc

copies of closure documentation and mention status in die tcx'L

Reasonably obtainable records associated with USTs have been documented in the EBS rc-l_n.

If closure was approved by the rcgulatmy community for removed USTs, tbJs information is

included in the EBS ¸report Documcmation is available in tfic Environmental M_gemeut

Office,

Comment A-147:

Coix_neutNo. 11 Section 1 4 page1-6

The assumption that no further action is warmmc.d for areas where the ragulatory

agency has approved the completed _rk is ques_oaablc. Each area mu_ s-_md on its

own merits Aclaons taken tcn or fifteen years ago may not ha adequate today. This

statement ,v_ in ten_s of a tank, but the wood treating area is of greater concern.

• Response:

Ifa regulatory agency is concerned that an area oftha property poses a threat to human health

or the environment because a remedial acrioa perfomaed ia the past is ao longer eonaldered

_dequatc, there are appropriate ehani_els by which the agency can voice their concern.

Ag_ement may ha reached that additioacd inve_dg atinn is warranted. However, it is

• _onahle to expect that all _st approved actions be reevaluated.

Comment A-148:

CommentNo. 12 Section 1.5.1 Figme 1-1

Figure 1-1, Location of Dchiase Depot, should be produced on a USGS _lar_rangle

Map for better identification of the physical setting of the DDMT, showing also the

CBD, the Memphis ]ntema*Jnnal Airport, and Memphis City Limits.
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Ri_ [illns L_!

Comment noted. Fi_ma_ I-I has been revised acco_insly.

Comment A-149:

Comment/In. 13 Section 1.52 page 1-8

In the third paragraph, change the reference for zoning controls to "in Memphis, zoning

consols and subdivision requirements are under the jurisdiction of the Memphis and

Sbelby County Office of planning and Development." Populaton data in table is

actually for the City of Memphis and not the MSA as identified.

}t_nonse:

Comment noted• The tern ha_ been revised accordingly,

CommentNo, 14 Sec_onl 52 page 1-8

The high percentage of children in the _acithty (25% under the age of 15) m_l_es

ev_hiafion of any offsite aspects more critical as these Shelby County ciI_ens are at the "

greatest risk fxom environmemal factors. Recognition of the inmeased vulnerability of

this age group should be included.

Comment noted.

Comment A-151:

CommentNo I5 Section 1.5.3 page 1-9

While a lot of information is provided, the twenty-four hour, twenty-five year maximum

rain event amount should also be given so the capacity of any open cotltulnmcnt area is

adequately measured to meet contents release during heavy rain.
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R_DOTlSe:

Con_nent no_d. The te_ has been revised accol_ingly.

Comment A-152:

Comment No. 16 Section 1.5.4 page 1-9

Do the individual visual msp_tio n survey shee_ have sketch pla_s showing surface

_e to help in iden_3rlng sampling locations?

R_Donse_

The individual visual inspection survey sheets do not have sketch plans showing surface

drainage. The sampling Ioeafiom are to be identified, by the U. S. Army Enghaeeting and

Support Center, Hun_ville as parl of the Sampling and Analysis Pinn.

Commenl A-153:

CemmemNo. 17 Section 1.55 page 1-10

Please elan fy how there can be a 110 foot range in devation on a site that shows

dievations of between 282 and 300 feet above sea level.

Comment noted. The tex_ has been revised aceordthgly.

Comment No. 15 Secalon 1 5.6 page 1-12

In the discussion o f groundwater there is me,orlon of a potential "hydraulic intereom_ect"

between the shallow and deep aquifer. However, the initial thformadon si_._dy

developed for Dunn Field shows that the intercormeefion does not exis)- This is a

edfical element for a number of decisions affeeUng the site and the public's perception,

and this point must be clarified
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_ponse;

Comment notad. Section 1.5.6 has been revised to incosporatc data from the groundwater

sampling conducted in the slxing o f 1996,

SECTION" TWO

CQmment A-155:

CommentNo. 19 Sectina2A.l page2-1

The EBS document ID number shoed be reflected in the llst of documews in Section 6,

References.

l_9onse:

Comment noted. The text has been r_vi_d accordingly.

Comment A-156:

CommentNo. 20 Sec_.oa2.1.2 pege 2-5

Have the udimo_ax spill locations been further inves-dgatad? Can interviews with past •

and present employees supplement this lack of data?

R_nf*rl_e:

Tlae unk_ovaa spill lccations have been identified through the EBS review of DDMT records

and an: identified in Section 4.1.3 and on Table 4-1. Text ha_ been added to Section 2.12. to

refer the reader to Section 4.1.3 0rid Table 4- I for details.

Comment A-157:

CommentNo. 21 Section2.1.2.1 page2-5

If possible, please include information on all expired, withdrawr_ cr tmrenewed permits

for pazt w_ewater discharges, boilers, etc. that may have been potential sources of

contamination at the facility during their operation.
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R_lla}nse:

Comment noted. In the past, boiler discharges were regulated under the NPDES tmmalt listed

in Section 2.1.2.1

Comment A-158:

CommentNo. 22 Section2J.2.1 page2-5

The ponnits for air pollution sources have all expired but, m order t_ prevent confusion,

it should be noted that complete applications for their renewni have been submitted in a

timely fashion. Und_ our local air iJollution regulations, this submission serves to

extend the validi_ of the old !_,its untll new ones are either granted, or denied by tha

Memphiz alad Shelby County Health Depm taught

Re_Donse:

Comment noted. Tex_ has been added to this section to expLa_ that renewals have beaa

submitted and that the validity, of the old permits has been extended by *hi_ submission.

CommentNo. 23 Section2.1.2.2 page2_5

If possible, please provide the location (Building No., etc.) where the listed NOV's

occurred.

Response:

Comment noted. Tae text has been revised accordingly.

Cnmment A.ll60:

CemmentNo. 24 Seedon2 1.3 page2 8

Copies of nil aerial photographs used to support the findings of the EBS shodid be

theluded in the report. Have sources of aerlal photography such as the US Army Corps
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o f Engineers, the Soll Conservation Service, _ud local aerial photography finns been

contacted?

Ik mm :
Aerld photographs do not reproduce well and their inclusion is not win-canted. A table has been

added to Sec6on 2.1.3 that lists the photographs that were reviewed during the preparation of

the EBS. Sufficicm rcvlew w_s performed to adequatel)_ ca_cgorlze tbe BRAC prope_:

Comment A-161:

CommentNo. 25 Section2.1.3 psge2-8

Copies of all exJsKng property maps used to support the findings of the EBS should, be

included in the report.

Comment noted. Existing property maps that were used m suppoa the findings of the EBS ate

listed on the table in Seed.on 2 1.1 and are available for reference.

Comment A-162:

CommentNo. 26 Section2.1.5 page 2-9

"i'he fist of interviewees does not include Bill Lovejoy, whom we imde_and w_

re_onsibl¢ for environmental work for the Depot and may be a souse of u_ful

informatlor_

R_rff)n_e:

Comment aoted, An effort was made to contact Bill Lovejoy. The list of thtervlewees provades

a representative s_nple of thstallation pomozmel.

Comment A-163:

Commen_No. 27 Seefinn2.1.5 psge2-10

Why were no former b_se commaadem interviewed _ a part of this process?
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R_DO_Se;

The basecommanders receivetheirinformationfinm staff.Thc_forc, sta_membeI'S were

interviewedaspartof the EBS process.

CommentNo. 28 Seetinn2.1.5 pagc2-10&ndAppeadixB

If posslble , please include a brlef ._mmary of the more s_gul_ rant findln_s of the

interview process. Copies of all con_pleted interview forms used to support the findings

of the EBS should be included in tbe report.

ReSDO_S@_

See the response to Comment A-89

Comment A-165:

Conmacnt No. 29 Se_on2.1.6 pagc2dil andAppondix C

If possible, please include a brief summary ofthc morc signifl cant findings ofthc visual

inspection& Copies of all completed visual inspection forms used to support the

£mulngs of the EBS shoed be included in the rcporL

See the response to Comment A 89.

Comment A-166:

CornmemNo. 30 Seefinn2.1.7 page2-12

A title search back to 1900 would be more useful, while not being a sigulfica_t

additional burden.

_eS_DOH_!

We do not concur. The title search conducted was from 1941 to the present. I_ is unlikely that

an add01ondi fide seax_h would providc new information (information that w_z not revealed
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through the records search or the interviews conducted) that would alter the d_termina_on of

the environmental condition of the _.

Comment A-167:

CommemNo. 31 Section2.2 page2-I2

Needs eddhional defhil on adjacent pl"o per/i_ to support the c_nclusion - specific uses,

names, loc.afio ns, higory, maps, etc. No informatioa from any visual surcey was

presented, although it w_ meminncd. The_e are some _dkional environmental

concenls in the vicinity oftha DDiviT (of which theTDEC is aware) which the d_has_

search may not have revealed, and which are not addressed in any specifics. The

conclualon on page 2-13 is =ot justified based on the doc_ancntation provided_

Comment noted. The conclusion in Section 2.2 1 has been revised to state that "Potential off-

site sources of contamination are still being evaluated."

Comment A-168:

Comm_ntNo. 32 Scctlon2.2 page2-12

(I_is item deleted.)

R,_qnon_e:

Deletion of Comment No. 32 noted.

Comment A-169:

Comm_rltNo. 33 Section3.3 page3.2

Please Corceet the reference to Memphis Depot RedeveLopmenl Agency.

_¢_nnnse:

Comment noted The tex_ has been revised a_cordlngly.
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Comment A-170:

Comment No. 34 Section 3.4 I page 3-7

Ple_e provide additional i_ornmfion ragmding the historic chemical storage, use mad

waste disposal practices at the facility. Also provide a discussion or evaluation of past

offsite disposal prances for waste such as used oll (disposal focatlom, materlais, aad

q._ntldes) and PRP designations associated with any part of the acdvlty.

Comment noted. The text has been revised to include available information.

Comme_tNo. 35 Section3.4.1 page3-7

ff die former pistol raage is now part of the ainth hole of the golf course, there is a need

to precisely delineate the boundaries of the former acfivlty.

Rf*,$nonse:

Comment noted. Th F delineation of die beundades of die former pistol raage will be a.ddre_sed

during die sampling and analysis phase of work.

Comment No. 36 Section3.4.1 page3-8

On page 3-8 Buildiag 629 i_ idendlied a_ being used for the storage of chemical stock,

but ort page 7 of 15 of Table 3.1 Building 629 is identified as being used for the

receiving and storage of clothing and general items. Please elari_

R_OOI1S_':

Comment noted. The text has been revised to indicate that Building 629 ,,vas previously used

for the storage of chemical stock. Table 3-1 is eorreeL
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Comment A-173:

Comaaent No. 37 Section 3.4.1 page 3-8

Why is tie discussion of Harardous Materials ma_asement at tie DDMT limited re

only a few of the many facilities that _e listed in Table 3-1 a_ storage/use o f ha:,ar_ous

materials?

8masmm:

The discussion of h_zardous materials maaagement is based on tbe informatlon obtained from

tie EBS records review.

Comment No. 38 Seerion3.4.1 page3-8

Was Freoa 113 or otier dense non-aqueous phase liquids ever stored aud used. onsite?

if so, is there Juay docttmentafion or has ¢oasideradon been given to the potential for

DNAPL contamination o f graundwater?

Consideranon has been _ven to DNAPL contamination of grotmdwater as part of tie ongoing

gaoundwaler i_vestigation at the DDMT.

Comment A-175:
J

Comment No. 39 Seedon 3.4.1 page3-8

ha the first paragraph, "are received" suggests current practice. Is that accurate? In the

third paragraph, Budding 319 is ref_._d to as "flammable materials sloragg area" which

we understand is now in Building 925. Building g35 appears to be out of dete. In

addition, Area X-25 appears to be missing _om Table 3-1.

ResuOtlSe_

The _ paragraph on page 3 8 is accurate. The materials listed are currently being received at

the DDMT". The text for Buddings 319 and 835 has been revised to reflect eturent eondltion.s.

Area X-25 v,511not be added to Table 3-1 since Building 925 currently occupies tiffs area.
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CornmentNo. 40 Section3 4.1.2 page 3-9

On page 3-9 Building 1086 is described as being used for the storage ofh_zardous

waste or hazardous materials, hut on page 12 of 15 of Table 3-1, Building 1086 is

idenufied as a Care and Preservation Shop/Paint Bc_th/Load and Unload Dock. Please

clarify.

Re_DODSe:

Commemnoted. The text for Building 1086has been revised to reflect emremeonditiom.

Comment No. 41 Secuon3.4.2 page3-9

Ple._. clarify whether the facility is an o_ite or onslte TSDF under RCRA (i.e., did the

DDMT receive b_',_rdouz waste from off sl*e sources?).

The ax_.allaflon did not receive h n 7-a rdOkL_ waste fiom off-site SOLZW.e$ Tll e _X_ in Section 3.4.2

has been revised to clarify this i_e.

Comment A-178:

CommentNo. 42 Secfic*n 3.4.2 'page 3-9

While it is probable that it does not pose a grave threat, the discussion of the non-

havzrdcus landfill operated on the sire from 1940 - 1948, seemz to too easily waltz over

the likelihood that some hazardous matefialz weze involved.

ReSponse:

Comment noted. Section 3.4.2 is a subseetinn of the plesentalion of die facility support

activities A more thorough discussion of the porendal contamination at Dunn Field is

presented in Section Four

Defense Distributlon Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-61



APPENDIXA
DRAFT

179 7]

COMMENTRESPONSEPACKAGE

Comment A-179:

Comment No. 43 Section 3.4.3 page 3-l 0 and Table 3-2

Some of the information provided in Table 3-2 is incomplete or incorLsistent. Following

arc $¢vcval eY_m_les:

Tank Typo for the fu_'t lank listed in Tabin 3 -2 is "Unl_own" while the

compliance action r_omm_nded closure by excavation or _lfog in place, which

would i_dicate that the ranks was a UST.

The Ioe_d on of the fourth _k lis_ed in Table 3-2 it shown _ the north side of

Buildin_ 209, but the MDRA pmeel is Ested _ 8, Should t_ be MI)RA Parcel

14? The Sta_s orris tank is inthzated as "Unknown". Is there a plan to

determine the s_tatus of the Tank?

The Status of the ne_ to the last t._nk in Table 3-2 (Bin]cllng 1082, cast side) is

shown as "not fo_ti". Is ther_ a plan to determine the stares oftbe rank?

State approval should be provided for all tanks or _mpl_s should be collected to

verify clean c_os_e? Is there su_cient evldencc to recommend further

thvcsfigation ofaay removed or replaced tanks (c.g,, _s at Building 257).'?

If possible, pisase provide a better indication of all tank locations.

Comment noted_ Table 3-2 has been revised_

CommcntNo. 44 Seclion 3.4.3 pnge3-10andTabin3.2

The mthrmafion pro,ideal regarding the status of the closure of the USes is inadequate.

At a _urn, copies of all UST Notifications, Removal/Remetha/Action records, and

regulatory agency approvals used to support the fmdlngs of the EBS should be i_cluded

in the report.
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R_DONSe_

See the response t_ Comment A-146.

Comment A-|RI:

CommemNo. 45 Sectlon 3.4.6 page3-10

With tb_eeinsmm of the activity, has the potential for the creation or existence of any

dead-end miter supply pipes been cvdiuated mgaeding the need for oveT-_hlorimifion

dunng c[osure/noause of the facility? Hoz the existence of_.uy iead-ccntainlng v_at_ •

supply pipes been evaluated? Has the condition o f the water supply tank(s) been

evaluated for muse?

R_DOIISe:

Comment noted. These are valid questior_ but are beyond the scope of the EBS.

Conmaem No. 46 Secfian 3.4.6 page 3-11

Has there been any sampling of the s_ormwmer discharges for metals? Is a Stormwater

Pollutinn Prevention Plan (SWPPP) available for review?

aesnollse:

Dunn Field srormwater discharge is sampled for aittminttm and magnesium. Tile text in

Section 3.4.6 has been revised to include tbese s_npling requirements. A Stormwater Pollution

Prevenlion Plan is available for review,

Comment A-183:

CommemNo. 47 Section3.4.7 page3-11

Sewage treatment is mentioned in this seedon and the principle faqling of the repori is

its failure to locate, quantify and evaluate the samtea:¢ and storm drain systems at the

site Is it possible to locate all major zurface oaad sanitary drain access points near
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ha?a_dous mat_als operatloim, and any wak_ quality monitoring done by the base or

the city under any discharge agreement.

ResDoilset

Comment noted, information rcgat_ng the sanita C' and storm drain systems is available from

installation personnel.¸ Locating all major surface and sanitazy drain access points is beyond the

spopo of the EBS.

Comr_entNo. 48 Send.on3.4.7 page3-11

Were the sanitary Emd stormwamr sewer system plaw reviewed by video camc_'a sa_wy,

sampled, o; othcr,M_se evainazed regarding the potential impact on the alo_sificndon of

environmental condition of paxeels adjacent to a above these systems?

ReSDODSe_

Comment noted. A sanltary and mormwatcr sewer system survey was conducted by the

Pickerlng Firm, Inc. Section 3.4.7 ha_ been r_,Ased to include thforma_on flom this satr_y

CommentNo. 49 Stx'fion3.4.8 page 3-12

Elcctrlcal power wa.s upgrnded in the early 1990s, but the upgr_d_ was not mentioned in

this scion.

R_llon$_

Comment noted. The text has been revised to include the electrical upgrade.

Comment A-186:

Comment No. 50 S_on3.4.9 page3-12

Does the lack of formal tirefighling pits indicate that other thformal Iocauo_ may

exist? q2ae wording regarding dais issue is not clear.

A-64 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennesse_



APPENDIXA
DRAFT

179 7,1

COMMEHTRESPONSEPACKAGE

Comment noted. The word "formal" has been deleted from thSs sentence m clarify the isle.

Comment A-187:

Comment No. 51 Section 3.4.10 page3-12

Should "clinic" be mentioned under "Medical Aclivitaes"?

Section 3.4.10 has been revised to include the clinic.

Comment A-188:

Comment No. 52 Table 321

Although the information is readily available fi-om the DDMT. some of the information

provided in Table 3-1 is incomplete such as the number of floors and size being listed as

• "UnSown". In addition, ifa building has been demolished, then maybe it would be

letter to iden'd fy it as such, instead of indicating as "Urd_own". Other questiom

regarding the thformafio_ provided in Table 3-1 are as fol[ows:

Were there no photo labs at the base or evidence of discharges to S,_lital3'. or

storm _vce r?

What was the use of Building 333 before it was demolished _ud replaced by

Building 717? (see page 8 of 15)

The area north of Building 835 _ used to contain spills, but berm was leveled

m 1994. Whathappenedtosoil fromberm? Was _ereany _,ampling asso_tiated

with this activity. There do_ not eppoar to be any consideration of thls ttse in

Section Four or Section Five of the report. Ple,x_ elarSfy.
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Please clmify how d_Tms were stored on (hi) an earth _erm m Building 925, and

what happened to the soil from l_, .. r_moval, and was any sampling done?

What is the basis of the NFA recommendation?

Please clarify the indication that Building $995 has no curtain use.

All informatinn provided in Table 3-I should _ checked for conuist_ncy and

compl_e_e._s.

R_DOlJSe:

C._ mment noted. Th_ bullet items has be_ninvestigated and Tabin 3-I Ires been revi_d

accordingly.

Comment No. 53 Figure 3-1

Since Figure 3 1 primarily indicates the locations aad lhni_ of the "Operable Units", it

wQu]d seem to be more relevauat to Section Four.

Re_Donse:

Comment noted. The figaro: has been moved to S_don Four.

Comment A-190:

Comment No. 54 Section 4 page 4-5

Ske No. 64 does not appear to be shown on Figure 4-1.

R_DOliSe:

Commem noted. Figtax 4-1 has been revised to include Sitc No. 64.
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Comment No. 55 S_c_ion4 page 4-6

RI/FS Site No, 27 is in MDRA parcel No. 2.5 rather thflnNO. 24.

a_Doll_e:

Comment notc_ Tae text has been revised accordingly.

Comment A-192:

Comment No. 56 Section 4 page 4-7

IU/FS Site No. 47 is in MDRA Panel No. 23 rather than NO. 21

Comment nougL The text has b_n revised accordingly.

Comment A-193:

CommemNo. 57 Section4.1 page4_7

If possible, plca_ provide a list of SWMUs and their location in relation to building

numbers. Cross reference building numbers to RI/FS numbers. Tile OU summary

tables are not consistent with the uses desc_bed in Table 3-1.

R_grlQ_lse!

Comment notccL A lis_ of SWMUs _ not bc provided. The OU s.mmary, tables have been

checked for coasistcncy with Table 3-1.

Comment A-194:

CommcntNo, 58 Section4.1.1.4 page4-11

Discussions o f known contRmlnant levels _vithont a corresponding dJsc_sslon, of inca

background levels for these items may mislead one as to the s/gnifican:e of Lhese

mCss_rcmcnLS.
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Comment noted, This type of Risk Asscs._ncnt analysis is beyond the scope of the EBS report.

Comment A-195:

CommemNo 59 Section4.1.2 pege4-3 through4-11

A much more detailed discussion of the sampling resal_ aw_!_hle in each OU is

necessary to clarify and define the potcalfial areas of concern, t: or foe purposes of

subie.asmg, the results need to be reigned to specific buildings or open storage areas, if

possible. A _lmr° _ry of the sampling results for each OU with an aeeompanyth S map

would be much more useful than the generle descriptions provided.

ResPonse:

Comment noted. Tiffs detailed analysis is beyond the scope of the EBS.

CommentNo. 60 Section4.1.1.2 page4-6

Riffs Site No. 30, Paint Spray Booth - Does the BEC concur that this site is a NFA

site?

a_Donge:

Comment noted. All references to NFA sites have been revised _ read "proposed NFA StteS."

Cerement A-197:

CommentNo 61 Section41.1.2 page 4_ and Figtu'e 4-2

P,J/F S She Number 7I is shovm on Fight 4-2 but is not included in the table in Section

4.1.1.2.

Re_Donse:

Comment noted PJ/FS Site Number 71 has been added to the table in Section 4.1.1.2.
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Comment A-198:

CorrmaentNo. 62 Seedon4.1.2.3 page4-]2

Screening Site Nos. 51 and 52 in OU-3 and Site No. 36 in OU_- are tldi on the list of

screening sites, but are identified as scleening sites on the OU _ tables and in

the Figures. Please clarify.

Comment noted. The tables and figures ha Section Four have been revised to reflee_ co_isten_

information.

Comment A-199:

CorrmaentNo 63 See_5on4.1.2.4 page4-14

Have the saditary and stoma sewers been considered _.s potential som'ces of

contamination that may affect the envi_nmental condition of the property?

Response:

See the response to Commem A-184.

Comment A-2011;

Comment No. 64 Section4A.2.5 page4-15

Tile fwst sentence of this section suggem thal d6aposal of chemical warfare materi_ls

was standard procedure. If this is not the intent, the statement should be more spe_tfic,

R_oonse:

Comment anted. The first sentence of this section has been deleted to avoid misinter_retafon.
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Comment A-201:

CommemNo, 65 Secfinn4.1.2.5 l:_ge4-15

How can 86 be a potc'mlalsiteof cl_ermca_,_fmc testId_ and alsobe on the _FA

List? Th_ isalsodiscussionofCWM d_posed of atunlmown locations_ _tMs we_ •

a K_ct.Isdfisa f_ctora conjecture?

Comment noted. Site86 has been removed from theNFA siteI/_. The conceptof C

dlsposedofm uulmown locationswas thl_odvcedm theOpe_bl¢ Un/! 1 -FieMSampling Plcz_

(CH2M Hill 1995c).

Corranent No. 66 Section 4,1.3 page 4-16

Copies of the Spill Response Checldis_ provided by the DDMT per_0anel and used to

support the findings of the EBS, should be included in the report.

R_OOllSe_

Reference materlal is available in Building 144, Room I53.

Cc'mment No. 67 Section4.1.3 pag¢4-16

Section 4.1.3 should also reference the database r,e_ch information in Appendix A

mg_ithg spills both on.the DDMT and at adjacent properties,

Comment noted The text has been revised accordingly.
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Comment A-204:

CommentNo. 68 Section4.3 page4-18

We suggest that the third sentence in Section 4.3 (beginning '_qo documented evidence

.... ") be removed since Section 4.3.2 addresses adjacent sites that may have potentially

impacted the environmental condition of the DDMT. "lhe -_m_s and ad&esses of

adjacent sites of concern should be summarizad within Section 4.3.2.

]_nonRel

We do not concur. S_mma_ _ng the names and addre,oses o f adjacent sites of concern is

beyond the scope of the EBS.

Comment A-205:

CommentNe. 69 Sectaon 4.3.2 page4_0

Seedon 4.3.2 provides insufficient detail on potential impacls from adjaeem properties,

as does Table in Section 2-2 (see also Comment No. 31 regarding Section 2.2).

R_Donse:

Co_ranent noted. See die respense to Comment A- 167.

Comment No. 70 Section4.3.2 page_20

In the discussion afoffsite soubces of coaWminat_on, the past uses since 1940 aI_

equally important as what is oeeumng today or in the recent past.

ResPonse:

Comment noted. The LLSeof a database search is standard pmadee for an EBS, The database

search for this EBS includes reasonably obtainable information for approxin_tely 50 ye,_rs.
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CommentNo. 71 Section4.3 AppentiLxA

In the portion of Appendlx A that deals with tmmappoblc locations a great deal could be

clarified with a very minor effort. Many of the sites a_e known to Depot members, state

regulators and the public in general, and do not fall anywhere near the Depot- Also,

bethPNB and AmcrDem P,ssourccand Rccovcry were listedInthe RCRA sitesfound in

the computer search, but the current owner of the site is P_maFix, Inc.

Re, house:

Comment noted. The text has been revised to include this information.

CommcntNo. 72 Section 4.4 pogc4-23

Are there any O&M plans or other procedures in place to manage and address the nou-

CERCLA enviroamental and safety issues?

RP_I_oBse:

There are a variety of plmXs available for reference in the Envirn_mental Management O_ce,

Building 144.

CommentNo. 73 Section4.42 page4-23

The title of this section is "Lead-Based Paint" but seedon also addresses potable water

supplies See also Comment No. 45 on Section 3 45 regarding water supplies. ,

Comment noted. _e paragraph oH potable x_ter supplies has been deleted flom this section.
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Comment No. 74 Section 4.4.3 page 4-24

Section 4A.3, addresses only tmn_ formers. What about capacitors, tight ballasts,

hydraulicfluids; and odi_ potentialsourcesof PCB's?

R_DfIIIgC:

Comment noted. The EBS records review did not provide any information regarding

capacitors, tight ballasts, hydraulic fluids, and other potential sotuee_ of PCBs.

CommentNo. 75 Section4.4.3 page 4-24

A statement is made about PCB tlxnsformers and other items "awaiting disposal" for

over four years. Axe they cleared at a site or are they really in storage? Fot_ years is a

long time ot_ a fairly routine item. Also, while visual dispccnon for PCB items is a

good slan, the discovery in the CH2M Hill Study to determine background levels of a

high PCB reading in fiont of the admiltis-tra'don building warrants a f_ll inspectinn and

tesRng from PCB spill clean-up areas.

Response:

"Fne PCB-conrdinlag _ansthrmer_ that have been removed from service have been disposed of.

Section 4.4.3 has been revised accordingly. According to DDMT per-_o_ud, plans are in place

for sampling PCB spill clean-up _eas.
.i

Commcaat No. 76 Secdon4.4.5 page4_7

Is there any data regarding the lead concenWafion in softs at either of the pistol ranges9

ac_DfJnse:

Data are not available reg,3rding the lead coficentrafion in soils at either of the pistol ranges.

g_npting of these areas is in the planning stages.
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CommmatNo. 77 Section4.4.7 page4.28

More inforrnat/on is needed on the hig925_d t_es, storage areas, etc. of chlotlnated

pesticides at the DDMT.

Comment noted. Tlae EBS records review did not provide any furda e_ iuformation on the

historical uses and storage areas of chlorinated pesticides.

Comment No. 78 Section 4.43 page 4-29

In addition to their trade .Amf_. plez_e provide the active ingredients for _e pes'acidcs

and herbicides used at the DDMT.

Re-q n() I1S C;

T_s request is beyond the scope of the EBS.

Comment No. 79 Section 4 5 1 page 4-30

It does not seem plausible that all oftbe p_t rem_cUation at theDDMI can be

adequmely summarized on one page as is done on page 4-30 of the Draft EBS Report.

Table 3-2 indieates that at least twenty seven (27) UST's have been removed or closed

in-place at the DDMT, _'et there is no m=nfion of any remediation efforts _gsociated

with these tank removals in Section 4.5 of the report. We fcel that Section 4,5.1 should

ha expanded to include all past remediation efforts, including sarnpl_g results and other

documenlatlon used to support the deten_inafion of Calcgory 4 for BRAC Parcel Nos.

58, 100, 112, imti 122, _nd the conclusion that no further remediation is warmated for

other si_s.
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ResDO1iSe:

Corm_ent noted. "fine t_.k removals did not have remedintion efforts a_oalated with them.

The details oftha removals am available in referenced reportz. /ffFA sites have been revised to

"proposed. NFA sites" _._ the NFA d_isiom am being re-evaluated.

Comm_xNo. 80 Seedona'.5.1 page4-30

2"he excavation of sdiin is mentioned several *ime_ in the 4eseripfion of past remedJafioa

at the DDMT. but there is no mealtion of haw and where the_e potentially contaminated

soils were disposed?

R¥_tlDon Se:

The text in Section 4 53 has been revised to state that potentially contm_inar_i sdilz were

"...treated as special wi_te and shipped in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local

regulatiolx%"

CommemNo. 81 Section4.5.2 page4-31 mad Figure 5-1

Sectioa4.5.2 indicates that some ren:[edial actors at B uildiag $g73 and area at the

. southeast comer are ongoing, yet the building is listed in Category 4 which hidie.ates

that all removal and remedial actions have been completed. Should Building $873 be

Category 5 like the exea to the southe.a_t_

Re_tlonse:

The ongoing activities are not at Building $873; they are outside the so atheazt comer ot'the

building. The text has beea revised to clarify this issue
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Comment A-218;

CommentNo. 82 Sectinn4.5.3 page4-31

Sections 4.1.1.2 (OU-2), 4.1.1.3 (OU-3), 4.1.1.4 (OU4), and Section 4.3.2 all gate tha_

some form of groundwater contamination has beea detect_ or is suspected at the Main

Installation(i.e.,excludingD1mn Field),yet Section4.5.3does not address_my planned

remedialion efforts for area other tban OU- I. Is this an a_urate reflection of the

planaed remethafion efforts and th_ seanpling recommendations? FurtL,_ore, it does

not appear that there are any plans or recommepd_lqons to investigate ground'w'at er in

OU-4, despite the statem_ts of S_fion 4.1.1.4. Is this correct?

]_g'DO II5 e i

There _re pl an _ io fuzlher ¢vainave all D, oLmd',xed_r at tbe instullafio_. Section 4.5.3 details

planned remediation efforts, not investigalinas.

ConunentNo. 83 Seedon4.6 page4-34

Is there a possibility that Duan Field may be a reserve enclave?

a_Dotlse:

Duan Field may be redesignated a reserve cuclav e. Text has been added to Seetlon 4.6 to

indicate this possibilily.

CommemNo. 84 Table 4-1

If po_ible, Table 4-1 should contaba information on acuon taken regarding spiIl

cleanup.

Comment noted. A Üolurrm has been added to Table 4-1 stmamafimng information ca action

taken regarding spill cleanup,
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Comment No. 85 Table 4-2

If possible, Table 4-2 should ptovlde _-ormadon on how much asbestos is proem in

each building.

ResPonse!

Comment noted. The resets of the asbestos stuwey me available m t_e refe_uce mat_al in

Building 144, Room 153.

Comment A-222:

CormnentNo. 86 Figu_4-1

For clarity Figure 4-1 should also be identified as Dnnn Fiel&

ae_Donse_

Comment noted. Figure 4-1 has been r_sed to identify Duma Field.

Comment A-223:

CommentNo. 87 Figme4-3

Many of the Site Identification Numb_s on Figure 4-3 ane not legible.

ReSpOnSe;

Cormnent noted. Figure 4-3 has been revised so that the site identification ntunbers are legible.

Comment A_224:

CommentNo. 88 Figure 4-_

Figure 4_ does not reflect most of the OU_! site locations provided ua the table in

Scctaon 4 1 1.4
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Comment noted. Figxwe 4_ has bee_ revised to theorperate the site locations provided in the

table tn Section 4.1.1.4.

£ammemA: XS.-:

CnmmemNo. 89 Sectlon5.1.1 page5-1

Have the potential impacts of MstoricaJ pesticide usage or other factors (e.g.,

grmmdwat_r, sanitary aad storm sewe_) in the area wh_re Building 360 was

constructed been considered in its designation as Ca_gory I (see Section 4.4.7

mgaeding pesdalde "_e atth¢ DDMT).

Restmnse:

The potential impacts of Mstorica] pesticide usage and other factors were considered in the

designation of Building 360 as Category I. "Fne area s'urm_dLthg the building has been

designated Catego_, 7.

CommentNo 90 SeetianS.1.2 pegeS-2

Tile snmm_ry description c*f BRAC Parcel 12(2)PS indinar.es that no sampling resdits

for the site were fotmd. Table 3 2 indicates the tank at this site _ 42 years old when

removed Cor_iderthg the age of the tank, shoaldn't sample resdits indinathag eIe&u

closure b¢ req_ed to d_ignate the area as Category 2.

R_DOIISe:

Comment noted. The site will be re_vainated in future sampling efforfs The category may

eb2nge
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CommeatNo, 91 Seedon5.L2

The m,m_nary description of many of the Category 2 BRAC Parcels where UST have

been removed indicate that there have been "no documented releases associated with the

t_nle_". Is the desigm_on of these sites as Category 2 based on sampling results or

"dean closure" deter_i,,fions by the TDEC? Without such doctunentafion, the

designation of many sites as Category 2 may not be justified.

R_DQII_e:

See the respo_ to Comment A-146.

Comment A-22_:

CommentNo. 92 Secfivn5.1.2 page5-3

The summary deseriplinn of BRAC Parcel 53(2)HS indicates there have been "no

documented releases associated with the parcel", but Section 4.2 oftbe report indicates

"visual evidence of eontzanlnat_on" for B allding 210, implying thai a relea._ may have

occurred whinh should preclude the panel from a Category 2 designnlinn. Otherwise

maybe the comments ia Section 4.2 should be clarified. What was stored m drums a_

this site.

Resl_onse:

Con_aent noted. Building 210 has been removed from the table in Section 4.2. In addition,

Building 210 is proposed NFA Site 41. The proposed NFA sites are being re-evaluated and

category designations may uimge _ a result_

Comment A-229:

Corra_entNo 93 SeedonS.l.2 page5-5

The summary description of BRAC Parcel I 1 I(2)PS/HS indicates that the area was

used _o store dnar_ within an earthen berm, mad Table 3-1 indicates that the year that

Defense DLstrthution Depot Memphis, Tennessee A-79
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Building 925 was built is unsown. Given these factors and the fact that spill records

were not m_irttuined prior to 1990, should Building 925 be designated as Category 2?

Rl_Donse:

Cerement noted. Building 925 was built in 1991. No ¸documented releases are associated ,,vith

this building. The_fore. Category 2 is appropriate for this parcel

CommemNo. 94 Section5.1.2 page 5-6

The summary description of BRAC P_cc112$(2)PS/HS indicates that Building Sl090

is/w_ used to store a variety of h_dous materials and pe_oleam products, and Table

3-1 indie_t es that the ye_ that Building S 1090 was built w_ 1952. Given these factors

and the fact that spill records were net maintained prior to 1990, should Building S1090

be designated as Catago_ 2?

R_DODSe:

Comment noted, Please see response to Comment A-126.

Comment A-231 :

Comment No. 95 Section 5.1,3 page 5-6

The "s" should be deleted from the word "requires" in the second line.

Comment no_ed. The text has I?een revised accordingly.

Comment A-232:

Comment No. 96 Section 5.1.4 page 5-8

More docttmentatmn is needed to justlfy the designation of BRAC Parcel Nos. 1(30 mad

] 12, and potentially other parcels, as Category 4. Statements such as the eontamln_tlon

was "_portedly" removed are not believed to be sufficient docttraentatlon?
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]_esDonse:

Comment noted. Tile word "reportedly" was u_ed to indicate that the cited documentation

• . W _d]l_poffed tha ¢o_ amlnatlon w_ removed. To avoui masta erpretataon, the ord repo y

has been deleted.

Comment No. 97 Section 5.1.3 and 5.1.4 pages 545 through 5-10

Regarding all parcels design_fed _ Category 3 or Category 4, were the removals,

remedial actions, ar_d sampling performed in assoalafion with the spills or releases at

each parcel adeq-_re Co ellra_n_t_ the potential concerns or impacts florn the factors

winch caused the majority of the DDMT to be desi_ted as Category 7 (e.g., the

potential for contamination in the north and south parking lots of BRAC l_arcel 2(7) and

other housing or recreation a.t_as, which caused these areas to be reco ramended for

suri'aee soft sampling).

R_IIOlISe_

Comment nnted. Parcels that are designated Category 3 or Category 4 and have the potential

for peadcid¢ contamination bare been redesignatad Category 7.

Comment A.234:

CommentNo. 98 Table5-1aaadTabl¢5 lb

Where possthle, please add Building Ntan_rs to Table Nos. 5-la and 5-I b.

RP_,_ I)fl rls e_

Comment noted. Building nttrnbers have been added To Tables 5-1a and 5-lb.

CommentNo. 99 Table 5 Ib

What is meant by the term 'rNc current mitigation" in Table 5-l b?

Defense Oistdbution Depot Memph=s, Tennessee A-gl
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R_DOB_e!

The term "No current mldgafiorP' in Table 5 - I b indicates that there is no ongoing work being

embed out

CommentNo. 100 Figure5-1

See'don 4.1 indicates that the ¢arlinst documented assessanent of eavironmental

conditions was dated 1981. Facilities shown on Figure 5-1 in CERTA Categories 2, 3,

and 4 (including Buffdings Nns. 21t], 490, 649, 873, and 925) are comidered "

"transferable" without fxaxher investigation. Considering the lack of information

available prior to 1981, it would appear necessary to investigate for potential

eortt_m;n_tion in those faallitatt_, some of which are listed in Section 4.2. Also, should

the map reflect that L_medlation has been tmdertaken (Category 5) for mili *m_ officers

housing (i.e. buildings only)?

Coatment noted. Please see reepor_e to Contment_ A-228, A-229, aad A-232.

GENERAL COMME_NTS

Comment A-237:

Corrtmen'L No. 10i

Considering that the EBS Report wili be a public document, we feel that it is very

impoixant for all hafom_tion and statements regarding existing or potential

contamination at die DDMT to be as concise, aectwale, and epeeific as possible. As

noted in several c¢3mments on Sectzons One through Five of the report, generic

references and incomplete descvLptions of known or sospected contaminztion aI the

DDMT should be avdided as they may bring about inaccurate public perceptions oftbe

overall environmental eonthdon of the DDMT.
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Comment noted. We are hape ful that as the EBS report is fin_liTed, it will be _ accurole _.s

records c._ make it.

Commeat No. 102

in order m facilitate the preparation of phase I Envimnmenial Assessments for individual

parcels or braidings for lease or tra_fer, k is desirable for the Envlmnmental Baseline S_vey

Report to be compiled or org.alTed by ind_vrdual buildings or parcels prior to transferral. We

reeo'EniTe that this represents a deviation from the established fommt, but i¢ would be a

significant advantage for the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency to have the information

available In that manner. [f this is not fe.aalble, we would like to di_uss with YOU how _'e _m

create such an information base.

We request tirol the follo,Mng information be transmitted to the Memphis Depot

Redevelopment Agency if it is not in_leded in the _ EBS Relmrt:

Aerial p hotograplxs (past _d present);

Facility Maps (past _J_d present);

Completed Interview Forms;

Completed Visual lrspecnon Forn_ (*.ransrmtted to MDRA on 6Fz7196);

UST Notifications Forms;

UST RemovalJRemedial Action Reports; and

Copies of all sample results, removal/remedial acuon reporr_, mad other .

documentation used to support the classification of parcels in Categories 2, 3, 4,

and 5, as applicable.

Upon completion of the EBS Report. the MDRA requests copies of all documents referenced in

Section 2.1, along with those References listed in Section Six thax are specific th the DDMT but

which are not referenced in Section 2.1.

A-83
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R_riogse_

Comment noted. The reface materials are available m Building 144, Room 153.
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