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STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF EhlVIRONM ENT AND CONSERVATION
MEMPHIS ENVIRONMIEhrFAL FIELD OFFICE

SUITE E -545, PERIMETER PARK

2500 Mr. MORIAH

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38115

July 8, 1994

Commander

Defense Disldbutlon Depot Memphis
Attn: DDMT-WP (Mr. Prank Novitzke)
2163 Airways Bird,
Memphis, Tennessee 381 ] 4-5210

Re: Draft Final Environmental Assessmnt, Removal Action for Groundwater, Draft

Final Site Management Plan, Draft Final Community Relations Plan, for DDRC,
TDSF #79-736

Dear lVlr Novitzke:

The Tennessee Di_sion of Supetfund (TDSF) Memphis Field Ol]_c¢ (MFO) has reviewed
the Draft-Final Environmental Assessmnt, Removal Action for Ground Water received in

Ihls office on 8/I 7/93, the Draft Final Sile Management Plan (SMP) received in this office

on 4/4194, and the Draft Final Community RelatioNs Plan received in this office on
4/19194.

File:

,/qz6

Pursuant to the intent of the Federal Facilities Agreement (FAA) being currently

negotiated the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) is

providing the attached comments Should you have any questions or concerns regarding

this review or the Site in general please call at (901) 368-7953

_e r

Memphis Field Office

TenNessee Division of Superfimd

c: TDSF, NCO

TDSF, MFO

Allison Humphris

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Facilities Branch

345 Courllaad Street, N E

AtLanta, GA 30365
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Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Division of Superfund

Comments for

Draft Final

Environmental Assessment

Removal Action for Ground Water

7/6/94

The Tennessee Div_sinn of $upcrfimd (TDSF) Memphis Field Office (MFO) has reviewed the

Draft-Final Enviroanlcntal Assessment, Removal Acdon for Ground Water for the Dcfmsc Depot

(Site) in Memphis, Shelby County, Terraces cc whinh _v_s received in d6s office on 8/17/93.

General Comments:

The consislcnuy gf comparisons hatwccn alternatives is pc_r. Far too ofic_ cost is addressed as _c

lhntgng factor, without aqy regard to effectiveness.

Metals have not bcen included _ a contamirt_nt of concern although the oaly two valid sampling

¢vc_Ls indicate metals elevated above MCL's (Pump t_t _malysis is not valid because it allows

significant dilution flora sun_unthng uncontaminated grouadwatcr)

TDSF's greatest concern is that on b' one of the alternatives retained, and none s elccled, adaquat ely

address the contanfiaants that may have previously migrated away from Dunn Field. qhe

perc._ption is that the intent is to allow th_c potential contaminants to anenuat e and continue

migrate and potentially oantammatc other poninns of the fluvial aquifer or the Memphis Sand

aquifer. TDSF does not intend to concur with any IRM alternative that fails to address this issue.

Pubtin accept,ance of this is unLikely if communicated properly.

Specific Comments:

Section 1.3, Page 1-3--The Wording "Jackson-C[algor_e Fonlnadon" should he changed to

"Jackson-Upper Clalbome confining unit"

Seedon 1.4, Page 1-4--There is a slight ckscrepancy in where wazle is described binng buried. On

page [-2 the location of hazardous wastc is d_crihed a_ the no3faw_t portion o£ Dunn

Field On page 1-4 it is descnb_l as being on file wc_t halt'of Dunn Field, I understand

that the waste is to the north and west and perhaps should be worded this way th both

passages.

Seetfon I 5, Page 1-5--A_ commemed on in the Engineering report comments it sounds as though

you are looking for an excuse not to include morals as contanunanL_ of concern The fact

that for two cor_ccutive years metals were detected above MC L's indicates the probability

that they indeed are contaminants of concera The fact that they were not detected above

MCL's in 1992 aldisatcs that the most con_aninated portion of the ptume may have

nugrated off-Sge. No information i_ provided in this passage to inthcatc if s_J_tplcs were

collected dunng similar scasoas Vanatinns could be s_sonal (wet vs dry) or represent

con_ncr leakage cysts



SectionL.5,Pagu 1-5-TIlewording"reducethesecontaminantsfrommigrating"m additionto

haingbad grammar failstoconveythefactthatcontaramantswhich havea]rcmiymigratcd

pa_tDLmn Fieldboundariesmay notbccapiurad.

Section2.[,Page 2-l--Thestatement"..and reversethemigrationofthecontaminantsalready

down gradlcnt"ismisl_cimg.Itfinistoaddresstl_[actthatallcontaminantmigration

down gracbentmay notbe reversed.

Figure2 I, Page 2-2-[fgus figurerepresentstheplume extentthen_rc _V_ _ _O _ On

necessarytoprepcrlyplacecxtramionwells Ifthisfigurerepresentsa hypothctacalplume

extentthenitisguslcading.Thisfigurecan be salvagcclifinthelagendyou qualifythe

crossthatchurcdareaas "hypothcticzJcxlcntofplume contamthagon".Iftheedgesofthis

hatchurcdarearepresenttheIm_tzofcontrolthenquc_tinnmarks placedon this

"perimeter"willhelpconveythistothereader

Fibre 2. 1, P_ 2-3--TI_e last sentence of this ¶ should hay= the word "prc_cnt [y" mscrtcd before
the v,ord .¸known ....

Section 2,3, Page g 7-The last of the first full ¶ is vague How roan), inchcs/thct below flood

stage wig water levels be raisad?

Section 3. l 12, Page 3-2, I_st ¶-If the int=nt of this IRM is to prevent Memphis Sand aquifer

contamination then why not ]c_k nearer their gut_odal connection point?

Section 3.] 2 1, Page 3-3, Second ¶-h seems to mc that foe process should be rejected prmmfily

hccaus_ these solvents do not readily biodegrade using in situ tccguologies.

Section 3.1 2.2, Page 3_--Cost atone is not su_]cicnt reason m reject an a]temag ve High cost
rolagvc to another altcmauvc with smglar effectiveness is.

Section 3.] .2.3, Page 3-g--Did you rule this method out? Stale cxpliadly

Section 3.] 2.4, Page 3-6--ge]ativc ¢ffcdovcn_ss against cost shou]d be the guiding criteria.

Scctinn 3. ] 3.], Page 3-6-When you have sufficient information to accurdtely dcfmc the p[ume

downgmdient locations could be selected. There may hc o_er viable reasons for rejection
of tius agcmative though.

Scctinn 323, Page 3-9--" metals _hncnt as required" There is information that inthcat_ that
metals age coamminRnts of concern. As such treatment for the mclals of concern should bc
included.

Figure 4 5, Page 4- 12--Although the map ]ag_nd does not indinat c a contour interval, I}1¢interval

appears to b_ 1O'. In the lower leR of the map, two GIosad Ic.ag contours are not marked

This aclualh ¸appears to bc an error m conlourthg

Section 44 3,2, Page414 [ntheJackson Clay bulletthelastscnlcnccneedsclaboratthn TDSF

suggests changiag the end 0fthc sCnlCnC¢ to read " directly overlain by the fluvial deposit
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thus providing windows alinwlng for co,_nectton betweepl the xurficial aqczifer and the

Memphis Saads aquifer."

$ectaon 4.4.3.2, Page 4-14-This section i5 labeled Site Hydros_ology (empha.sis added) In the

build describing the M ca_phis Sand it is mis[eathng, with the informalaon prcsen_xI to

date, to _uggesl that the Memphis Sand aquifer is andar confined conditions The

inclusion of'the word "generally" would be appropriate if qualified with the indications of

where it i_ no/ecrtatn (law Study potentJometde nmp)

Section 5.3, Page 54-1n the l_t ¶ the phrnse ".causing groundwater that is currently

contaminau_d to move toward these wells.*', although a correct statement, is mizleathr_

The [mplieadgn is that _ contamthatcd groundwater will move toward these wells

Section 6.0, Page 6-1 -Thc last sentence in th6 third ¶ should b¢ replaced with "Tttis action ltmda

pc_entall contamination in the Memphis Sand aquifer to those contarndiant_ which have

already nugrated beyond the capture zone of the Durra Field _z:st penmeter extraenon
wcll_.
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Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Division of Supeffund

Comments for

Draft Final

Site Management Plan

Defense Depot Memphis Tennessee
716/94

The Tcanc_s_ Divggon gg Supeff_nd (TDSF) Memphis Field Office (MFO) has reviewod the

Dra_-Final Site Management Plan (SMP) for the Defense Depot (Site) in Memphis, Shelby
County, Teaaosscc which was rcccivod in this office on 4/4/94•

Specific Comments:

So:tion 2.2 I, Page 7-In the next to las_ sentence on this page TDSF rccomm_ds changing the

word "_uggest" to "indic.ate_ Co_istent conhlmtt_tion results don't su_t they describe

Table 2.4, Page 12--Please explain the double lthc segregation of Site 57 with the other sites. Ttus

should pcrkaps be explained in a foot.hate.

Tabl¢_ 28 & 2.9, Pages 16-17--TDSF des not concur that dlc PCP s[tc_ (4246) are NFA

without dofumonlation which has bo_n requested numerous tmlcs

Table 29. Page 17--Applicable OU's would be helpful in this table

Table 2.[0, Page 19-TDSF does not concur that the PCP sites (4246) arc NFA without

documenbadon which has bccn ruqucstcd numerous limes.

Appendix B 2TDSF again requcsls copies of documentation indicating tha( residual contaminams

are not above current levels of concern TDEC w_ no1 _ entity 1985.

Appendin C-TDSF suggests adjusting the schedule to reflect curcenl realiti_, probabilities.
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Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

Division of Supeffund

Comments for

Draft Final

Community Relations Plan

Defense Depot Memphis Tennessee

7/6/94

The Tennessee Divlsinn of Supeffund _ I tJSF) Memphis Field Office (M FO) has rcvi_vcd the

Draft-Final Community Relations Plan (CRP) for the Defense Depot (Site) in Memphis, Shelby

County, Tennessee which was received m this office on 4/19/94 TDSF, MFO pro'rides the

following comments

Specific Comments:

Section [I, Page 2--Tha slat emem in the third _ "This aquifer is not ustai for dr raking water." may

be incorrect. In some places in West Termcssee the fluvial aquifer may he used for

drinking water. TDSF sugges*s adding the word "hically" at the ekn ed this semencc

Section lit B, Page 5_Change the wording in this passage and throughout the document to reflect

the RAB concept.

gecdon IV, Bullet D--It is not conducive to a free- fl ov,_ag c_mmumt3, dialagtle to have mcegngs on

the facility where access is so stdedy controlled. The intimidation factor of your

reasonable security needs sugges_ that an alternate RAB meefiag place near the local

community hc utilized

Figure 2, Page 9--This n_ap needs redraftiag. Building numbers are illegible

Section V], Page ffi, Item F--[ believe that at lea_t ialrially, more than two mectiags (3-5) will be

required. TDSF suggests that the word "siguificanf* be inserted before infommtinn in

parenthesis TDSF also suggests striking tha DLA anticipation entirety

Appendix A-2--The building for Governor MeWherter's address is Capitol

Appea_thx A-5-Ag references to the TDSF, MFO should be corTected to show our new address,

25ffiMt Monah. Noodierpartofouraddxesshaschaaged.

Appendix A-5-Plcpae replace Floyd Heflin _,ndi James Mordson as the third TDBC contact on

this page.

Appendix A-g- I don't know how critical this is, hut Larry Smith is _th the Mgi-South P e_ac_ and

Justice Center

Appendix C I --Please include the Memphi_ $ helba.' Count3" Health Deparunem r_.L0osito_.
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