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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

,/ . DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS 2 3,3

/__ 2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114-5210

-__=_To DDMT-DE

Mr. Jordan English

Tcnnessce Department of Enviroment and
Division af Superfund Consewation

2510 Mr. Moriah, E-645

Memphis, TN 38115-1520

File:

C.G.,-::'/,/.:/t,_. L_

APR1 6 1997

De_r Mr. English:

The Defense Distribution Depot Memphis Termcssce (DDMT) is pleased _ submit the contractor's
Response to Comments for the Baseline Risk Assessment for Golfr .... ,

• _.,a_ ,ml_tmtunell_" Your reviewof
the responses is requested as SOOnas possible _qd not later than Apri/30, 1997.

Please be aware that DDMT has not acceptod the responses to one Defense D/stribution Re, on East
(DDRE) comment and three DDMT comments and has directed that contractor to make the requested
change. Ti_e rt._ons_ in question are identified on the enclosure.

A copy of this information has been forwarded to Mr Dann Spariosu, USEPA.
Shawn Phillips at 775-6372 if you have any questions. PleasecontactMr.

Sincerely,

G.L. KADEN, R.E.M.
Chief

Environmental Protection and Safety. OfiSce

Enclosure
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RADIAll i
rNTERNATIONALfflq ! 1093CommerceParkDrive

! SuitaI00

! OakRidge,TN37830_Q29
= ..

] (423)4B3-9870{Main)

! (423}483-906t(FAX)

U.S. Army COrlm of En#r_rs

Arm: CESAM-EN-GH _Ms. Robert p. _,:ham)

P.O. Box

MobO¢, AL 36628-0001

Subject: _ to C._aments Draft _ Risk A_,---,,,,cm fe_"Golf Course Impoundmen_
a_ the Defense Dep_, Memphis, Te=nnessee

Dear Mr. Beacham"

Radian has received comments _om Defense Depot, Memphis, T¢_ CDDMT), Defem_e Distribution

Region Eas= (DDRE), _ T_ Divi._cm of Superfund (TDSF), and EPA Region 4 on the draft "Baseline

Risk Assessment for Golf Course Impoundments at the Defez_se Depot, Memphis, T_." RedJan's
responses to those comments arc attached.

Please call Pa_ce Cole at (423)220_165 if you have any further que_tiom or comments in this regard.

Sincerely,

! P ,

Lloyd A. I-Iinkle

Program Mamger

LAH:csm

Attachment

c: Kurt Braun, CESAM-PM-Sp

Patrice Cole, RadJan
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RESPONSES TO DDMT COMMENTS

Lake Daai_ and Golf Co4arse Pond Risk Assessment

March 21, 1997

Comll/_nu

ae  .se:

Comm,'nt:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

_e.spoi3s_:

Colu_nu

Comment:

The tide of the facility is the Defome Distribetion Depot Memphis. Please change this
througlumt the document inchFlin_ on the cover.

This cl_n_e will be made.

document should have a brief Excc_ve Summary that describe_ the document including
the conclusions and recommendation.

Executive Sllmrn._ry Vii[[ be _,'lded.

Pag_ I-4, first p_'agt-a_, please dekste "llrni_l to" in the second sentence of this paragraph.

Also delet_ the _ seatence of this paragraph. That sentence is not required, and doesn't aid
the p_ of this document.

These changes will be made.

Page 2-3, first complete paragraph. Ple.a.s_ delem the "or" aher the second forerun in this

sen_nce. Add a fottrth clause [o the end of the sentence that states the possible "no further
action" alwamative. Then the following sentence, which concerns what justifies a no further
action decision, will be easily understood.

The _ecx3nd _entetT,:e in _be indicated patag_-atYais intended to describe the types of approaches

ltmtcan be taken to redu_ the risk a._.oclate.dwithexpo_tte _ ally coi_mmirmted area. Risk
is presto evexywbem, in varying magnitudes; aherefore, risk mnrmgement can be employed

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

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

avv,vpriate where risk is low and/or risk management ec_ts are very high. No change will
be made.

Page 3-2, figure 2-1. There are some rnis'_akes with the golf course map. Please examine
the desigmtior_ for the 7th and 8th holes of the c_urse.

The figure will be corrected.

Page 3-3, second complete paragraph. It is not clear from this document whether or not the
fish tissue analysis done in 1986 by USAEHA was edible portion or meal fish sample results.

When I reviewed the 1986 USAEHA report there was only one work, "filleted," that
indicated edible por_or_ were amlyzed. To base the conclusions of the baseline risk

asze._rnent on the analyses of foul catEsb samples from over ten years ago. which we're still
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Response:

Comment:

Response:

Com_

Count:
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noz sure were actually edible portion, seems very features. This is an especially tewJov.s
re.[adonship when the main risk That v-as indicated by the _tse/ine Risk Assessment is from

consuraphon.

The word "filleted" would cet-_iMy indicate tkat edible po_o_ of the rich collected were

am/yzed for pesticide contamgmdea. The uacerm;nly analy.Jis section of the risk asse_,,.nt

report adce--.mes the "temiOtLS"nature of the conalusiom itmt are drawn on the basis of a few

samples collccte.d i0 years ago. That is why the coaclusioas and recommendations see'don

suggests collcchng additional fish tissue samples for pesticide _-alysls rather than
recommending rcmediafion of the COntamirmte d sedimenL

Page 3-3, Secdon 3.1 title. Please reference the RI as the 1990 RI.

This change ,.viii be m_d,,

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

form? The levels L_'ted COuld be easily compared to background levels, and tables wot_l

also allow for the preseatadoa of the Risk Based _tioo (RBC) screenin_ va/ue_. This

date dig:_oa could be simptifu:d if these tin'ee items (our site data, background, and RBCs)
were printed across one row of a table.

The site sediment data are presented in Table 3-I. "R.BCs are aot avni/able for s_iment. The

reference for background eoncenWado_ is given a.s a range of values summa,'ized for all

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

would be awkward to try to fit 0ae bacl:_roumi reference into Table 3-1, which gives
individual con_ntradon values for each chemical.

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

Yes, theyate. "Noldetected"symbolswillbe added tothelastrow ofTable3-l.

Page 4-2and page4-4. Pleasemove theparagraph(p_gc4--4,thirdparagraph)aboutwhy

a maley_th was sclec_dastheappropriamreceptor_bon tothebc_nni._ ofpage 4-2.

This win explainwhy a "Boy" isthefocusof theexI_fttrescenariodi-scus_onbeforethe

actualdiscussion.Replaceallfcfcrcncc.stoboys and girlswith male youthsand female

youths, respe_vely. This elimina_..s any po_bilityof the perception of insul_ng language,
yet fully describes the scenados wc are evalva_ng.

Boys and g_rls will be replaced w_th male youths" and "female youths," re..cpectively.
However, the referenced paragraph will not be moved as suggeste.d, since it addresses both

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

on page 4-4 (fishing). Explaining part of tbe rationals for the fishing scenario before the
scenario is described might confuse the reader.

Page 4-5, fu'sl complete paragraph on page, thlfd _nter_e. Plea._ change "form" to "from. •

This changewill bc made.



Comm@'nt:

Commem_

Rfispo_s_:

Ccmmen_
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Page 6-1, third (last) paragraph, second sentence. PIp_ cite the NCP as 44) CFR

3_0.4_(e)(2)(I)(A)(2). The _ end of the risk range de.r_nstratod is incorrect. The 1E-
O7 should be IE-06.

The citron for _he NCP will be _aA,_: ho_w_v_r, the lower end of risk rem_liallo n goals put

forth in t_ NCP is IE-07, so that rh_n_ will not be m_. (See, for example, page 8-25
of RL_J_A_-_'m_nt G.idAn_. fnf Sur_.r6md_.

P'_I4_ 8-I, _ pa_ The docume_ mentions that sour_ of ,,n,_rtahlty for _e golf

cours_ fish _mplJng a_: d_. _ co_entratiom used due to lim;_ quanfi_ Of

samptes, the age of the sampllag m_m, and _ currem number and species _pes of fish m

the pon_. pIs'_ _ _ dm L_ oftt/)cextsjn_sOttlrCeSthe a._ump_on dlatd_ _mp[c_ t_tr_

in 1986 were edible porlio_. It should be mentioned dmt this assumption provides a
cotxservative or higher risk bias.

This change wi_ be rr_a,-

Pa_e 9- l, firsl paragraph, forth senmnee, Th_ _'mpUo_s listed that r_lt_ in the 3 in

100,(_0 risk of genl.S ,._._ does no_ i_:lude the a._Jmp_ion _t the historical data from
fish sampling is edible porlion sampling. Please refer to c_mmeat 12.
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RESPONSES TO DDRE COMMENTS

Lake Danlelson and Golf Course Pond Risk Assessment

March 31, 1997

Comrr_qt:

Res[X)l_:

Comrr_nt:

Re_pol_:

Conm_llt:

Commellt;

Response:

Comrru*qt:

Responses:

Commcrit:

Page I-l, third paragraph, second senmnce. Is the sentence about the City of Memphis

expressing Inmre.st in obtalnin£ the golf course nc_? If the sentence is not ne_,
ple.P,.se remove the senteDc._.

Unless any other commenmrs feel that the Sentence is m_ry, it will be removed.

Page 1-3, figure i-2. • "
bt_dinga. Plea_ _ a better plclUrethai indicates the Depot boundaries and more

The figm'e is irm=nA=d to lOCale the golf coarse and the golf cottrse impomx:lzxmnta relative to

other areas of the Depot. The Depot bo=,,xd_yisindicatedby the outtim (edge) of the site

isyouL A_d_ ot[_r btl_Idln_ to thC figtl_ woald clutter it and m_]¢_, it difficult to locate the

golf course and impoundments. No chnn_, wili be made.

Page 3-3, paragraph 1, _ 3, ke Damelson, and perhaps the Golf Course Pond, were=La

used in the 1950s to te_t the operation of boats and smaU ]toxllng craft." Please verify this
statement or remove it from tim document.

Depot personnel were interviewed to-obtein information regarding past uses and practices

involving tim _nts. It woold be very difficult to obtain verifiable documentation of

this _tement, and s_mh dooamentafion would not contribute amythJng to the riskasse.._ment.

Unless other commenw2s feel that the statement should be included, it will be removed from
the document.

Addifiomlly, the senmnce which re.ads, "Ore incident in 1976 was associated with posticide

runoff into the Lake (Law Environmental, 1990)" must be verified. If the 1990 Law

.Environmental Remedial Investigation does mt support this comment, delete it. Please cite

m the Baseline Risk _ent the section and page number of the reference if it can be
found in the Law report. AU references should be handled in this m_.ner.

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

ano_er source that is.cited in the document. Furthermore, it is not srar,4nrd practice to rite

dm section and page number when referencing another source, The suggested chan_es will
not be made.

Page 4-1, paragraph 2, Iine 4. Please replace the sentence, "The golf course is likely to

remain in its current use under the ovamrsttip of the City of Mempkis" with the following:
"After the Depot closes, it is anticipamd that the golf course will be reused for llke use."

This change will be _d_.

The document g_neratiy refers to a lack of data aud a high level of uncertainty associated wlth

the use of exlsting data. While I tend to believe all rlsk assessors v.'il] always state the need

for more or better ulformadon, in this case I believe these: statements are warranted. The

main risk posed by the conLamlnants which is cited by the docmnent is through the ingestion
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offish. W' ' • "
e re placing much of the w_lght of the conch_ons on just four fish ._mnle_ that

arc OVer ten years old. •



RESPONSES TO TENN_-c_%e;I_ DIVISION OF SUPERFUND COMMENTS

I'_t_e Danlelsoa and Golf Course Pond Risk _t
March 21, 1997

The d_,-,_ is clear a_l lo_cal ale_oegh brief. It at_pears _ adequacy addre_ the i_Je

of whether c_laminalion of the Depot Golf _ l_lxts _ a_ tmacc_p_ble risk. The
Divi._on co_t_ with th_ recommendations exprex-,:_ in Section 9.0.

Figure 3-[, [mge 3-2. pl_._ _,-Id an exp[amtioo of the golf hole symbols m the legend.
Please show the localion of i_t_ end pond overflow poin_ as well as discharge Iocalions,

The._ _,,o.-_ will be made.

Section 9.0, page 9-2, third sentence. The ",vocal"fore" is used im'te..adof'for."

This _.oe. will be made.
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Comrr_-t:

COmrrmtaU

RespoIX_¢:

Corn rrm_tt:

]_...¢pO rISe;

ComHlent:

RESPONSES TO EPA REGION 4 COMMENTS

Lake Daniel.son and Golf Course Pond Risk A.gsessment

March 21, 1997

Given the fact that ddodrtated pesticides are present, an a._essment eedpouit _ach as
eg.L,*_li thinning in piscivorous birds should have been chosen. Nowhere is dda
discussed.

l_adi_q contacted Mr. Dan. Spariosu of EPA Region 6 in October 1996 to e/idt his
concenm for the golf cour_'impo,,ndmen_ before the risk a._e._ment was cozxlucted.

The pcrpom of con_.cdng ,Mr. Spari_-u was to en_are that the risk asse_c.,m'_,ntwould

_drt_ all media, receptors, ard extmsm-e pathway_ 0f conceru to EPA Region 4. At that

time Mr, Spario,su slated that iS_hin_ _ fish inge_0n by hnman_ was tile only pathway
of c_ne.ern for the golf cotwse inlpotmAmPqts. RaA;_n polnted out that the eonramlrmnm of

concern at the golf cotu_e impoundamm_ are Imown to cause egg_eIl i'hlnnino in

piseivorous birds, bat Mr. Spario_t replied that quanlifieatioa of ecologieul risk was not
warranted, because the area is "not significant or high quality wildlife habitaL"

The region 4 sediment screening values should have been used rather than the Hull and

Suter rmmbers. The Smer numbers are derived from literature value [sic] and the authors
have not provided detoiis of their calculations.

The risk a._cssmem report willbe modified to compare seAiment eoDmmirmnt data from

the golf cour_ impoHnd-lcnts to the EPA Region 4 sediment screening values. The

ma.ydmtma detected concentrations of cOntaminantS in the golf course itnpouvdra*nts'
sediment are below EPA Region 4 se-,tlmanl screening values for those contamlrant_.

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

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

The suggestion 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 aeaessment, the procedure presented in Region 4
guidance will be followed. The latest Region 4 guidance (Office of Technical Services,

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

Preliminary (ecological) RJsk Evaluation (PRE) consists of five steps: I) Ecological
Screening Value Comparison, 2) Prelimimry Problem Formulation, 3) preliminary

Ecological Effects Evaluation, 4) PrelimJtmry Exposure Estimate, and 5) Prrllmirmry 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 valtms indicate
a need for further ecological risk evaltmlion." Since none of the contaminants exceed

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

How was the epc for fish as.roe determined? There was only one indication that it might

be based on sampling. This occurs on page 8-1 in the uncertainty artaIysis. This is highly

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

quesdon its value.
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Radlan a.tmm_ tkat the commenr_,'s use of the ,,_'bfmed acronym "e_" ref_ to the

exposure point conczntntion for _ inge_ion. The second paragn# on page 3-3 of the
draft risk _-_'-'-_ent report stzt_, "F'tsh tissue _mn[(_ were collected from r_t_

IXanleLumaz_d the GolfCour_ pondand a_yzed for pe,_/cide_ in J986. Cmor_,_,
dic,[florodJl_henyltrichJocoe_,- (DDT), dich]orodiphenyldlchiocoerh=rw (DDD), and

dicldorodlphenyl_eJ, i,-.nc,e_.e.ne(DDE) were cletecmd in both seclimem and fish

sample* [U.S. Army Enviz_nmental Hygiene Agency (AEJ4A) 1986]." The second
paragraph on page 4-4 of the draft risk a._'_rh'ut report stole-s,"The calfi_ _u,
pe._c;,t" dala from the 1986 in','csdgation by AEJ-IA werc usec[as the _-ntive

co_-_W_Eom in fi.;h." The actual pe_cide ccncenwadons in fish fis_,e that
were ,,_a to quantify ddc are presemed in the ._t in Appendix A of _ _ _k

a._-_a_nz _po_ AU a_iht_e dam were described in _e draft risk a_se_r-,._t report
and were usecl in concluc'dngthe risk a.s_e_a_en.t.

The way lt_ risk a._m_'m was or_ani_d suggests that the wrier waJ laying to hide
SOmething.

T[_ _ _L_<_'_llt _ _ Or_'an!7_h'Jin SlriCt ndhPrpA_ to EPA's R._k .A._sh3_e_t

Guidance for Supeffuad. Without any specific statemcat of _ae elements that the

comment_r fi_,_ questiomble, R_cli_. is unable m respond to this spurious commenL
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