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IN REPLY
REFER TO DDSP-D October 11,2002

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR DUNN FIELD

SUBJECT: Rev. 1 Action Memorandum - Former Pistol Range, Site 60, Dunn
Field

The final (Rev. 1) Action Memorandum for the former Pistol Range,

Site 60 on Dunn Field of the Memphis Depot is attached. This document
incorporates information on the Site 60 removal action developed in the Site

60 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis document. The document also

contains a Responsiveness Summary from all comments received during the
public comment period.

For more information, please contact Clyde Hunt or me at (901)
544-0617.

JOHN P. DE BACK

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Attachment:

Final (Rev. 1) Action Memorandum, Site 60, Dunn Field

Distribution:

DDC (Memphis) (2 CDs)

U.S. EPA (3 CDs, 1 hard copy)

TDEC (3 copies, 1 hard copy)

DDC (New Cumberland) (3 CDs)
Information Repositories (4 hard copies)

RAB Members (20 CDs)

USAESCH (3 CDs, 1 hard copy)
USACE-Mobile (2 CDs)
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ACTION MEMORANDUM

Former Pistol Range

Site 60

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis), Dunn Field

Site Status: Closed Pistol Firing Range

Category of Removal. Non-Time Critical Reraoval Action
CERCI.IS ID: TN4 201 002 0570

Site ID 60

I. Purpose

The purpose of this Action Memorandum is to request and document approval of the

proposed removal action described hereto for the former lhstol Range at the Dunn Field of

the Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) (also referred to the Memphis Depot) located at

2613 Airways Boulevard, Memphis, Tennessee, 38114. The Memphis Depot is in Shelby

County.

II. Site Conditionsand Background

A. Site Description

1. Removal Site Evaluation

The Memphis Depot (formerly known as Defense Distribution Depot Melnphis, "Iennessee

and referred to m this document as the Depot) l.', a former US Defen,,e Department supply

depot The facility was ,n operation from World War 11until its closure in 1997 The Depot is

divided ,nto two major unit,, - the Main Installation and Dunn Field.

Dunn Field was divided into three separate areas as part of the Dunn Field Remedial

Investigation (R1) to assist the investigation of previous activities (Ct I2M HILl., July 2002).

These areas are known as the Northeast Open Area, Disposal Area, and Stockpile Area. This

document is concerned with the Northeast Open Area only.

Within the northeastern quadrant of the Northeast Open Area contains Site 60 - Pistol Range

Impact Area and Bullet Stop and the adjacent Site 85 - Pistol Range Building and Temporary

Pesticide Storage Building Although this document is focused towards Site 60, the

proximity of Site 85 will result m removal activities being conducted there as well.

Contamination within Site 60 and 85 primarily consists of contaminated surface soil

Historical information, on-site inspection, and the results of surface soil samphng during the

RI from Site 60 and the adjacent Site 85 suggest that the following removal action will be

conducive to transfer the sites for the plarmed future unrestricted use:

• Remove brush, trees, and overgrowth from the former backstop area and the metal

target racks and as,,ociated support system;

AFLW/t bG49_TASX FC 01 EE_(,A FOR PIST(X. RP.NGE'_ACTIOK MEMOP, ANDLe_.RE-V t',REV 1 A(. I _ON MEM_M DOG 1
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• Demohtlon of Building 118,1, including the pistol stand, anti concrete slabs that art, m the

footprint of the excavation, and

• Remove areas of contaminated surface soil identified by surface soil sampling within the

footprint of the former pistol range

2. Physical Location

The Memphis Depot Is located m Memphis, Tennessee (Figure 1), consists of approximately

642 a__res and includes the Main Installation (MI), which includes open storage areas,

warehouse% mihtary family housing, and outdoor recreational areas, and l)unn Field,

which includes former mineral storage and waste disposal areas. The major features of the

Depot are shown in Figure 2 '1 he Depot lies approxlmately 5 miles east of the Mississippi

River and lust northeast of the Interstate 240-1nterstate 55 junction in the south-central

portion of Memphis, approximately 4 miles southeast of the central business district and one

male northwest of Memphis lnternatmnal Airport (Figure 1). Airways Boulevard borders the

MI portion of the Depot on the east and provides primary access to the Ml. Dunn Avenue,

Ball Road, and Perry Road serve as the northern, southern, and western boundaries of the

MI, respectively.

Dunn Field, comprising 64 acres of primarily undeveloped l,'md, is immediately adlacent,

across Dunn Avenue, to the north-northwest portion of the Ml. Dunn Field is bounded by

the Illinois Central Gulf Railroad and Person Avenue to the north, Hays Road to the east,

and Durra Avenue to the south Dunn t'Md is partially bounded to the w_t by: (1) Kyle

Street, (2) Memphis Light Gas and Water (MLGW) powerline corridor (which bl_cts Dunn

Field), (3) undevelol_d property; and (4) a commercial trucking facility (Figure 2).

3. Site Characteristics

Site 60 IS located approximately 400 feet south of the north fence surrounding Dunn Field

(Figure 3) and 90 feet west of Building 1184 The boundary of the site has been estimated

usmg historical aerial photography, winch also indicate that the site was constructed

between 1953 and 1958. Records from the former Memphis Depot identify Site 60 as a

former pistol range used for marksmanship tralnmg No additional information is available

about previous uses of this area ]'here is no documented ewdence that this site was ever

used for the storage or disposal of hazardous or toxic materials. The time period that Site 60

was used for target practice is unknown, but the In,;tallatinn Assessment report

(USATHMA, 1982) states that the "area was abandoned in the late 1970s and the building

[1184] Is currently being used for pesticide storage"

From historical documents, Site 85 appears to be the building located at the former pistol

range Site 85 is the Pistol Range Budding (Building 1184) that served as an office and

control point for Site 60 and v, located immedlately adlacent to the pistol stand and Site 60
area (see Figure 4) Reportedly during activities at Dunn Field, this building also served as a

location for temporary storage of pesticide containers. No additional information is
available about previous uses of th=s area. Building 1184 is no longer used for temporary

storage of pestlcldes

ATL_P _160492_TASK EC 01 EE_CA _OR PISTOL RANGEIACTION MEMORANDUI_EV I_REV 1 ACTION MFMORANDUM DOC 2
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4. Release or Threatened Release into the Environment of a Hazardous Substance,

Pollutant, or Contaminant

At Site 60 and the adjacent Site 85, 6 surface .,,oil samples were collected during the RI anti

analyzed for pestu_lde',, PCBs and metals ,9oll from the pi,,tol range was staved onslte

during the samphng ew,nt, verifying the presence ot h,ad bullets and casings. Of the 6

surface sod samples analyzed for lead, 5 samples contained lead concentrations that

exceeded the background value of 30 milligrams per kdogram (mg/kg) The lead

concentrations ranged from 39 2 mg/kg to 2,100 mg/kg, with the maximum value recorded

in samples from the former Pistol Range

Other metals detected in soll samples from the Pmtol Range include berylhum, cadmium,

cl'trm'nium, copper, and zinc. A total of four pesticides were detected in six surface soil

samples from Sites 60 and 85. DDT, DDD, dieldrin, and endrm l_lgure 8-5 m S_:ction 8 of the

Dunn Field Rl report (CH2MHII.I., July 2002) presents the locations within the Northeast

Open Area where .samples were collected for pesticides analysis, and highlights the

pesticides with concentrations above background or w_th any detectable concentration ff no

background concentration is available

The Dunn Field RI report stated that dmldrin, DDD, and DDT were detected across the

Northeast Open Area, but are not associated with discrete releases from source areas within

the Northeast Open Area In the past, these pesticides were sprayed routinely on grassy

areas and around braiding% and a wide range of vanabdlty was observed (CH2M t tILl.,

1999, Main Installation RI Report) The Dunn lqeld RI report also stated that the high

dieldrin concentration near the ['ormer Pistol Range (6085D) may result from increased

application in this area because of frequent achwt 3, and is not indicative of releases

specifically from peshclde handhng at Site 85.

PCBs (Aroclor 1260) were detected m 3 of 6 samples analyzed; however, all results were

reported as estimated with a "J" qualifier, and none were reported above the background

value of 0 11 mg/kg.

5. NPL Status

The Memphis Depot was placed on the Nahonal l_rumties l.ist (NPL) in October 1992, and

must fulfil the reqmrements under the Comprehenswe Enwronmental Response,

Compensation, and L,abd,ty Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The

Depot is under the lunsdichon of the Tennessee Department of Environment and

Conservation (TDEC) and EPA Regmn IV.

A sitewide remedml inveshgahon and feasibility study (RI/FS) have been finalized (July

2002) or submitted fur review (August 2002), re,_pectwely, m accordance with CERCLA and

the NCP to evaluate human health and enwrunmental risk, and to ._reen for potential
remedial achons

Proposed removal actmns outlined in this Action Memorandum, however, are achons the

Memphis Depot decided to voluntarily pursue to remove readily accessible chemical

contamination at Sde 60 to facdltate property transfer. Add,tional remedial actmn

requirements are not expected for the Northeast Open Area, based upon the results of the
risk assessment conducted as part of the RI.

ATL_PIIBO492%TASKEC0t EE_CAFORPISIO_ RANGE_.CTIONMEMORANDUM_REV I_REV 1ACTK3NMEfCK)RANDUMOC_ 3
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B. Other Actions

1. Previous Actions

Previous removal achons at Dunn Field have included removab, outside of the S*te 60 area

These activlhes were conducted as non-brae crihcal removal achons under CERCLA An

EE/('A was performed by Parsons Engineering Science, Inc m June 1999 to" (1) assess

whether CWM contaminat,on was nugrating from the CWM disposal pits at Dunn F,eld; (2)

analyze risk management alternahves; and (3) recommend feasible CWM remedial

alternatives for contaminants found to be present The reconunended alternahve for the
three identified areas of concern at Dunn Field was Alternahve 4, excavation and removal of

CWM UXB Internahonal, under contract with USACE - Huntswlle, conducted the removal

act=on from mid-2000 to mid-2001 at Sites 1, 24-A, and 24-B

Other surface soil removal achons have occurred at the MI, including removals at Parcels 35

and 28 (m 2000), Budding 949 (m 2001), the former cafeteria area (m 1998), and the housing

area (m 1998) The Building 949 removal achon on the MI involved removal of lead

contaminated soil down to one foot, similar to the activity for Site 60. In each case,
excavahon and removal of the contaminated material was the remed,al method This

method was preferred over others because of the low amount of material to be removed and

remedlated Other methods were found to be too costly because of equ,pment and hme

reqmrements. Cleanup limits for these projects were based on risk-based criteria

2. Current Actions

There is a groundwater extrachun sy,4em on the western perimeter of Dunn Field that has

been in place and operahonal since 1999. There w,ll be no concurrent soil achons on Dunn
l:leld.

III. Threats to Public Health,Welfare, or the Environment

A. Threats to Public Health or Welfare

The expected land use of Sites 60 and 85 located within the Northeast Open area of Dunn

Field is unrestricted. All users of the site are not expected to encounter any residual

contamination that would pose an unacceptable risk from past uses of the Northeast Open
Area

l,ead contammahon m surface soil is the greatest potenhal concern to human health The

maximum recorded lead concentrahon in surface soil at the Northeast Open Area is 2,100

mg/kg, with an eshmated arithmetic mean of 196 mg/kg The maximum concentrahon was

detected in sample Location 6085D from Site 60. All lead concentrahons for Site 60 and the

enhre Northeast Open Area, except the maximum, are below a residential exposure-based

screening level of 400 mg/kg and an mdu,,tnal worker exposure-based target concentration

of 1,536 mg/kg (C112M I tILL, July 2002). The lead is possibly associated with spent bullets

m the firing range, as the elevated concentrations were hmited to this area. The maximum

observed lead levels at the site are expected to pose health hazards for any of the receptor,,

mentioned because both screening levels have been exceeded

A'fl._lIE_492',TASKEC 01-EE CA FOR PIbTG( RANGF',ACTION MEMORAN{XIkt, REV r, REV _ ACT_)N MFMOI_t,_A DOC 4
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B. Threats to the Environment

Accordinp; to Sectum 9 - Baseline Rl,,k A_,sessment of the Northeast Open Area, within tile
Dunn Fwld RI, the only potential threats to the envwonment were from concentrations ot

dieldrin and chrommm The r,sk was based on the American Robin as the target receptor.

Tile risk assessment stated that it is unlikely that the robin would forage exclusively w|thm

the Ix_unds of the Northeast Open Area, or that dieldrin and chrornmm would be uniformly

distributed m surface sml, or that these chemicals would be 100 percent bloav,ulable m

organic soil. In addition, the dietary components of the robm were conservatively eshmated

to support a worst case exposure to cheldrm; however, ,ts actual diet is hkely to differ (and

is known to include more fruit and seeds at some times of the year) and the availability of

preferred food items at the Northeast Open Area is expected to be low as a result of routine

mowing activities. Based on this evaluat,on, the risk assessment concluded that no further

assessment of ecological r,sk associated with contaminants at the Northeast Open Area was
warranted

IV. EndangermentDetermination

Contamlnatmn has been detected ,n excess of resldentxal .screening criteria w|thm the S, te 60

area The Memphis Depot has elected to perform the following removal actions to remove

readily accessible contamination so that the property may be transferred for future
unrestricted use:

• Clear,ng and grubbing of the bushes and trees that have grown in and around Site 60.

• Removal of up to 12-roche,, of soil for all areas of contaminated surface soil within the

perimeter of Site 60 where prewous sampling suggests the presence of surface sod

contamination in excess of residential screening criteria.

• Removal of up to 24 inches of surface soil from the former bullet stop area within the
perlmeter of Site 60.

• Removal of Building 1184 (Site 85), as well as all other metal emplacements including
the pistol stand and target racks.

V. ProposedActions and Estimated Costs

A. Proposed Actions

"I'o expedite this removal action, the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) for the Memphis Depot

determined that the process of a full analysis of available alternatives for Site (R) was not

necessary. Instead, this removal action would be based upon previous, similar EE/CA and

feasibility study activities at the Memphis Depot, especially those conducted for Parcels 35

and 28 and the ,;urface soils on the Main Installation (e.g, Building 949) m Functional Unit
(FU) 4. The documentation and actiwties for those two removals were used as the basis for

selection of the remedial alternative at S_te 60. Sect,ons 3, 4, and 5 of the final EE/CA

document for the Old Paint Shop and Maintenance Area, Parcels 35 and 28 (CH2M HII_,L,

August 1999) identify, analyze, and compare the alternatives The method recommended as

tile prunary remedial alternative included excavation and removal of surface soft

ATLIP 1160492_TASK FC O1 EE CA FOR PISTOL RANGE_AC TION MEMORANDU_EV rLREV I ACTffJN MEMORANDUM DOC S
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contamination in excess of rr, k-based industrial and restdenhal screening criteria. The

excavahon and removal method was selected because (1) this altemahve would effe__hvely

meet risk-based cleanup criteria and decrease residual effects, (2) the alternative l_

technically appropriate and fem, ible, and (3) costs were acceptable The MI Soils Feasibdity

Study (FS) (CI I2M HII.I,, Ju[}' 200{)) also identified several remedial alternatives for removal

of lead contaminated surface soil at various locations (e.g, Building 949) on the MI. Section

4 of the FS idenhfied excavation, transportahon, and off-site disposal as being protechve of
human health and the enwronment via contaminant reduction to industrial worker

exposure levels acceptable to appropriate land use. The altemahve was ab, n found to be

permanent, timely m mlplementahon, and cost-effective. I'urther, the MI Record of Decision

(ROD) (CH2M HILL, ._ptember 2001) provided that, for Building 949, excavation and

removal Is the preferred alternative for remedmtion due to its expediency, permanence, and

moderate cost The reader is referred to these documents for specific information related to

the alternahve evaluation and selection process

As identified by the BCI', the one objechve that is to be accomplished by this non-hme

critical removal is that Site 60 should, after the removal is completed, be available for

unrestricted use Based on these requirements, the parameters of previous removal achons,

and successful ]mplementahon of those previous removal actions, excavation,

transportahon, and offsite disposal of all contaminated surface soil and debris at S|te 60

(including the removal of Building 1184 [Site 85]) was selected by the BCF as the most
effechve and efficient method.

1. Description of Proposed Action

The proposed removal action includes the following elements

• Clearing and grubbing of the bushes and trees that have grown m and around Site 60

Removal of roots from former tree Iocahons and removal of potentially contaminated
so,l from the root balls.

In-situ soil characterl/.ation sampling for lead constituents across Site 60, based on a grid

pattern deteremmed by the RA cuntractor, prior to excavation resulting in direct load-
out of the material when mobilization occurs.

Removal of 12-,nches of soil for all areas (except Area C in Figure 5) of contaminated

surface soil within the perimeter of SRe 60 where previous sampling suggests the

presence of surface soil contamination in excess of residential screening criteria, and the

presence of spent bullet and casings have been found

Removal (if up to 24 inches of surface sod from Area C within the perimeter of Site 60, as

shown in Figure 5, as this area served as the bullet stop while the site was used as a

pistol range.

Removal of Building 1184 (Site 85), as well as all other metal emplacement,, including

the p,stol stand and target racks.

Confirmatory sampling from all excavations to ensure that. (1) no additional

contaminated soil above residential screening criteria (lead at 400 mg/kg) is present, and

(2) spent bullets are not present

AII_tPlt60¢gZ_TASKECOI EE CA FOR PLST(H. RANGE',ACIIONMEMORANDLIM_REV t_EV IACIIONMEMOP_L,_ADOC 6
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Replacement of excavated area'; (primardy Areas A and B) with clean (laboratory

tested), backfill soll The source of this sod is the backstop area.

Engineering controls to mlmml;,e fugihve dw, t and stormwater releases as well as all

water related to decontamination procedures

2. Contribution to Remedial Performance

The proposed removal action wdl remove residual surface sod contammahon to the extent

necessary to facdflate transfer of the property for unrestricted use. Removal of the soil will

support a No Further Action determmahon for surface soil for Site 60 and the Northeast

Open Area wflhm the upcoming Record of Decision document for Dunn F,eld Achon will

be required for groundwater underlying Dunn held and some subsurface areas of the

Northeast Open Area may be targeted for soil vapor extraction as part of the l)unn F,eld
Remedial Action for subsurface sod.

3. Description of Alternative Technologies

Onsite and offsfle treatment alternatives to excavabon and removal may be potent,ally

viable from a technical per,,pective, but ,n considerat,on of previous removal actions at the

Memphis Depot and the relahvely small volume of sod and low cost of landfdl d,sposal,

other treatment opt,ons would not be cost-effective As a result, no treatment alternatwes to

landfill disposal were considered

4. Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EF_./CA)

The proposed removal act,on is based on removal action requirements and an alternatives

evaluation documented m the Final Memphis Depot Dunn F,eld Engmeennc; lavaluat,on/Cost

Analyst_, Former Pistol Range, Site 60, dated July 2002, and informabon and decis,ons made

prior to pubhcatlon of that document.

5. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The following hst of apphcable or relevant or appropriate requirements (ARARs) was

developed based on the scope of work to be performed dur,ng the removal action:

• The excavat,on and d,sposal of _)il that contains RCRA-restricted waste may trigger the

RCRA land disposal restrictions (LDRs). In general, RCRA's LDRs were estabhshed for

waste streams that differ sigmf,cantly from Superfund wastes. Because the LDRs are not

based on treating wastes that contain soil and debris, a treatabd,ty varmnce may be

appropriate. Under a treatability variance, alternative treatment levels based on data

from actual treatment of sod, or best management practices (BMPs) for debris, become

the "treatment standard" that must be met To determine if the so,Is are to be dlsposed of

in a hazardous or solid waste landfdl, a tox,city charactenshc leaching procedure (TCLP)

test _s conducted on representahve sod samples to determine if a waste ,s characterized

as hazardous per Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulat,ons Part 261 Subpart C (40 CFR

261C). The excavation and off-site dlsl:X}sal of soil and debris that contain a RCRA

hazardou,, wa,,te must comply with transporter regulations under 40 CFR 263C). A

transporter under Subt,tle C is defined as any person engaged in off-site trazlsportation
of ha/.ardous waste within the Umted States Such transportation reqmres a manifest
tinder 40 CFR 262

AIl-t°_t60492_TASKEC0t FF_CAFORPISTCt. RANGE_CIIONMEMORAN(]LI_EV ltREV tACTIONMFMORANOUMDOC l
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Applicabh, Ckcupatlonal Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) health and safety

regulations will be followed during remowd actions Workers performing the activities

will be properly trained and under appropriate medical supervision Appropriate

personal protect|w, equiplnent (I'PE) will be used and appropriate safe work prac(Lce,,
will be followed This includes OSHA 29 CFR 1926.62, which also addresses when

employ(ws must follow mandatory hand-washing procedures and when full-body
showers are required, and when employer.s must make available medical exam.s for

workers as well as testing for bk×)d lead levels There are provisions for removing

workers with high blood lead levels from jobs mvolwng lead exposure

Lead contaminated materials, if any will be managed in accordance with appropriate

OSHA, EPA, Stale of Tennessee and Memphis and Shelby County I lealth

Department/Polluhun Control Division requirements.

Lead contaminated soils will be removed as necessary to achieve cleanup standards, as
described m Description of Proposed Action above.

Emissions to air during excavation and/or on-site treatment may require comphance

with the substantive requirements of Termessee Rule 1200-3-1, which includes

requirements for the control of fugitive dust emissions, among others.

6. Project Schedule

The US Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, currently has a reinedlal action contractor

under contract to perform remedial actions at the Memphis Depot. The procurement

procedures for this action are being completed during development of this docnment

Current projections indicate that the removal work will begin during the late fall of 2002
and completion of the work in winter of 2002/2003.

B. EstimatedCosts

The conceptual level cost estimate for the proposed removal action Is $300,000 This cost

estimate includes a direct capital cost (for example, cost of remedial action workplan

development, labor for oversight, mobihzation, excavation, transportatmn, and disposal) of

$240,000 and indirect costs as project management and contingency fl)r $60,000. Indirect

cost.,, are assumed to be 25% of the capital costs

These costs are order-of-magnitude capital costs Order-of-magnitude estimates are made

without detailed engineering data and included estimates of major cost components and

quantities, typical costs for similar work, cost curves, and scale-up or scale-down factors or

ratios. It is normally expected that estimate.,, of this type would be accurate to within plus 50

percent to minus 30 percent. The final costs of this project will depend on actual labor and

material costs, competitive market conditions, final prolect costs, implementation schedule,

and other variable factors As a result, the final prolect costs will vary from the est, mates

presented hereto

A]I._ _16049_T,1_S_ EC 01 EE_CA F_ PIM Ot _'_,CTION MEMORANDLLL¢,RLV INEV t A(, TtON MFMORA_'OUM OOC 8
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VI. Expected Change in the Situation Should Action Be
Delayed or Not Taken

As long as surface sod contaminahon at Site 60 remains, there is potential for m,gratzon of

surface cnntammants vza surface water drainage or dust. "1he presence of contaminant-laden

surface soils presents a hazard to users of the Northeast Open Area.

VII. Outstanding Policy Issues

The work is being funded fully by the Defense Loglshcs Agency. No pohcy issues

concermng cost sharing or EPA funding are involved for the removal action

VIII. Enforcement

The proposed removal achon is a non-brae cnhcal removal act,on voluntardy being

undertaken by the Depot. It is not an enforcement action; however, review and oversight of

the removal action by TDEC and F.PA are expected Since it is a voluntary achon, an

Enforcement Addendum is not reqmred.

IX. Recommendation

This decision document represents the selected removal action for S,te 60, and the Memphis
Depot, developed m accordance with CERCLA, as amended, and is consistent with the
NCI' The decision v, based on the adm|nistrahve record for the site

Conditions at the site meet the NCP Section 300 415(b) (2) criteria for a removal action and I

recommend approval of the proposed removal action

R.J RITCHIE

Captain, SC, USN
Commander

(Date)

AI"L',P _IE_492_TASK EC 0t EL .CA FOR PISTOL RANGFWCTIO_ MEMORANDUMLRFV tLqFV 1 ACTION MZMORA_blA OOC 9
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis

Former Pistol Range, Site 60

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) - Dunn Field

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA)prepared an Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis

(EE/CA) for the removal of soil contaimng lead at Site 60 on Dunn Field. This report

documents and recommends a cleanup alternative. DLA placed the EE/CA into the three

Depot Information Repositories m mid-July. On July 25, 2002 a 30-day public comment

period began. DLA conducted a pubhc meeting to describe the proposed action and sohcit

comments on August 15, 2002. The public provided 29 verbal comments at this meeting.

There were no other comments received during the 30-day public comment period This

summary replies to all twenty-nine comments. Twenty-three of the comments apply

directly to the proposed actaon in the EECA Two of these twenty-three are duplicate

comments. This summary provides responses to the remaining four comments that are not
applicable to the proposed action at the end.

The following comments are directly applicable to the proposed action:

I. How will you manage the containment of the contaminated lead impacted soil and

wastewater during the excavation of lead impacted soil at Site 60?

The Remedial Action contractor for this project, Jacobs Engineering, Inc., (Jacobs) will

perform an in-situ characterization of the sods prior to the start of any excavation activities

for dtsposal characterizaUon purposes only. The areas to be sampled wdl be centered on the

previously identified area of highest lead contamination. The analysis of each of these

samples would include a full toxicity characteristic leachate procedure (TCI.P) analysis for

metals, vulatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs),

pesUcides, and herbictdes. The results of this analysis will confirm the presence or absence

of ha:,.ardous levels of lead and other substances in the soil. Jacobs will then |dentify and

contact the appropriate d|sposal facihtles tu arrange fur their acceptance of these soils.

Jacobs will excavate the softs only after this acceptance.

The excavated soft will be loaded directly from each excavation site into trucks for transport

to the permitted disposal facdity. No temporary stockpiling of soil will occur. After the

excavation, the eqmpment used will be cleaned and the water wdl be collected, placed in 55-

gallon drums, sampled and analy_,ed, and disposed of properly after obtaimng the
analytical results. We anticipate there will be two drums or less.

A'R._I'_/=ACH YRE E_ RO,tE C TS_16.949_TASI4 EC 0l - EE _CA FOR PISTOL RANGE, ACTION MEMORAN0_Ia_REV I_REV t AC TIC_NMEMORANDUM OOC 1
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° Will the level of cleanup of the lead impacted soil removal project at Dunn Field

meet the required safety standards to ensure the protection of the safety and health

of the community and workers?

The Remedial Action contractor for this project, Jacobs Engineering, Inc., will conduct this

work according to the health and safety standards used by the Office of Safety and Health

Administrahon (OSHA) for environmental and construction prolects. This means that all

site workers that could potentially be exposed to lead contaminated soil will be trained to

recognize and prevent possible exposure to themselves and the surrounding community.

Jacobs Engineering will develop a site-speohc Health and Safety Plan containing standards
for use by all personnel and subcontractors.

3. Will a containment tent (like the vapor containment structure used during the

CWM project) be in place during the lead removal project to ensure the protection

of young children who are the most impacted by lead exposure?

This removal project will not require a containment tent because the lead contamination in

the sod can not volatihze or vaporize into the atmosphere, and therefore can not spread

through the air.

Throughout the removal process, our contractors w,ll follow the best environmental

practices outlined in the Removal Action Health and Safety Plan to minimize the generation

of dust. These include wetting dry areas, covering loaded trucks, and covering excavated
soil.

4. Do you have special measures in place to ensure the protection of lead exposure for

the children in the Depot community during this lead removal project?

The health and safety of the community and our workers during this removal action is our

top priority. Throughout the removal process, our contractors will follow the

environmental prachces outline in the Removal Action Health and Safety Plan to minimize

the generation of dust. These include wetting dry areas, covering loaded trucks, and

covering excavated dirt. Fencing already in place surrounding Dunn Field, will prevent

passersby from entering the removal project area We are confident these measures will

protect the pubhc and our workers from any risks associated with lead-contanunated soil.

5. I am requesting 90 more days for the public comment period to allow the

community the opportunity to dissect the information included in this EE/CA.

The Depot adverti,_d the pubhc comment period through paid advertisements,

announcements at RAB meetings, and provided in-depth articles and informahon to the

public through EnvlroNews. The Defense Logistics Agency is satisfied that the community
has been given appropriate time and opportunities to comment on the EE/CA.

6. What safety levels are required for the workers involved in the lead removal project

at Dunn Field? Will the workers wear HAZMAT suits and other safety gear?

]'he workers will be using modified Level D personal protective equipment as required by

OSHA. This provides the appropriate level of protection against potential expusure to

A'n-_',.g'EACHT1REE_PROJECTSI16049_TASKEC0t EE_CAFORPtSTC(.RANGE_CTIONMEMORANDUM_:EV I_E_' 1ACT1ONMEMORANDUMDOC 2
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workers during the removal process. Workers will not be requ,red to wear HAZMAT suzts

because the nature and extent of the contamination at the site does not require this level of
protection.

7. Has water from the lead-impacted soil penetrated the Memphis Sand Aquifer?

Have run-offs and contaminated soil filtered into our drinking water system

impacted other layers or aquifers underground?

Extenswe samphng results from the Dunn Field Remedial lnveshgatlon indicated that the

Memphis aquifer has not been affected by lead contamination on Dunn Field

Contamination has been found m the loess deposits and the fluvial sands For more

mformahon, please review Sectloz_s 14 and 15 of the July 2002 Dunn Field RI report. These

.sections describe all groundwater sample results for Dunn Field, including the detection of

lead. Remedial alternatives for groundwater in the area of Dunn Field will be addressed

separately in the Feasibility Study for Dunn Field.

8. Is there a land use policy in place for Dunn Field?

Recommendations for land use policies will be made based on the scientific data presented

in the Proposed Plan and approved in the Record of Decision These documents are not yet
completed for Dunn Field. This removal action will allow for a recommendation of

unrestricted use for the Northeast Open Area of Dunn Field.

9. What measure_ do DLA have in place to ensure that the City of Memphis remains

accountable for the land use of former Depot property?

When required, DLA prepares Land Use Control Implementation Plans (LUCIPs) for all

former Memphis Depot properties. Typlcally, the enforcement will consist of deed

restrict-tons on leases and contracts of sale, zoning laws, and annual inspections with

oversight from the Environmental Protection Agency and the Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

10. Will Dunn Field be categorized as strictly industrial?

The Northeast Open Area of Duma Field will be identified for unrestricted use after

completion of the Site 60 removal action. Memphis/Shelby County will make any future

zoning decisions for this area. The remainder of Dunn Field is expected to remain as

currently zoned by Memphis-Shelby County, wtuch is Light Industrial.

1 I. Will the community be assured that the cleanup at Dunn Field is thorough and that

all hazardous chemicals have been removed? How many inches of soU do you plan

to excavate during the lead removal project?

SOll samples taken on Dunn theld indicated that lead was present in surface soil at the

former pistol range. As stated in the Site 60 Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis

(EE/CA) document, the greatest depth uf soil removal will be approximately 24 inches.

Once the removal is completed, the base and walls of the excavation area will be sampled to
define the need for additional soil removal.

A TLI_ EACHTRE E_°ROJ EC TS1160492_TASK EC Ol - EE_CA FOR PISTOL RANGE-VWCTION NK_E_ DO,_REV I_REV l ACTION ME kW)RAN{)t,KIADO(; 3
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12. Can the DDMT-CCC get copies of all of the documents involved in the lead removal

project at Dunn Field?

Copies of all Depot documents are available in the Depot's three Information Repositories.

The current Memphis Depot pohcy allowing the DDMT-CCC to check out documents will
remain in effect. As a current RAB member, the President of the DDMT-CCC receives

personal copies on CD ROM of all primary documents concerning the environmental

cleanup activities at the Memphis Depot.

13. What is an EE/CA for Dunn Field Site 60?

EE/CA ts the acronym for Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis. The EE/CA for Dunn

Field Site 60 presents information on the environmental condltlons of the former pistol

range on Dunn Field and provides an evaluation and selection of the cleanup alternative to
remove lead-contaminated .soil at the site.

For a complete explanation of the EE/CA process, we recommend that you consult the

following document from EPA" Transnnttal of Guidance on Conduchng Non-T, ne Cnhcal

removal Acthms Under CERCLA (Publication 9360.0-32, August 6, 1993) This document is

available through the EPA's Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response.

14. What is the process in place to stop the excavation of lead at Dunn Field should

logistics and procedures change during the excavation that has not been available

for community review?

The removal of lead-contaminated soil at the former pistol range uses techniques that are

frequently used at most excavation and cleanup projects. The DLA will notify the
community if unexpected condibork,, alter those methods outhned in the EE/CA

15. Who is the contact person for the community to call during this excavation?

The contact person for the community to call during this excavation is Clyde E. Hunt, Jr.,

Remedial Program Manager. He can be reached by phone at (901) 544-0617. Alma Black

Moore from the Depot's Community Relations Office can be reached at (901) 544-0613. She

can direct any quesbons you may have to the appropriate technical staff.

16. What are the carcinogenic affects of the lead found at the former pistol range on

Dunn Field? If materials are available for review, where are they located?

The carcmogenic effects of lead found at Site 60 on Dunn Field would be mmilar to direct

lead exposure where present m the environment. It is recommended that you consult this

webpage, http [/www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/hlthef/lead.htrnl for additional mformabon on

lead in the environment and the results of exposure. In addition, please consult Section 9 of

the July 2002 Dunn Field Remedial lnvestlgahon report available at the Depot Information

Repositories

17. Will the public be allowed the opportunity to respond to the responses that DLA

will provide in the Responsiveness Summary?

ATLIILPEACHTREE_>ROJ_:CTS_IBO492%TASK EC 01 EE_CA FOR PISTOL RAN_CTFON MEf_D_ I_REV I ACTION M_MORANDUM DOC 4
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The Responsive Summary represents the end of the question and answer period for the
removal achon at S, te 60

18. Are you aware that lead is not the only hazardous material located on Dunn Field?

The lead removal project is one of many cleanup prolects that will occur at Dunn Field, as

described m the Dunn Field Feaslbdity Study, which wdl be submitted as Final in late ball

2002 Please refer to the July 2002 Dunn Field Remedial Investigation report available at the

Depot Informahon Repositories. Tilts report will provide a summary of all of the substances
found at Dunn Field.

19. Will you and have you tested for other hazardous chemicals at Dunn Field? Is there

a monitoring process in place to monitor the air, soil and land surrounding Dunn
Field around the community?

Please refer to the July 2002 Dunn Field Remedial lnvestigahon (R1) report available at the

Depot Information Repositories. This document provides a comprehensive assessment of

the environmental conditions on Dunn Field. Soil samples were taken from Dunn Field for

the RI, as well as several locations within the community. In addition, several off-site

groundwater monitoring wells have been installed in the community to gather data about

the extent of impacted groundwater in the area.

Based on the contaminants detected at Dunn Field and the results of the Baseline Risk

Assessment (as presented in the July 2002 Dunn Field RI report), there is no requirement to

monitor the air, soil, and land surrounding Dunn Field.

20. Have the police depa, tment and fire department been notified of this project?

The health and safety measures that will be in place during this removal activity will protect

the community and our workers. Based on the nature of the activities and procedures to be

conducted at Site 60, there is no reason to notify the police and fire departments of this
project.

21. What is the emergency evacuation plan should a worst-case scenario occur?

The local Emergency Agency listed under Memphis Government in the telephone book

provides emergency evacuation procedures. The Health and Safety Plan, which will be

written by the Remedial Action contractor, will contain the emergency evacuation plan for
any onsite emergencies during the Site 60 removal action.

22. When will the Responsiveness Summary be in the Information Repositories?

The anticipated date for the Responsiveness Summary to be available m the Information

Repositories Is October 2002.

23. Will the public be allowed the opportunity to respond to the responses that DLA

will provide in the Responsiveness Summary?

The Responsive Sununary represents the end of the question and answer period for the
removal action at Site 60

ATL_PEACHT_EE'PROJECTS_t60492'JASK EC 0t EE_CA FOR PISTOL RANGE_CTI_ MEMO_C4JMt, R_V I'.REV | ACTION MEMORANDLIA DOC 5
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The following comments are not applicable to the proposed action:

1. Ilas the Memphis Depot discovered where the off-site contamination was coming

from onto Dunn Field and has the Depot contained the contamination?

Nut at tills tame, however, there are plan,; to conduct an investigation into the source of the

contamination of groundwater off the northeastern portion of Dunn Field This porhon of

the groundwater contaminant plume is effected by the existing groundwater extrachon

system at Dunn Field.

2. What are the plans to remove other harmful contaminants from Dunn Field?

The Dunn Field Feaslbihty Study, submitted to the Memphis Depot BRAC (Base

Reahgnment and Closure) Cleanup Team for review in draft form m August 2002, presents
informahon on the alternatives that will be used to remove other contaminants from Dunn

Field. Once thls document is completed, a proposed plan is written and put out for public
comment

DI.A will conduct a Public Comment Meeting to allow the community the opporturuty to

comment on the cleanup alternatives identified in the proposed plan. A response summary

and a Record of Decision (ROD) will be prepared. After the ROD is approved, a Remedial

Design is developed, followed by the site-speciflc Remedial Action. All of these documents

will be available for public review in the Depot's three Information Repositories located at

the Depot, the Memphis/Shelby County Health Department and Cherokee Branch Library.

3. Has there been any health studies or assessments of the cancer and death rate of

former Depot employees?

In 1995, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) completed a Public

Health Assessment, which was updated in late 1999 with new sampling data. This updated

report is available for public review m the Memphis Depot's three Information Repositories.

Any questions about the ATSDR Public Health Assessment can be directed to Mr. Ben

Moore, ATSDR Regional Representative at (404) 562-1784.

4. What has DLA done to help former employees with health concerns that may have

been the result of their employment at the Depot?

DLA works closely with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR),

the Memphis/Shelby County Health Department and the Department of Labor in an effort

to identify health concerns that may be related to environmental conditions

ATSDR is the agency responsible for responding to public health questions, and works in

association with the local Health Department to prov,de appropriate health education and

assistance to the community

Former workers who have health concerns should contact the Department of Labor or any

active federal facility to request a CA-1 form You must obtain assistance from your

physician in completing the form. The Department of Labor will review the form and advise

you of what to do.

AIlA_P'EACHTR_EV)ROJECTStt6049r2gTASK EC 0| EE_CA FOR PISTOL RANGEVi, CTtON ME_ I'_REV I ACTION M_MA_R.A.NI)L_ OOC 6
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