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MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDER, Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, A tq N

DDMT- DE (Mr. Glen Kaden), 2163 Airways Bl_d.

Memphis, TN 38114-5210

SUBJECT: Response to Comments on Draft Baseline Risk Assessment for Golf Course
Impoundments

l. Enclosed arc the response to comments received on the subject project• As requested in your

letter of 27 March 1997, our plan is to provide the final document within two weeks of receipt of

any modifications that the BCT Project Team might require.

2. Shmlld you have any questions, please contact Mr. Ellis Pope at (334) 690-3077or myself at
(334) 690-2709.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

Encl MICHAEL H, THOMPSON

Chief, Hazardous/Toxic Waste and Environmental

Support Section
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March 24, 1997

1093 CommercePark Drive

Suite1O0 -

OakRidge,TN 37830-8029

(423) 483-9870 {Main)

(423) 483-9061 (FAX)
I

U,S. Army Corps of Eagimcrs

Arm: CF-_AM-EN.-GH (Mr. Robert P. Baaeham)

109 Saint Joseph Street
P.O. Box 2288

Mobile, AL 36628-0001

Subject: Responses to Comnx_L_ Draft Base£ne Risk Assmmmnl for Golf Course Impoundments

at the I)efextse Depot, Memphis, Tennessee

Dear Mr. Beach,am:

Radian has received comments from Defett_e Depot, Memphis, Temmssee (DDMT), Defense Distribution

Region East (DDRE), the Tennessee Division of Superfund (TDSF), and EPA Region 4 on the draft "Baseline

Risk A._essment for Golf Course lmpotmdnlents at the Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee." Radian's
resporme.s to those comments are attached.

Please 9all Patriee Cole at (423)220-8165 if you have any further questions or comments in this regard.

Sincerely,

Lloyd A, Hildde

Program Mar_ger

LAH:c, sm

Attschmeto

c: Kurt Braun, CESAM-PM-SP

Patrice Cole, Radian
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RESPONSES TO DDMT COMMENTS

Lake Danidson and Golf Course Pond Risk Assessrrumt

March 21, 1997

Response:

Commem:

Response:

Comment:.

Response:

Comment:

The dde of the facility is the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis. Please change this
throughout the document including on the cover.

This change will be made.

This docmnent should have a brief Executive Summary that describes the document including
the conclusion.s and recomrnendatiork_.

An Executive Summary will ha added.

Page 1-4, first paragraph. Please delete "limited to" in the second sentence of this paragraph.

Also delete the Lastsen_nce offlds paragraph. That sentence is not required, and doesn't aid
the purpose of this document.

These changes will be made.

Page 2-3, first complete paragraph. Please delete the "or" after the second comma in tiffs

sentence. Add a fourth clause to the cud of the sentence that states the possible "no further

aedon _ al_rnatlve. Then the foIlowing sentence, which concerto; what justifies a no further
action decision, will be easily understood,

The second s_ntencc in the indicated pa/nglaph is intended to describe the types of approaches

that can be taken to reduce the risk associated with exposure to any contaminated area. Risk

is present everywhere, in varying magnitudes; therefore, risk management can be employed

to reduce risk even when the magnitode of risk is estimated to be very low. "No action" is

not a risk management activity. The last sentence explaim that "no action" might be

appropriate where risk is low and/or risk management costs are very high. No change will
be made.

Page 3-2, figure 2-1. There are some mistakes with the golf course map. Please examine
the designations for the 7th and 8th holes of the course.

The figure will be corrected,

Page 3-3, second complete paragraph. It is not clear from this document whether or not the

fish tL_ue araly_is done in 1986 by USAEHA was edible portion or total fish sample results.

When I reviewed the 1986 USAEHA report there was only one work, "filletnd, _ that

indicated edible portions were analyzed. To base the conclusions of the baseline risk

_at on the analyses of four catfish samples from over ten years age, which we're still
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Resjpoi_:

CA3nllxl_n[:

ReRx}r_e:

Comment:

Co{IInlerl[:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Col_iz_rl|:

Response:

not sure were actually edible portion, _eems very tenuo_. This is an especially tenuous
relationship when the main risk tha! was indicated by the Baseline Risk Assessment is from
fish consumption.

The word "filleted" would certainly indicate that edible pordo_ of the fish collected were
amlyzed fur pesticide comamimdon, The uncexlainly analysis section of the risk agse_ment

rcix_ nddre._ the "te_aot_"rotate of the conclusions that are drawn on the basis of a few

samples collected 10 years ago. That is why the conchisio_ and recommendations section
suggests collecting additional fish tissue samples for pesticide analysis rather than
recommpBding remediation of the contaminated sediment.

Page 3-3, Section 3. I tide. Please reference the [] as the 1990 RI.

This change will be made.

Page 3-4, both _e fo_ two paragraphs. Would it be appropriate to show the data in tabular

form? Tbe levels detected could be easily compared to background levels, and tables would

aLso allow for the presentation of the Risk Based Concentration (RBC) screening values. This

data disots_on could he simplified if tbese _ee items (our site data, hack.ground, and RBCs)
were presented across ore row of a table.

The site sediment date are presentedin Table 3-L RBCs are not available for sediment. The

reference for background concentrations is given as a range of values summarized for all

three chemicals, rather than an individual background value for each chemical. Thu_, it

would be awkward to try to fit the background reference into Table 3-1, which gives
individual concentration values for each chemical.

Page 3-5, Table 3-1. Are the not detected symbols (-) missing from the row of 4,4 DDT
results?

Yes, they are. "Not detected" uymbols will be added to the last row of Table 3-[.

Page 4-2 and page 4-4. Please move the paragraph (page 4-4, third paragraph) about why

a male youth was selected as the appropriate receptor population to the beginning of page 4-2.
This wig explain why a "Boy" is the focus oftbe exposure scenario discussion before the

actual discussion. Replace all reference.s to boys and girIs with male youths and female

youths, respectively. This eliminates any pogsibiIity of the perception of insulting language,

yet fully describes the scenarios we are evahiadng.

"Boys" and "girls" will be replaced with "male youths" and "female youths," respectively.
However, the referenced paragraph will not be moved as suggested, since it adch'esses both

the exposure scenario described on page 4-2 (swimming) and the exposure scenario described

on page 4-4 (fishing). Explaining part of the rationale for the fishing scenario before the
scenario is described might confiis_ the reader.

Page4-5,firstcompleteparagraph on page,ddrd sentence.Pleasechange "form"to*from."

T_s change will be made. "
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Response:

Comment:

Page 6-1, II_d (last) paragraph, second sentence. Please cite the NCP as 40 CFR

3(]0.430(e)(2)(I)(A)(2). The lower end of Ibe risk range demoastra_d is incorrect. The IE-
07 should be IE-06.

The citation for the NCP will be ,d,_l; however, the lower end of risk rcmediadon goals put
forth in tic NCP is IE4)7, so that _ will Pot be made. (See. for example, page 8-25
of Rl_k A_e_ment _uld_n_ fnr Superfilnd).

Page 8-1, second paragraph. 1"hedeounent mentions U_a¢sources of uncertainty for the golf
course fish sampling are: the maximum coacentratiom used due to limited quantities of

samples, the age of the _ampling results, and the current number and species types of fish lo
_he ponds. Ple.z_e add Io the list of uncertainty sources the assumption tlmt the samples taken

in 1986 were edible porliom. It should be mentioand that tiffs assumption provides a
coa_rvative or higher risk bias.

This change wiO be made.

Page 9-1, first paragraph, fourth sentence. The assumptions listed hhat resulted in the 3 in

100,000 risk of getting cancer does not include the assumptioa _at the historical data from
fish sampling is edible portion sampling. Please refer to comment 12.

Response: This change will be made.
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RESPONSES TO DDRE COMMENTS

Lake Danlel.son and Golf Course Pond Risk _enl

March 21, 1997
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Col_nt:

Response:

Comment:

RP.8_ILSe:

Comnl_nt:

Respons_:

Commcnu

Resportsc:

Co F/LV/lent:

Re._ons¢:

Comment:

Page l-l, third paragraph, second sentence. Is the sentence about the City of Memphis
expressing interest in obtaining the golf cout_ necessary? If the sentence is not neee.s.sary,
please remove the: s_ntence.

Unless any other eomraenters feel that the sentence is necessary, it will be removed.

Page 1-3, figure 1-2. Please use a better picture thai indicates theDepot boundaries and more
buildings.

figure is in_ n,¢,,¢1to locate the golf course and the golf course imiK:mm:lments relative to
other areas of the Depot. The Depot boundary is indicated by the outlive (edge) of the site
layout. Adding other buildings Io the figure would clutter it and make it difficult to locate the

golf course and impoundments. No change will be made.

Page 3-3, paragraph 1, line 3. "Lake Danlelson, and perhaps the Golf Course Pond, were

used in the 1950s to test the operation of boats and small landing craft." Please verify this
statement or remove it from the document.

Depot personnel were interviewed to.obtain information regarding past uses and practices
involving the impoundmer_. It would be very diffieolt to obtain verifable documentation of

this statement,and such documentation would not contribute anything to the risk assessment.

Unless other comm_nters feel thai the statement should be included, it will be removed from
the document.

Additionally, the sentence which reads, "One incident in 1976 was associated with pesticide
runoff into the Lake (Law Environmental, 1990)" must be verified. If the 1990 Law

Environmental Remedial Investigation d_ not support this eommenl, delete it. Please cite

in the Baseline Risk Assessment the secdon and page number of the rnferenee if it can be
found in the Law report. All references should be handled in this manner.

It is not standard practice to obtain separate documentation of a statement referenced from

another source that is.cited in the document. Furthermore, it is not standard practice to cite
the sec6on and page number when referencing another source. The suggested changes will
not be made.

Page 4-1, paragraph 2, line 4. Please replace the sentence, "The gelf course is likely to
remain in its current tt_ under the ownership of the City of Memphis" with the following:
"After the Depot doses, it is anticipated that the golf course will be reused for like use."

This change will be made.

The dcctmlent generally refers to a lack of data and a high level of uncertainty associated with

the use of existing data. While I tend to believe all risk assessors will always state the need
for more or better information, in this case | believe these statements are ",warranted. The

main ri___kposed by the eontamirmnts which is cited by the document is through the ingestion
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of f_. We'_ placingmuch of timweightoftheconcI_o_ on justfourfishsamplesthal
are overtenyearsold.

An exampleofthe¢kx_nc_ citingtheinade_mcyof theexistingdataispage 8-I,paragraph
2,lines1,2,7,10,and II. The termsusedin thissectionare "smallnumber of sndJnmm

smnples _," "source of uncex_inly,""the uncer_inlythat the highest concen_fio_s

ats_ally ¢r.,c_dng," "fish currently living in the impoundments are unknown, so the potential

for someone t_ catch and eat fish from the golf course impoundments is unknown for the
present and future,"

1 believe that this problem with data quality and quantity make the conclttsiom of this

document tenucoas at best, More field work needs to he done to support the conclusions.

This cct'nment ret_ the overall concluslon of the document, which is that more data should

be collected (especially with regard to current fish dssue con_minant concentrations) before
making a decision regarding remediatloh of contaminated sediments in the impoundments.
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RESPONSES TO TENNESSEE DIVISION OF SUPERFUND COMMENTS

Lake Danidson and Golf Course Pond Risk Assessment

March 21, 1997

ComF, c_D|:

Common|:

RP..q[X)ILS_:

Comment:

Re.spoo.qe:

The document is clear and logical although bde£ It appears to adequa,_ly address the issue

of wbetber contemir_don of the Depot Golf Course ponds poses an unacceptable risk. The
Division concurs with the recommendations expressed in Secdon 9.0.

Figu¢c 3-1, page 3-2. Please add an e_tplamfion of the golf hdiB symbols to the legend.
Please show the location of lake and pond overflow points as well as discharge locations.

These changes will be made.

Section 9.0, page 9-2, third sentence. The word "fore" is used instead of "for."

This change will be [nade.
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P_pol_:

Respo_:

Co[nnlenu

Comment:

RESPONSES TO EPA REGION 4 COMMENTS

I _l_e Danidson and Golf Course Pond Risk Assessment

March 21, 1997

Given the fact that chlorinated pesticides are present, an assessment endpoim such as

eggshell thlnnln_ th piscivoro_ birds should have been cho_en. Nowhere is this
discussed.

Radlan contacted Mr. Dann Spariosu of EPA Region 4 in October 1996 to elicit his
concerns for the golf course hnpoundanents before tim risk assessment was conducted.

The purpose of contacting Mr. Spario.su was to emure that the risk as._ment would

address all media, receptors, and exposure pathways of concern to EPA Region 4. At that

ilm_, Mr. Spario_u stated timt fishing and fish ingestion by humans was the only pathway
of concern for the golf course impoundments. Radian pointed out that the contaminants of

concern at the golf course impoundments are known to cause eggshell thirming in
piscivorous birds, but Mr. Spariooa replied that quantification of ecological risk was not

warranted, bee.au_ the area is "not significant or high quality wildlife habitat."

The region 4 sediment screening values should have been used other than the Hull and
Suter numbers. The Sutor numbers are derived from literatare value Isic] and the authors

have not provided details of their calculations.

Tim risk assessment report will be modified to compare sedimem contaminant data from

the golf course impoundrnenta to the EPA Region 4 sediment screening values, The
maximum detected concentrmiom of contaminant* in the golf course impoundments'

sediment are below EPA Region 4 $edimenl screening values far those contaminants.

The text mentions removal of fish from the lake. This may be appropriate, but the

procedure for ecological risk assessment presented in the region 4 guidance should be
followed.

The suggeation that fish could be removed from the lake was made in the context of the
human health risk assessment, since removal of the fish would eliminate the link between

sediment contamination and human exposure.

With regard to the ecological risk assessment, the procedure pre.senled in Region 4

guidance will-be followed. The latest Region 4 guidance (Office of Technical Services,

Supplemental Guidance to RAGS: Region 4 Bulletins, March 19, 1997) states that a

Preliminary (ecological) Risk Evaluation (PRE) cortsists of five steps: 1) Ecological

Screening Value Comparison, 2) Preliminary Problem Formulation, 3) Preliminary
Ecological Effects Evaluation, 4) Preliminary Exposure Estimate, and 5) Preliminary Risk

Calculation. The guidance also states that, "The last four steps are conducted only if
comparisons of site analytical data with EPA Region 4 ecological screening values indicate

a need for further ecological risk evaluation." Since none of the conmmlrmnts exceed

Region 4 sediment screening values, no further ecological risk evaluation will be
conducted.

How was the epc for fish tissue determined? There was only one indication that it might

be based on sampling. This occurs on page B-I in the uncertainty analysis. This is highly

suspect. The fact that very little data was presented in this risk assessment causes me to

question its value.
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(

COITI_ I1|:

Respor_:

Rndian assumes that the comm_nter's use of the undefined acronym "epo" refers to the

exposure point concentration for fish inge_on. The second paragraph on page 3-3 of the
dral_ risk as.se.s.sment report states, "Fish fisb'ue samples were collected from I.t._

Danielson and the Golf Course Pond and analyzed for peslicides in 1986, Chlordane,

¢lichiotodiphenylbishloroe0_ne (DDT), dic.blorndiphenyldichloroethane (DDD), and
dlchlq¢odJpbenylc6cldoroetbene(DDE) were detected in both sediment and fish fis_ue

samples [U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency (AEHA) 1986]." The second
paragraph on page 4-4 of the draft risk asse_sment'report states, "The catfish fis_ue

pesticide data from the 1986 investigation by AEHA were used as the representative
exposure i_oncentratiom in fish." The actual pesticide concentrations in fish _'ue that

were used to quantify risk are presented in the sprp_,t_heet in Appendix A of the draft risk

a._e_meto report. All available data were described in the draft risk asse_ment report

and were used in co_ucting the risk asse._meto.

The way the risk asse_ment was organized suggests that the writer w-as trying to hide
something.

The risk asse._nent report was organized in strict adherence to EPA's Risk Assessment

Guidance for Suparfund. Without any specific statement of the elements that the

commenter finds queshomble, Radian is umble to respond to ",his spurious comment.
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