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STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
MEMPHIS ENVIRONMENTAL RELD OFFICE

SUITE E-645, PERIMETER PARK
2510 Mr. NORIAH

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38115-1520

April 15, 1997

Commander

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
ATI'N: DDMT-DE (/vir. Glenn Kadnn)
2163 Airways Blvd.
Memphis, Tennessee 38114-5210

RE: Dratt Groundwater Characterization TechnicaJ Memorandum (March 1997)
and

Drat_ Groundwater Modeling Approach for Remediation Design
for

Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee, TDEC/DSF #79-736, ee 82

Dear Mr. Kaden:

The Tennessee Division of Superfund, Memphis Field Office CMFO), on behalf of the Tennessee

Department of Environmnnt and Conservation (TDEC/DSF), has completed a preliminary

review of the above-referenced documents received in this office on March 6 and March 18,
1997, respectively.

Pursuant to the DSMOA and FFA, TDEC/DSF is providing the attached comments. //'any

comment does not require a replacement page insert owing to revisions, a written response to

that comment will be sufficient. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this
review please call me at (90i) 368-7957.

Very truly yours,

Terry R_ Templeton, P.G,

Project Manager
TDEC/DSF-MFO

TDEC/DSF, NCO - file

"fDEC/DSF, MFO - file

Dann Sparinsu

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 4, Waste Management Division

100 Alabama Street, SW

Atlanta, GA 30303
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TDEC/DSF COMMENTS ON THE

Draft Groundwater Modeling Approach For Remediafion Design
for

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
TDSF #TP-736cc:82

General Comments

TDEC/DSF is relying on EPA's Technical Reviewer (USGS) for a large part of the review of

this document. However, TDEC/DSF has the following general comment•

This document is notable for its brevity. Considering the lengthy preparation time and the

nature of the issues involvin s WES" work on the groundwater model, the lack of detail mad

generuli:*ed, sometimes perfunctory slatements contained in the report are disappoim_.

TDEC/DSF understands that steps are being taken to rectify these problems and improve the

report. TDEC/DSF is striving to keep the proper uriliT_tion ofa groundwas:ar model in

perspeotive. TDEC/DSF acknowledges that more detailed discussivns of the geologic

interpretation are contained in other reports, and that the other document reviewed in this letter

is to be considered in context as part of the overall Dunn Field design remediation plan.

However, closer correlation of the geologic model and groundwater model parameters in the
WES report is desirable.

TDEC/DSF has no specific comments about this version of the document.
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TDEC/DSF COMMENTS ON THE

Draft Groundwater Characterization Technical Memorandum (March 1997)
for

Defense D_ribuflns Depot Memphis
TDSF#79-736cc:82

3

[D_GROUND_ATER I_CI_RtT_rHON _uJ_I_ M_,M0_ I

General Comments

TDEC/DSF acknowledges this document as an interim submittal of data collected in Yanu_ and

February 1996. TDEC/DSF does not understand the delay in publishing this report, even as an

interim submittal, considering that WES was ostensibly using this data as early as _lmmer 1996

in initial phases of their groundwater modeling wore In addition, considering the nature and

length of this document, TDEC/DSF views it as a Report, not a Technical Memorandum.

TDEC/DSF alsowishes to pointout thattherearenumerous areasofuncertaintyinthe geologic

interpretationdiscussedinthisreport.While acknowledging the datathatdo e_st,some of the

uncertainties may be critical with respect to planned remedial action, and more data may
therefore be needed in limited _reas.

Please correct all references to the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation as
the Teunessee Department of Enviroumenta! Conservation.

_Comments

1. Statements in the March 3, 1997coverlettar from CH21VII_il to ShawnPhlllips, in

paragraph 1 of the Executive Summary, and in Section L0 (page 1-2) refer to "subsurface

geologic modeling" that will be presented in a subsequent Remedial Investigation Report. Is

this referring to the WES modeling being done now? Please clarify.
2. Section 1. 3.2

Given the quantity of subsurface data on and near the facility, would it be possible to

produce more detailed cross-suctions as well as 3-D fence diagr_m_ to help illustrate the

geologic interpretation of subsurface geology and hydroganingy?
3. Section 2.1, seco/zdparagraph

Is the depth of the referenced sandstone meant to be 104 feet at an elevation of lg I feet
above mean sea level?

4. Seclion 2.4

Is the statement about a "drawing showing new well locations" meant to refer to the several

individual sketches in Appendix F? [sa CAD plot or GIS data file for this information

available? Is annotation provided for the data "bust" that was previously discussed as one
reason for the delay in production of the WES model?

5. Table 2-3, page 2-10, RE.. Vr'ell No. 29

TDEC/DSF can find no indication that it collected a split sample from this well on 2/I 1/96
as referenced in the table.

Page 1
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TDE_DSF COI_TS ON THE

Dr'MrGroundwater C_ct_rization Trranl_l M_morandum (March 1997)
for

Dd'cn_ Di_rlbution Depot Memphlg
TD_ r # 79-736 o::82

6. Secffon 3.4

Is there any data indicating the thickness of the clay below the Fluvial Aquifer at its thlnnp, at

point in the depression?

7. Section 3.4, page 3-8, lastl_ragraph

Please clarify the statement that "groundwater.., flows agaln'rt the day's palensurface...."
8. Table 3-6

Please clarify the values in the AfAR (pg/L) column for certain contaminants.
9. Figure 3-14

Please consider expanding the vertical scale for clarity.

10. Section 3.6. 4, t_ragraph 1, page 3-53

TDEC/DSF is not yet convinced that a "window" does not exist beneath DDMT or nearby
aI'CaS.

11. Section 3.6.4, pm'agraph 1, page 3-61

TDEC/DSF would like to point out that a sand member of the confining unit foralatiozl is

not clay, and therefore would have questionable value as a confining unit. However,

TDEC/DSF acknowledges that the sand member purported to not be the Memphis Sand is
apparendy below the confining unit.

12. Section 3.5. 4, paragraph 2, page 3-61

Please clarify the statement in the last sentence that a "good well seal exists across most of

the confining clay" (emphasis added).

13. Section 3.6.4, page 3-61, Water Quality Data heaz_ng

This paragraph states that "MW-36 and MW-37 are be_eved to be competed n the upper

sands of the Memphis Sand Aquifer." TDEC/DSF acknowledges that the text states several

paragrapha before and on the following page that the referenced sands may be in the Cook

Mountain Formation rather than the Memphis Sand. However, TDEC/DSF befieves it is

sOmewhat misleading to attempt to use the regerenced sands to try and prove two different
points.

14. Section 3.6.4, last paragraph, page 3-62
tt , _

Should accounting for the be inserted between thus" and "differences in the last
sentence?

15. Section 3.6.3, next to last tx_tragraph ' page 3-65

Please clarify the phrase "MW-33 is not contaminated clean, ..." in the last sentence.

16. Section 3.6.5, lastparagraph, page 3-65
p] • ,, . .ease clarify the northward component of Fhivlal Aquifer flow that ts referenced.

TDEC/DSF does not see the indicated northward flow direction on Figure 3-3 at the
location that is apparently indicated by the text.

17. Section 4. O,fourlh bttllel, page 4-1

The sentence "This may be due to differences in sampling technique since total (unfiltered)

analyses were performed" seems to refer to the statement in the preceding sentence that

inorganic concentrations were Iower in 1996 sampling, lfunfihered analyses were

Page 2
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"I'DEC._,_ OO1'_ ON THE

Draft Groundwater Characterization Technical Memorandum (March 1997)

Defense Dist_butfon Depot Memphi_
TD_ # 79-736 cc:82

performed, wouldn't higher concentrations be expected? Or does the sentence mean that

pre-1996 analyses were --_)tered but 1996 analyses were filtered, thus resulting in lower
concentrations? Pleese clarify.

18. Section 4. O, last bullet, page 4-1

TDEC/DSF does not completely agree with this conclusion and its implications.

Page 3
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