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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Secretary of Defense, in cooperation with Congress, proposed a law to close bases and bring

base structure in hne with force structure. Pubhc Law 100-526, enacted in 1988, created the

Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC). The law charged the Commission with

recommending installations for closure or realignment, based on independent study of the domestic

military base structure. With subsequent passage of Public Law 101-510 under Title XXIX, enacted

in 1990, Congress created the Defense BRAC Commission to provide a fair process for the timely

closure and realignment ofmihtary installations. Public Law 101-510 provided for the BRAC

Commission to meet in 1991, 1993 and 1995. The BRAC process identifies installations based on

eight criteria, including military value, cost saving and return-on-investment, and the economic and

environmental impacts of closure. In July 1993, the President of the Umted States announced his

base closure commumty reinvestment program to help speed the economic recovery of communities

affected by the Department ofDefense’s BRAC program. The BRAC 95 program has been

developed in response to the President’s program to limit delays m property reuse and transfer by

changing the way cleanup is conducted (i.e., from a slow-paced, structured process to an accelerated,

fluid process).

This BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP) for the former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee 

being prepared under the BRAC 95 program. The BRAC process includes preparing an

environmental baseline survey, Community Environmental Response FacditaUon Act reports,

sampling and analysis recommendations and a BCP. The BCP process under the BRAC 95 program

centers on a single goal: expediting and improving environmental response actions in order to

facilitate disposal and reuse of the Depot while protecting human health and the environment.

The BCP provides the status, management and response strategy, and action items related to the

ongoing environmental restoration and associated compliance programs at the Depot. These

programs support full restoration of the base property, where feasible, which is necessary to meet the

requirements for property transfer and reuse actwlties associated with closure of the installation.

The BCP ts a planning document based on the best available, current information and is used to

fulfill the Site Management Plan requirements of the Federal Facdities Agreement signed by the

Depot, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and State of Tennessee Depmttiaent of

Environment and Conservation. The information and assumptions presented may not necessarily

have final approval from the base authorities and/or federal and state regulatory agencies. The BCP
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is a dynamic document that will be updated periodically to reflect the current status and strategies of

remedial actions. This document is the fifth m a series ofupdates/mo&fications and represents

conditions and strategies as of October 2003.

The following BCP abstract (Table ES-1) provides a surmnary of essential information contained 

the BCP for the Depot. It includes summaries of the installation description, environmental

condition of the property, reuse planning status, restoration program, compliance program,

conservation program, issues for executaon of the program and projected fiscal year fimding.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) ES - 
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TABLE ES-1 7 6 4 4

BRAC CLEANUP PLAN ABSTRACT FOR FY03

Installation Name:

FFID:

Location:

I

Department of Defense Component Defense Logistics Agency

De fense Dtsmhutlon Center (Memphis) Date Prepared: 200310

TN-9715020570 BRAe Round: IV

Memphis, Tennessee BRAe Type: C

INSTALLATION SUMMARY

Scheduled Operational Closure Date
Actual Operational Closure Date

Total Number of Installation Acres’
Acres Retained by Component:
Acres to be Transferred to another Component’
Acres Planned for non-DoD Federal Transfer’
Acres Planned for Non-Federal Transfer:

Actual Acres Leased to non-DoD Federal 0
Entity:
Actual Acres Leased to Non-Federal Entity 578

199709

~2
0
0
0
~2

Date CERFA EBS Submitted’
Number of CERFA Acres Proposed:
Number of CERFA Acres Concurred
Date CERFA Concurrence Received.

Date BCT Formed.
Date Initial BCP Completed.
Date of Last BCP Update.
Date RAB Established’

Actual Acres Transferred to non-DoD Federal
Entity:
Actual Acres Transferred to Non-Federal Entity’

199611
57 43

¯ 57 43
¯ 199703/199810

199512
19961 I
200209
199402

0

24.54

Acres aceordin~ to CERCLA

2 3 4 5

0 23.68 412.39 0 °1
7

0

Additional Environmental Considerations Number of Acres

Petroleum, oils~ and lubricants 801

Unexploded ordnance/Ordnance or explosives 0

Areas that require protection because of the presence of natural or cultural resources 56.03

Total Number of Acres Available for Transfer
Total Number of Acres Eligible for Disposal

412 39
642

Installation Budget ($000)
FYll-

Activity FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 Completion

Restoration 2061 219g 3669 9569 2717 140g 1433 I 991

Compliance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Plannin~ 50 50 95 95 95 95 95 50

Administration 805 565 625 645 605 500 450 4OO

TOTAL 2916 2838 4389 10309 3417 2003 1978 1441

REUSE PLANNING STATUS

Name of LRA. Depot Redevelopment Corporation of Memphis and Shelby County
Status of the Redevelopment Plan Completed and approved by LRA board, city and county
Projected Date of Installation-Wide Disposal and Reuse EA/EIS:
Actual Date of Installation-W~de Disposal and Reuse EA/EIS 199803
Final Property Disposal Date 200809

Type of NEPA
Type of NEPA EA
Actual/ProjectedProJected
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FOST FOSL

Cumulatwe NUMBER Completed 2 8

Cumulative ACRES Completed 24 54 578

NUMBER Pmleeted m Next Fiscal Year 1

ACRES Projected m Next Fiscal Year 356.68

RESTORATION PROGRAM
Summary.
The EPA placed the Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT; now the Memphis Depot Caretaker [MDC]) 
the National Priorities List on October 14, 1992. Contaminated media include soil, pond and lake sedunent, and
groundwater. EPA and TDEC recognize 81 sites at the Memphis Depot including former landfill areas, former
hazardous material/waste storage areas, former hazardous material recoup area, former wood treatment dip vat area,
and former spray paint and sandblast facl[~taes. In 1997, the Depot completed mihal ILl, Sereemng and BRAC site
samphng, and m 2001 completed addmonal RI samplmg to fill data gaps. Contaminants include TCE, PCE,
dieldrin, and heavy metals. BCT reviewed data to determine future acUons and made many parcel category
changes. By 1999, Phases I and II constructron of the Interim Remedial Actaon for Groundwater at Duma Field
were completed with the installation of 11 recovery wells and the discharge piping system. In 1998, the Depot
completed a dieldrin contaminated soil removal action at the military family housing umts and a PCB contaminated
soil removal action at Bldg 274. In 1999, the Depot completed a lead contarmnated soil removal project at the old
paint shop and mamtenance area (Parcels 35 and 28) In 2001, the Depot completed the CWM removal action 
Duma Field, the Main Installation R//FS reports and the Proposed Plan public comment period. DLA signed the
Main Installation ROD on February 22, 2001. TDEC signed the Mam Installation ROD on March 1, 2001. EPA
signed the Main Iustallatton ROD on September 6, 2001 Prior to final executaon of the ROD, DLA exercised its
removal authority under CERCLA Section 104, as delegated m EO 12580, and removed lead contaminated soil at
the south end of B ldg 949. The Main Installation ROD includes enhanced bmremediatlon of fluvial aquifer
groundwater and institutional cuntrols in the form of deed restrictions The Depot is conductmg pre-das~gn
groundwater fieldwork incluthng an enhanced bioremediatmn treatment treatability study at the Main Installation.
The Depot completed Dunn Field ILl fleldwork m 1999 The BCT approved the Durra Field ILl report in 2002 and
the FS in May 2003 The Depot completed a soil vapor extraction treatability study at Dunn Field m 2002 and will
conduct &sposal site confirmation sampling and a zero-valent iron/permeable reactive barrier pilot test m
2003/2004. The Depot completed the early removal of lead m soil at the former pistol range on Dunn Field m 2002.
The Depot anticipates execution of the Duma Field ROD m 2004.

Final Remedy m Place/Response Complete
Long-Term Monitoring

Site Name Date
POL Burial Sties 200610/202203
POL Bunal Sites 202109

COMPLIANCE PROGRAM ]
Summary
MDC received NPDES permit termination from TDEC in June 2001. All air permits were closed m 1996. TDEC
terminated the hazardous waste container storage portion of the facthty’s RCRA Part B pemut effectwe October 22,
1998. The Depot completed cleanup of Bldg 308 m 2001. The following have been completed: Radon survey,
Lead-Based Paint survey, Rathologmal survey, NaturalJCultural Resources survey and Asbestos re-mspectmn. The
Depot removed the two remamlng permitted underground storage tanks m July 1998 and closed the permits. The
Nuclear Regulatory Commission deleted this faclhty from the DDC’s permit.

CONSERVATION PROGRAM
Summary

No threatened or endangered species, protected habitats, wetlands, archeological, or Native American sRes have
been identified at the facility. Twenty warehouses and three guard buildings built in 1942 are eligible for placement
on the National Register of Historic Places. The Army Materiel Command, Tennessee Hmtonc Preservation Office
and the Advisory Council for Historic Places signed the Memorandum of Agreement regarding preservation of
these buildings
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FAST-TRACK CLEANUP SUMMARY [
Summary.
The BCT works very closely with the DRC to include reuse pnorittes in the decision-making process. The BCT
also works very closely with each other and the contractors m deterrmning appropnate mvestsgatiun and
remediation strategies. BRAC sampling was completed in 1997. Additional BRAC sampling requested by the BCT
was completed m 1998. The BCT reviewed the data, determined future actions and made several parcel category
changes. Although EPA concurred with the CERFA uncontaminated parcels letter reports dated March 1997 and
July 1998, additional data collected since then regardmg areas of groundwater contamination beneath the MI and
Institutional Controls (ICs) reqmred by the MI ROD for subparcels within FUs 1 through 6 (excluding Parcels 1 

2) have resulted m subparcels reverting from ECP categories 1 through 4 to either Category 6/above groundwater
contamination) or Category 4 (1Cs). FOST 1 for Parcel 2 (6.51 acres) was signed February 23, 2001. The deed 
Parcel 2 was signed September 18, 2001. FOST 2 for Parcel 1 (18 03 acres) was signed on September 27, 2001. The
deed to the City of Memphis Pohce Department for 4 67 acres of Parcel 1 was signed February 6, 2002. The deed to
the DRC for 13.36 acres of Parcel 1 was signed May 6, 2002. ATSDR completed the 1999 Pubhc Health
Assessment for the Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee. The BCT hosted two Commnn~ty Information Sessions m
1999 regarding the proposed removal action engineering evaluations/cost analyses The Depot hosted an
availabdity sessson and public comment meeting for the Mare Installation Proposed Plan in 2000. The Depot hosted
a public comment meeting for the Dunn Field Proposed Plan in 2003.

Acres Date

Cumulatwe CERFA Concurrence Acres: 57 43 (see above summary) 1998/10

BCT Adjournment.
RAB Ad.loumment.
Early Transfer Authonty’

Date Actual/Projected

BCT REVIEW ]

Reviewed

The BCP Abstract has been reviewed by the BCT YES NO

DoD BEC. John De Back [] []
Name

US EPA BCT Member. Tuq0in Ballard [] []
Name

State BCT Member: James Momson [] []
Name
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ACRONYMS

ACRONYM

AFCEE

ACM

AMC

AST

BCP

BCT

BEC

bgs

BRAC

CAIS

CEHNC

CERCLA

CERFA

CESAM

CFR

CWM

DA

DDC

DDT

DENIX

DSERTS

DLA

DLAM

DOD

DRC

DRMO

EA

EBS

EPA

ER
oF

FS

HR

DEFINITION

U.S. Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence

Asbestos conta’ming material

Army Materiel Command

Aboveground storage tank

BRAC Cleanup Plan

BRAC Cleanup Team

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Below ground surface

Base Reahgnment and Closure

Chemical Agent Identification Set

U.S. Army Engineering and Support Center, Huntsvdle

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabdity

Act, as amended

Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers South Atlantic Division, Mobile

Code of Federal Regulations

Chemical warfare matenel

Depat’ttxlent of the Army

Defense Distribution Center

4,4’-Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane

Defense Environmental Network Information Exchange

Defense Site Environmental Restorataon Tracking System

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Logistics Agency memo

Department of Defense

Depot Redevelopment Corporation

Defense Reutilizatlon and Marketing Office

Environmental assessment

Environmental baselme survey

Environmental Protection Agency

Early removal

Degrees Fahrenheit

Feas~bdlty study

Hazardous substance release or disposal

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) ACR - 
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HS

IRDMIS

IRP

IRPIMS

LBP

LRA

MDRA

mg/kg

mg/L

MI

NCP

NEPA

NFA

NPDES

OSHA

OU

PAH

PCB

PCE

pCi/L

POL

ppm

PR

PS

RAB

RCRA

RD

RFA

RI

RI/FS

ROD

SARA

SPCC

TCE

TDEC

TRC

Hazardous substance storage

Installation Restoration Data Management Information System

Installation Restoration Program

Installation Restoration Program Information Management System

Lead-based paint

Local reuse authority

Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency

Milligrams per kilogram

Milligrams per liter

Main Installation

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan

National Environmental Policy Act

No further action

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Occupational Safety and Health Administrataon

Operable unit

Polycychc aromatic hydrocarbon

Polychlorinated blphenyl

Tetrachloroethylene

PlcoCuries per liter

Petroleum, oil and lubricants

Parts per milhon

Petroleum release or disposal

Petroleum storage

Restoration Advisory Board

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Reme&al Design

RCRA facility assessment

Remedial investagation

Reme&al investigation/feasibility study

Record of decision

Superfund Amendments and Reanthonzation Act

Spill prevention, control and countermeasures

Tnchloroethene

Tennessee Department of Enwronment and Conservation

Techmcal Review Committee

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) ACR - vii
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ACRONYMS

USACE

UST

UXO

VOC

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Underground storage tank

Unexploded ordnance

Volatile orgamc compound
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Plan (BCP) for the former Defense

Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee was updated for the Defense Distribution Center

(Memphis) as of October 2003. This BCP will be used to fulfill requirements for a Site

Management Plan under the Federal Facihties Agreement.

Located in Memphss, Tennessee (Shelby County), the Depot is m the south-central section of the

city and encompasses approximately 642 acres. In March 1995, the BRAC Commsssion

recommended the mission at the Depot end by September 30, 1997 and called for the assumption of

its responsibilities by other installations. All 642 acres have been identified for transfer.

Past waste and resource management practices at the Depot contaminated some areas of the facility.

Federal law requires federal agencies to investigate and clean up environmental contamination to a

level that protects human health and the environment as part of the release and reuse of the property.

The cleanup at the former Depot is on track and addresses these past practices. Current waste and

resource management practices are conducted m compliance with applicable environmental laws

and regulations m order to protect human health and the environment.

This BCP is a planning document that presents the status, strategy and schedule for environmental

restoration and comphance activities at the Depot. The BCP is based on the best reformation

currently available. The informataon and schedules presented in this BCP were obtamed from the

BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT), which consists of representatwes from the Defense Logistics Agency,

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IV and the State of Tennessee Depa~ tment

of Envtronment and Conservation (TDEC) Division of Superfund. Because it was necessary 

make certain assumptions in preparing this BCP, implementation programs and cost estimates could

be significantly altered if environmental conthtions and/or administrative decisions change from

those assumed. Such changes, if they occur, wdl be reflected in updates to the BCP.

The BCP is orgamzed into the following sections and appen&ces m accordance with the BRAC

Cleanup Plan Guidebook (DOD 1996):

Section 1 describes environmental restoration program objectwes; explains the

purpose of the BCP; mtroduces the BCT and project team formed to review the

program; provides a brief installauon history; and summarizes the site environmental

setting

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 1-1
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Section 2 summarizes the current status of the Depot property disposal planning

process, describes the relationship of the disposal process to other environmental

programs, and summarizes potential and anticipated property transfer mechanisms.

Section 3 summarizes the current status and past history of the Depot environmental

restoration program, environmental compliance programs, natural and cultural

resource programs, community relations activities that have occurred to date, and the

environmental condition of the Depot property.

Section 4 describes the Depot-wide strategy for environmental restoration,

compliance, natural and cultural resources, and community involvement.

Section 5 provides the master schedules of planned and anUcipated activities to be

performed throughout the duration of the environmental restoration program,

including environmental restoration program activities and natural and cultural

resources, and provides a BCT meetmg schedule.

Section 6 describes specific technical and/or administrative issues to be resolved and

presents a strategy for resolving those issues.

¯ Section 7 lists the primary references used in preparation of the BCP.

The following appendices are included in this document:

¯ Appendix A contains Table A-1 presenting funding requirements.

Appendix B contains Table B-1 summarizing environmental restoration program and

other associated technical documents in chronological order.

Appendix C contains summaries of removal action, interim remedial and remedial

action decision documents.

Appendix D contains summaries of Finding of Smtabthty to Lease (FOSL) and

Finding of Suitabthty to Transfer (FOST) documents produced during this period.

Appendix E contains Table E-l, Asbestos Identification Survey Results, an

administrative record index and presents working conceptual models for

environmental restomtxon at BRAC sites as well as other materials relevant to the

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 1-2
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BCP, including a summary of issues related to envtronmental justice, a letter of

regulatory concurrence on the Commumty Environmental Response Facthtation Act

(CERFA) report, the radiological survey reports and permit closure approval from

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, closure of the hazardous waste container

storage portion of the RCRA Part B permit from TDEC, closure of the National

Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from TDEC, a transformer

inventory and test results, radon survey test results for the Depot and letters to the

BCT regarding parcel boundary deslgnations.

1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE OBJECTIVES

The Defense Dtstnbutaon Center (Memphis) is responsible for the management and overall

implementation of environmental programs at the Depot. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Engineering and Support Center, Huntsville (CEHNC), managed remedial investigations/feasibility

studies (RI/FS) under the Comprehenswe Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act

(CERCLA). The CEHNC also managed Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facdity

investigations/corrective measures studies at the facility. In addition, the CEHNC managed other

environmental investigation, removal design, remedial design and correctwe measures design

activities. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers South Atlantic Dwislon - Mobde (CESAM) provided

support to the CEHNC for removal action, remedial action and corrective measures implementation

as well as comphance program support. The U.S. Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence

(AFCEE) manages remedial designs/remedial actions at the facility through the Final Closeout

Report.

The combined objectives of the BCT, CEHNC, AFCEE and other supporting agencies for the

environmental restoration and compliance program at the Depot are as follows:

,, Protect human health and the environment;

¯ Continue compliance with existurg statutes and regulataons;

Conduct ongoing environmental restoration program activities in accordance w,th

CERCLA, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthonzation Act

(SARA); RCRA; the State of Tennessee regulatmns; and other applicable

regulations;

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 1-3
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Meet Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) schedules and deadlines;

Continue efforts to identify all potentaally contaminated areas and incorporate any

new sites into the BCP, as appropriate;

Establish prionties for environmental restoration and restoration-related comphance

activities so that property disposal and reuse goals can be met;

Complete the environmental restoration process as soon as practicable for each site,

m an order of priority that takes into account both environmental concerns and

redevelopment plans;

Identify opportunities for selected removal actions to control, eliminate, or reduce

risks to manageable levels;

Continue to consider future land use when characterizing risks associated with

releases of hazardous substances wastes;

Conduct long-term remedial actions for groundwater and any necessary revmws to

evaluate the progress of remediation;

Establish interim and long-term momtoring plans for other Remedial AcUons (RAs),

as appropriate;

Continue to identify and map the environmental condataon of installatmn property

with the intent ofidentlfymg areas suitable for transfer by deed;

Conduct site-specffic environmental baseline surveys (EBSs) as necessary to support

transfer and lease of property;

Meet reqmrements of the Natmnal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) related 

environmental restoratmn, property disposal, and reuse of the Depot; and

Advise the Army Materiel Command (AMC) of property that is deemed statable for

transfer and properties that are not suitable for transfer because they are either not

properly evaluated or pose an unacceptable human health or environmental risk.
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Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Vers=on 7 December 2003



SECTION ONE

764 17.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

1.2 BCP PURPOSE, UPDATES AND DISTRIBUTIONS

This BCP Is mtended to:

¯ Summarize the current status of the Depot’s environmental restoration programs;

Present a comprehensive strategy for implementing response actions necessary to

protect hunaan health and the environment;

¯ Present schedules for restoration and compliance activities; and

Function as the annual update to the Stte Management Plan (SMP), as required under

the FFA dated March 6, 1995.

The strategy integrates activities being performed under the environmental restoration program and

associated environmental compliance programs to support full restoration of the Depot.

This BCP was prepared with information available as of October 2003. Certain information

presented in this BCP is derived from the fmal EBS (Woodward-Clyde 1996), Main Installation

Remedial Investigation Report (CH2M Hill 2000a), Main Installation Feasibility Studies for

Groundwater and Soils (CH2M Hill July 2000b and 2000c), Main InstallaUon Record of Decision

(CH2M Hill 2001b), Dunn Field Remedial Investigation Report (CH2M Hill 2002a) and 

Installation Remedial Demgn Workplan (CH2M Hill 2002b). Changes to information denved from

these documents will be reflected in subsequent versions of the BCP. Additional informaUon on the

site history and environmental setting can be found in the EBS.

The BCP is a dynamic document that will be updated as needed to incorporate newly obtained

information and reflect the completion or change m status of any cleanup actions. Updates of the

BCP will be thstributed to each member of the BCT, as well as to additional parttes identified in

Table 1-1.

1.3 BCT/PROJECT TEAM

The Depot BCT was estabhshed in December 1995, and the Depot’s BRAC Environmental

Coordinator (BEC) coordinates meetings. BCT meetings are the means of conducting periodic

program reviews and reaching consensus on decisions with federal and state regulators. The BCT

includes the BEC, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Regmn IV and the State 
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Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) Division of Superfund. A project

team consisting of technical, operational, reuse and administrative specialists, as needed, supports

the BCT. Table 1-1 provides a list of the BCT and project team members and their roles and

responsibilities.

1.4 SITE DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY OF INSTALLATION

This section describes the site and operations history of the Depot.

1.4.1 Site Description

The Depot is located in the south-central section of Memphis in Shelby County, Tennessee

(Figure 1-1). It comprises 642 acres, and can be divided into two geographical areas: the Main

Installation (/VII) and Dunn Field. The MI consists of 578 acres, and Duma Field consists of 

acres.

The Depot was placed on the National Prionties List m October 1992. The Depot has conducted

environmental investigations and plans to conduct further environmental mvestigations under the

requirements of CERCLA and the National Oll and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency

Plan (NCP). To assist further investigations at the Depot, representatives of the Depot, the CEHNC,

EPA and TDEC divided the facility into four potential Operable Units (OUs) and seven Functional

Units (FUs) based on similar historical use for conducting baseline risk assessments. The MI 

divided into three OUs (2 through 4) and six FUs (1 through 6 with groundwater bexng FU-7)

(Figure 1-2a). OU-2 is located in the southwestern quadrant of the MI area of the Depot and 

characterized as an industrial area where maintenance and repatr activities took place. OU-3 is

located in the southeastern quadrant of the MI area and contains the entire southeastern watershed

and golf course. OU-4 is located in the north-central section of the MI area where material storage

took place. Dunn Field, located north of the MI and identified as OU-1, is the only known and

documented burial area on the Depot. To assist investigations at Dunn Field, the Depot’s contractors

divided it into three Areas (Figure 1-2b). The local reuse authority (LRA), originally known as 

Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency (MDRA) and now the Depot Redevelopment Corporation

(DRC), further subdivided the Depot property into parcels and further diwded parcels into

subparcels to dehneate buildings and CERCLA sites.
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1.4.2 Installation History and Mission

The 642 acres on which the Depot is located were originally used for producing cotton until

purchased by the U.S. Army m 1940. The initial mission and function of the Depot was to provide

stock control, storage and maintenance services for the Army Engineer, Chemical and Quartermaster

Corps. The installation was originally named Memphis General Depot, but has also been known as

Memphis Quartermaster Depot, Memphis Army Service Forces Depot and Memphis Army Depot.

During World War II, the Depot served as an mtemment center for 800 prisoners of war and

performed supply missions for the Signal and Ordnance Corps. From 1963 until closure on

September 30, 1997, the Depot was a principal distribution center for the Defense Logistics Agency

(DLA) (formerly the Defense Supply Agency) for shipping and receiving a variety ofmatenals

including hazardous substances (pesticides, swimming pool chemicals, firearm cleaning and rust

preventative chemicals), textile products, food products, electronic equipment, construction

materials, and industrial, medical and general supplies. The Depot received, warehoused and

distributed supplies common to all U.S. military services in the southeastern United States, Puerto

Rico and Panama. Approximately four million line items were received and shipped by the Depot

annually. The Depot shipped approximately 107,000 tons of goods a year (CH2M Hill 1995b).

1.5 OFF-BASE PROPERTY/TENANTS

There are no off-base properties or tenants associated with the Depot. For the EBS, an electronic

record search of federal and state environmental databases was conducted for properties adjacent to

the Depot. In addition, visual inspections by automobile were performed on properties and facilities

adjacent to the Depot. Recent groundwater samples collected in monitoring wells up gradient from

the southwest comer of the MI and from the northeast comer of Dunn Field contained detectable

levels of chlorinated solvents. In 2003, the Depot installed additional monitoring wells up gradient

from Dunn Field to document contaminate migration onto the site.

1.6 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

This section describes the environmental setting of the Depot, including the physical setting,

demographics, climatology, hydrology, geology, soils and hydrogeology.
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1.6.1 Physical Setting

The Depot encompasses 642 acres m the south-central section of Memphis, 4 miles southeast of the

Central Business District and 1 mile north of Memphis Intemational Airport (Figure 1-I). The

facility is located in a mixed residential, commercial and industrial land use area.

Generally, the Depot is described as consisting of two geographic areas -- the MI and Dunn Field.

The MI consists of 578 acres bordered by Atrways Boulevard to the east, Perry Road to the west,

Ball Road to the south and Dram Avenue to the north. The MI is highly developed and contains

most of the buildings and material storage yards for the facility. At the t~me of closure, there were

approximately 118 buildings, 26 mdes of railroad tracks and 28 miles of paved streets at the Depot.

Approximately 126 acres were used for covered storage space and approximately 138 acres are used

for open storage space. Dunn Field is located just to the north, across Dunn Avenue from the

northwest quadrant of the MI. Dunn Field consists of 64 acres of mostly undeveloped land that has

historically been used for storage of bauxite and fluorspar and for waste disposal.

1.6.2 Demographics

The Depot is located in an area of widely varying uses. Formerly a residentaal and agricultural area,

the surrounding area is characterized by small commercial and manufacturing uses north and east of

the Depot and single-farmly residences south and west of the Depot. Numerous small church

buxldmgs are scattered throughout the residential neighborhoods. Several schools are located m the

neighborhoods as well as two neighborhood parks.

Airways Boulevard, located on the east border of the/vii, is the most heavily traveled thoroughfare

in the vicinity. It is developed with numerous small, commercml estabhshments, particularly in the

area from the Depot south to the Airways Boulevard interchange with Interstate 240. Businesses

along Airways Boulevard are typical of highway commercial &stncts and include convenience

stores, hquor stores, restaurants, used car dealers, and service statmns. Other commercml

establishments are located north, south, and west of the Depot. Most are small groceries or

convenience stores that serve their immedmte neighborhoods. Memphis Light, Gas, and Water

operates a large substation located northwest of the Depot along Person Avenue.

The Frisco Rmlroad and Illinois Central Gulf Railroad raft lines are north of the Depot. A number of

large industrial and warehousing operations are located along the rad hnes m this area, including the

Kellogg Company; Laramie Tires; Lanigan Storage and Van Company; the Kroger Company; the

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 1-8
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National Manufacturing Company, Incorporated; and Cintas Uniforms. A triangular area located

immediately north of the Depot along Dunn Road also contains several industrial fLrms.

Most of the land surrounding the Depot is highly developed; however, three relatively large,

undeveloped sites exist in the general area. The largest site is located north of the Depot at Person

Avenue and Kyle Street. The other undeveloped areas are located south of the Depot along Ball

Road and Ketchum Road in the vicinity of the Orchid Manor Apartments, and east of the Depot

along Dwight Street

In Memphis, zoning controls and subdivision requirements are under the jurisdictson of the

Memphis and Shelby County Office of Planning and Development. The Depot property is zoned

Light Industrial. This designation extends to several contiguous land parcels located east of the

Depot along Airways Boulevard, in the vicinity of the Kellogg plant west past Rozelle Street.

Several smaller areas adjacent to those mentaoned above are zoned Heavy Industrial. Most of the

remaining land m the vicinity of the Depot is zoned for residential use.

The 2000 census data for Memphis and for Shelby County is hsted below (National Census Report,

August 2000).

Location 2000 Census Data

City of Memphxs 606,109

Shelby County 873,000

1.6.3 Climatology

The Depot is located in the West Tennessee Climatic Division of the United States (Law

Environmental 1990b). This division experiences a typical continental chmate with warm, humid

summers and cold winters. The average temperatures are 40 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in the winter

and 80°F m the summer. The Memphis area has a 30-year annual prectpitataon average of 50 inches.

Normally, precipitation is heaviest dunng the winter and early spring. A second, less significant

rainfall period occurs as thundershowers during late spring and early summer. The one-year, 24-

hour average rainfall for the area surrounding the Depot is 3 4 inches (Law Environmental 1990b).

Prevailing winds are from the southwest.
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1.6.4 Hydrology

Surface drainage at the Depot IS accomplished by overland flow to swales, ditches, concrete-lined

channels and a storm drainage system. The majonty of surface drainage at Dunn Field is achieved

by overland flow to a storm drainage system that flows west of the facility (Figure 1-3). The

northeast quadrant of Dunn Field drains to a concrete-lined channel that flows north. The MI’s

surface drainage is achieved by overland flow to a storm drainage system. The concrete-lined

channels and storm drainage system are directed to Nonconnah Creek or to either Tarrant Branch or

Cane Creek, tributaries of Nonconnah Creek. Nonconnah Creek drains into Lake McKellar, a

tributary of the Mississippi River. Where exposed, undisturbed surface soils are predominantly

grassed, free-grained semi-cohesive materials that tend to promote large volumes of rapid runoff.

Paved and built-up sections of the facility also tend to generate significant amounts of runoff.

Topographically, most of the Depot is generally level with or above the surrounding terrain;

therefore, the Depot receives little or no run-on from adjacent areas.

Two permanent surface water bodies exist at the Depot. The larger IS Lake Danlelson at

approximately four acres in size. Lake Danielson receives a significant amount of the facility’s

stormwater runoff, primarily from the area where the "20 Typicals" (Buildings 229, 230, 250, 329,

330, 349, 350, 429, 430, 449, 450, 529, 530, 549, 550, 629, 630, 649 and 650) are located. Lake

overflow is channeled through a drop inlet at the dam through a concrete-lined channel to a culvert

extending beneath N Street and Ball Road. The smaller surface water body is the golf course pond.

It receives runoff from the surrounding golf course; the area where Buildings 249, 450, 251,265,

270, 271 are located; and the south parking lot. Lake and pond overflow is directed to culverts

extending beneath N Street and Ball Road and is then directed to Noncounah Creek via unnamed

tributaries.

1.6.5 Geology and Soils

Topographically, the Depot is situated in an area of gently rolling loess hills. Most of the Depot

terrain is fairly uniform, with elevations ranging from 282 to 300 feet above mean sea level. Five

distinct surface soil units have been mapped at the Depot: the Falaya Silt Loam, the Filled Land-

Silty, the Graded Land, the Memphis Silt Loam, and the Memphis Silt Loam 2. Surface soils at the

developed portion of the MI primarily consist of filled land (CH2M Hill 2000a).
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Geologically, the area around the Depot is located in the north-central part of the Mississippi

embayment that is a broad, trough-like geologic structure that plunges to the south. The geologic

units that have been identified at the Depot are: loess, which can contain "perched" water-beanng

zones for short periods of time after a rainfall event; fluvxal (terrace) deposits that contain the site’s

shallow aquifer; the Jackson Formation/Upper Claibome Group that is a confming unit between

aquifers; and the Memphis Sand that represents the region’s most important source of water.

Subsurface sods at the Depot consist of moderately to well drained silty deposits. The soil m graded

areas varies from clay to sandy silt. The permeabthty range for the soil is 4.4 x 10-4 to 1.4 x 10-3

centimeters per second (CH2M HIll 2000a). The upper strata at Dunn Field consist of a loess layer

underlain by fluvial deposits of sand and gravel that includes a perched water element.

The Depot is situated approximately 40 miles southeast of Marked Tree, Arkansas where the abrupt

termination of one of the two major deeply buried faults of the New Madrid region seismic zone xs

located. This places the Depot m one of the highest earthquake risk zones east of the Rocky

Mountains. Three of the greatest earthquakes m American history occurred in the New Madrid

seismic zone in 1811 and 1812. The recurrence of quakes of similar magnitude is estimated to be

600 to 800 years. Although thousands of microearthquakes are recorded, very few earthquakes have

been felt in the Memphis/Shelby County area.

1.6.6 Hydrogeology

A layer of unsaturated loess, a firm silty clay or clayey silt that is approximately 20 to 30 feet thick,

underlies the Depot. Where intact and undisturbed, the loess unit tends to limit precipitation

infiltration (recharge) to significant underlying aquifers. Sandy zones within the loess may become

seasonal perched water-bearing zones that contam water for short periods of time after rainfall

events.

Terrace deposits underlie the loess. The lower, saturated portion of the terrace deposits is referred to

as the fluvial aquifer and is the uppermost unconfined aquifer beneath the Depot. The saturated

thickness of the fluvial aquifer varies from 5.7 feet to 18 feet at the Depot, and the water level top

varies from 37 to 145 feet below ground surface (bgs) (CH2M Hill 2000a). The fluvial aquifer is 

used as a drinking water source for Memphis.

The Memphis Sand aquifer underhes the fluvial aquifer and ~s the primary source of drinking water

for Memphis.
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The fluvial and Memphis Sand aquifers are separated by the Jackson Formation/Upper Claibome

Group, which generally consists of high-plasticity clay of variable thickness. The depth to the top of

the confining clay unit at the Depot ranges from approximately 70 feet bgs on the east and west sides

of OU-4 to approximately 160 feet bgs in the north-central portion of OU-4, where a structural

depression in the top of the clay unit exists. The thickness of this confining stratum ranges from

approximately 85 feet to less than 15 feet. The Memphis Sand aquifer underlies the Depot at a depth

of approximately 180 feet bgs and averages 500 feet in thickness. Some recharge is derived from

overlying or hydraulically communicating units; however, most of its recharge is derived from the

unit’s outcrop area, located generally east of Memphis. The outcrop area consists of a broad band

ranging in width from approximately 50 miles at the Tennessee-Mississippi border to less than 15

miles at the Tennessee-Kentucky border (in Henry County, Tennessee). The southernmost part 

the outcrop area in Tennessee begins in southeastemmost Shelby County, Tennessee, although the

unit’s outcrop continues south into Mississippi and north mto Kentucky.

The Fort Pillow Sand aquifer underlies the Depot at an approximate depth of 1,400 feet bgs. It

averages approximately 200 feet in thickness. The unit contains groundwater under artesian

(confmed) conditlous and derives most of its recharge from unit outcrop areas and hydrogeologic

units in hydraulic communication (CH2M Hill 2000a).

Figure 1-4 presents the November 2001 potentiometric surface map of the fluvial aquifer at the

Depot (CH2M Hill 2002b).

Two general groundwater flow regimes occur in the fluvial aquifer at the Depot. At Dunn Field, a

west-southwest direction of flow is indicated by the contours. However, over the majority of the MI,

the direction of groundwater flow is toward a depression in the top of the clay-confining unit on the

northern portion of OU-4 just south of the southwest comer of Dunn Field near Gate 15. This area

of apparent convergent flows is an area with hydrauhc interconnectaon between the fluvial aquifer

and the underlying Memphis Sand aquifer. An investigation of the presence or absence of a

hydraulic connection between the aquifers was conducted as part of the RI/FS (CH2M Hall 2000a,

2000b). Additional investagation wall be conducted as part of the remedml design for the MI

groundwater remedml action. Along the northern fence hne of Dunn Field, VOCs in groundwater

are movmg onto Dunn Field from an off-site up gradient source.
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1.7 HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Past actavlties conducted at the Depot include a wide range of storage, distribution, and maintenance

practices. Historically Dunn Field was used as a landfill, as a pistol range, for storage of mineral

stockpiles, and for periodic testing of flamethrowers, smoke generators and smoke pots using diesel

fuel and fog oil. The pistol range house also was used for pesticide and herbicide storage. The

mineral stockpiles have remained over the years and have been managed by the Defense National

Stockpile. These stockpiles were sold to private industry and removed. The primary activities

conducted at the MI included material storage and shipping. Other activmes conducted at the MI

included hazardous substance repackaging for storage or shipment; sandblasting and pamtmg;

vehicle maintenance; polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) transformer storage; pesticide and herbxcide

storage and use; and treatment of wood products with pentachlorophenol. During the 1940s and

1950s prior to ItS construction, part of the golf course was used as a pistol range.

1.7.1 Hazardous Substance Activities

As a result of the Depot’s complex s ite-utihzation history, large quantities of industrial chemicals or

hazardous substances were recewed, stored, repaekaged and shipped. Some of these items were

spilled or leaked at the MI or landfilled at Dunn Field.

The following types of hazardous substances were received, stored and shipped at the Depot:

¯ Flammable hquids

¯ Flammable solids

¯ Corrosives (acids and bases)

¯ Poisons (including insectacldes)

¯ Compressed gases (nonflammable and flammable)

¯ Class C explosives

¯ Oxidizers

¯ Low-level rad~oactlve materials (watch dials, compasses, smoke detectors, etc.)
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¯ Other regulated substances

These substances were received as packaged commoditaes from manufacturers in containers that

varied in size up to 55-gallon drums. While in storage, these substances were segregated by

hazardous storage compatibility groups to assure optimum safety conditions were met (Harland

Ba_~olomew & Associates, Inc. 1988).

Until 1985, misslon chemical stock items in packages smaller than 55-gallon drums were stored in

Building 629, which was constructed on a concrete foundation with seven bays separated by

concrete walls and fire doors. Mission chemical stock items m 55-gallon drums were stored at open

storage areas X02, X03, X11, X12, X13, X15, X17, X19, X21, X23, X25 and X27. Some mission

chemical stock items also were stored in Building 319. In 1994, Building 319, Bays 1 and 2 became

the hazardous waste storage area for the Defense ReutallZafion and Marketing Office (DRMO).

Building 319 had a concrete berm and was situated on a concrete foundation with no floor drains. In

the past, cyanide compounds were stored in a mechanically ventilated, separately bermed room,

located in Bay 6 at the west end of the building. The buddmg was equipped with explosion-proof

lighting and spill booths of simdar construction to those in Building 629. Hazardous substances

requiting temperature-controlled environments and medical items classified as hazardous substances

were stored in Building 359. Security control at Bmldings 319 and 359 was stringent.

Beginning m 1985 and continuing until closure, the majority of mission chemical stock items in

packages smaller than 55-gallon drums were stored in Building 835. This building was constructed

on a concrete foundation without floor drains and contained five bays separated by concrete walls

and fire doors. Spill booths containing absorbent materials and cleanup equipment were located in

each bay area. The bays were marked to preclude incompatible chemicals being placed in the same

bay.

The X25 area, located on the no~dawest side of the facility, was an open storage area with an earthen

berm tmtd a concrete bermed, concrete pad was built in approximately July 1976. The X25 area was

used to store Class 1 flammable liquids. These liquids were usually stored in 55-gallon drums and

included a wide range of industrial grade organic solvents. A tension-fabric roof structure was

constructed over the bermed, concrete pad in 1986 and stored flammable hquids m 55-gallon drums.

Building 925 was built m 1994 over this area and was used for the storage of flammable liquids in

55-gallon drums.
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Nonflammable peU’oleum, oll and lubricant (POL) mission chemical stock items were stored in 55-

gallon drums at open storage areas XI 1, X12, X13, and X15 and XI7. Flammable mission chemical

products such as chlorinated solvents and fuels in 55-gallon drums were stored at open storage areas

X13, X15, X23 and X25. POL products for operations use (i.e. transformers, motor oil) were stored

at open storage area X07 and at vehicle maintenance Buildings 253 and 770. Building 873 was an

open-sided shed used for storage of mission POL products, acids and corrosives, and for overflow

mission chemical stock items. UnUl construction in 1985 of Building 865, the hazardous substance

recoupment facility, hazardous substances in damaged containers were stored and repackaged at the

south end of Building 873. Records also indicate hazardous substances were historically repackaged

under a lean-to at the comer ofE Su’eet and 21st Street in open storage area X21 as well as at the

southern end of open storage area X02 adjacent to Building 873.

The Depot was a RCRA generator of hazardous wastes in Tennessee under generator number TN

4210020570. The majority of hazardous wastes generated by the Depot consisted of hazardous

substances that reached shelf-life expiration dates and could no longer be used by the military

services and from vehicle maintenance. The Depot also generated hazardous wastes from the

cleanup of small hazardous substance spills. Of the approximately 100,000 hazardous substances

transfers conducted per year at the Depot, only an estimated 50 transfers per year resulted in a spill

or release. More than 90 percent of these events resulted from packaging fadures during transport.

The remaining events were attributed to accidents dunng handhng at the Depot (Harland

Bartholomew & Associates, Inc. 1988).

The former Defense Property Disposal Office was redesignated the Defense Reutilizataon and

Marketing Organization (DRMO). The DRMO was a tenant of the Depot and provided property

disposal services for hazardous substances and hazardous wastes generated by the Depot, the Naval

Air Station Millington and the Air Force Air National Guard. The Depot applied for a Part B permit

from EPA to allow the storage of hazardous wastes for up to 180 days based on constrtrction of a

Conforming Storage Facility. Until construction of the facihty, DRMO maintamed 90-day storage

in Building 308 under mtenm status. Construction of the Conforming Storage Facdity did not occur

prior to closure. Hazardous substances in the DRMO’s possession were stored in Budding 308 until

1994 when TDEC approved two bays of Budding 319 for hazardous waste storage and DRMO

moved their operations. The Depot applied for closure of the container storage portmn of its Part B

permit m Apnl 1997. TDEC approved closure of the container storage portion of the permit

effective October 22, 1998.
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1.7.2 Waste Management Activities

From 1940 until 1948, an area at the southwest sect]on of Dunn Field was used to landfill outdated

or damaged foodstocks and supertropical bleach. The northwest section of Durra Field area was

used as the landfill site for unusable, nonhazardous subsistence stocks from the late 1940s to mid

1960s. Additionally, small quantities of hazardous substances (e.g., acids, mixed chemicals, and

chemical agent ldentlficataon sets) were buried in the northwest section Dunn Field The Depot

used mumclpal landfills for sanitary solid waste disposal. Small quantities of nonhazardous mission

stock items such as sterile water, isotonic saline and hqmd soap were discharged to the sanitary

sewer. The Depot normally obtained perrmssion from the City of Memphis Public Works

Department before dascharging items into the sanitary sewer.
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BRAC Cleanup Team Members
John De Back DDSP (Memphis (901)544-0622 BEC/DLA Representabve, DOD Base

Depot) Transition Coordinator

James Morrison TDEC 901)368-7953 TDEC Representative

Turpin Ballard EPA Region IV 404) 562-8553 EPA Representative

Project Team Members (* Indicates peopleon BRAC Cleanup Plan distribution list)
Kad Blankenship CESAM (334) 694-4216 Construction Program Manager

* Bruce Railey CEHNC (205) 895-1638 RD Program Manager

* Gary Bergman AFCEE (210) 536-5280 Lead Contracting Officer for Non-Air
Force Funding Lines

Angeia McMath MACTEC Engineering (770) 5904601 DLA Program Manager
and Consulting

* Tushar Talele MACTEC Engineering (770) 421-3591 RD/RA Contractor Program Manager
and Consulting

Greg Wrenn MACTEC Engineering (770) 421-3472 RD/RA Contractor Lead Engineer
and Consulting

David Ladd USGS (615) 8374773 Project Geologist

Trevor Smith Diggins Frontline i(888) 848-9898 Corporate Communications PM

Alma Moore Fronthne (901 ) 544-0613 Community Relations Specmhst

*Steve Offner CH2M Hill (770) 604-9182 RD Contractor Program Manager

David Nelson CH2M Hill (770) 604-9182 RD Contractor PM

VirgilJansen Jacobs Engineering (314) 7704025 Construction Contractor PM
Group

i Kraig Smith Jacobs Engineedng (615) 331-9232 Construction Contractor Site PM
Group x229

BRAC Cleanup Plan distribution list (in addition to BRACCleanup Team/Project Team)

Richard Isaac AEC (410) 436-6823 AEC Representative

Tom Ledede DA (757) 7884350 DA BRAC Office

David Buxbaum AEC (404) 524-5061 AEC Regional Counsel

Jeanne Masters DLA (703) 767-2672 DLA BRAC Office

Dennis LiUo DLA (703) 767-6241 DLA Environmental Office

Mike Dobbs DDC (717) 770-6950 DDC Environmental Office

Ron Marichak DDC (717) 770-7760 DDC BRAC Office

Jackie Noble DDC (717) 770-6223 DDC Public Affairs Officer

Jeff McCaushn DDSP (717) 770-7421 Deputy Director of Installations

Jim Covington DRC (901) 9424939 President

Notes:
AEC
AFCEE.
BEC
BRAC’
PM:
DDSP.

Army Environmental Center DRC
A=r Force Center for Enwronmental Excellence EPA
BRAC Environmental Coordinator DA
Base Reahgnment and Closure DDC
Project Manager DLA.
Defense Dlstnbutlon Depot Susquehanna, PA TDEC"

+

Depot Redevelopment Corporabon
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2.0 PROPERTY DISPOSAL AND REUSE

This section describes the status and strategy for real property disposal, as well as the

relationship between environmental cleanup efforts and anticipated or known reuse activity and

property transfer methods.

2.1 STATUS OF DISPOSAL PLANNING PROCESS

In March 1995, the BRAC Commission recommended the following closure action at the Depot:

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee of the DLA and

relocate the Depot’s functions and material to other defense distribution depots

Pursuant to Public Law 101-510 and BRAC 95, the U.S. Army identified 642 acres at the Depot

that would be excess to its needs foUowmg closure. The Depot ceased m~ssion operations on

September 30, 1997

The U.S. Army and DLA initiated the BRAC parcel transfer process for the Depot and

coordinated actions with the Local Reuse Authority (LRA). This process revolves three

interrelated activities: (1) developing a redevelopment plan; (2) developing a disposal process;

and (3) meeting requirements of the NEPA process. The design of this three-part disposal

process integrates goals held by the U.S. Army, DLA, the City of Memphis and Shelby County

to provide for the efficient transfer of the Depot mission within DLA, and to minimize the

impact of closure on the community.

2.1.1 Redevelopment Plan

The reuse process began in 1995 when the Department of Defense (DOD) and Office 

Economic Adjustment (OEA) approached Memphis to form a reuse committee. Memphis and

Shelby County created the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency (MDRA) operated under the

auspices of the Memphis/Shelby County Office of Planning and Development. The MDRA with

its board of directors acted as the local reuse authority (LRA) representing a broad spectrum 

commumty interests in the reuse of the Depot. The MDRA completed the redevelopment

planning process in April 1997 with completion and approval of the Memphis Depot

Redevelopment Plan (Figure 2-1).

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2-1
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In April 1997, the Depot Redevelopment Corporation (DRC) formed as a pubhc corporation 

implement the plan developed by the MDRA. The DRC is chartered under Tennessee law and

recognized by the federal government as the local reuse authority to enter into agreements wtth

the federal government for lease or conveyance of the Depot property.

Memphis and Shelby County authorities approved the Depot Redevelopment Plan in March

1997. The BCT reviewed this plan and uses it to make cleanup decisions. The Department of

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) completed a review and approved the redevelopment

plan for homeless consideration in September 1997. In addition to identifying the general land

use for the future of the property, the Depot Redevelopment Plan provides an implementing

strategy for the DRC.

The MDRA set the following goals for redevelopment and the DRC continues to support these

goals:

Maintain overall commumty public health as the first pnority in environmental

remediation work;

Maximize community employment, wages and capital investment through

redevelopment of the Depot and the surrounding area, commencing immediately;

Place highest priority on attracting new or expanding businesses to the Memphis

market area rather than on relocatmg existing businesses already in the Memphis

market area;

Encourage new businesses at the Memphis Depot Business Park to hire depot

employees and local commumty residents;

Improve the local quality of life by using Depot facilities to meet community

needs and by ensuring that redevelopment ~s compatible with the surrounding

areas; and

Generate early cash flow through interim leases and other means of support

maintenance, improvements, and marketing efforts.

Prior to property transfer, the U.S. Army provided an interim lease for the Mare Installation (MI)

to the DRC m September 1997. Properties became available for sublease by the DRC through a

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2-2
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series of Findings of Suitability to Lease documents (FOSL) prepared by DLA and approved 

the Army. FOSL #8 included all property on the MI that had not been included on a previous

FOSL and was approved in August 1999. Since October 1997, the DRC has completed 20

subleases under the master lease accounting for the reuse of more than 2.4 million square feet of

covered and uncovered facilities (53% of the MI) and the production of approximately 1,000

jobs.

On February 23, 2001, AMC signed a Fmding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) document

sponsored by the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to transfer Parcel 2 to a veteran

service organization. This parcel, consisting of 6.51 acres of land and seven buildings, will

provide housing for veterans. The deed for this parcel was signed on September 18, 2001. On

September 27, 2001, AMC signed a FOST for Parcel 1 consisting of 18.03 acres of land and six

buildings, including the main administration budding. The deed to the City of Memphis Police

Department for 4.67 acres of Parcel 1 was signed on February 6, 2002. The deed to the DRC for

13.36 acres of Parcel 1 was signed on May 6, 2002.

DRC entered into a lease in furtherance of conveyance (LIFC) on March 4, 2003, giving the

DRC sole proprietary interest in the property pending transfer by deed.

2.1.2 Disposal Process

The dmsposal process continues for the Depot. The disposal process considers BRAC

requirements and environmental cleanup schedules, U.S. Army transfer goals and the

redevelopment planning goals of the local community. The process incorporated relevant U.S.

Army BRAC transfer hierarchy requirements established by Pubhc Law 100-526 and the Federal

Property and Administration Services Act, the Surplus Property Act, the Federal Property

Management Regulations and the 1994 Defense Authorization Act as amended.

The process includes the following actions:

¯ Offer facility to DOD agencies for use.

¯ Offer facility to other federal agencies.

Offer facility under the 1994 Redevelopment Act (excluding property taken by

DOD agencies) to sponsoring organizations and qualified homeless assistance

providers.

2-3Defense Distribution Center (Memphis)
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Offer facdity to state and local government agencies through public benefit

discount conveyance.

Offer facility to a redevelopment agency at or below fair market value through an

economic development conveyance.

¯ Offer the property for negotiated or competitive bld sale to the private sector.

The Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, signed

into law October 25, 1994, and Title XXIX of the 1994 Defense Authorization Act amended this

process as it pertains to homeless, state, and local screening. These pieces of legislation exempt

BRAC properties from screening under McKllmey Act provisions. They do, however, require

that the needs of the homeless be considered during the reuse planning process and that these

needs be balanced with the need for further economic redevelopment. Approval of the Depot

Redevelopment Plan by HUD in September 1997 concluded this requirement for homeless

conslderatmn.

2.1.3 National Environmental Policy Act Documentation

To comply with NEPA, a disposal and reuse environmental assessment (EA) for the Depot was

prepared by CESAM. The EA process began in April 1996 with a scoping meeting conducted

on July 23, 1996. A scoping report was completed in October 1996. The final EA for master

interim lease that included a descriptlon of the proposed disposal action and alternatives was

completed m October 1996. The final EA for disposal and reuse was completed in February

1998, and the AMC signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on March 13, 1998. 

30-day public comment period began in March 1998. The public comment period was extended

in response to a request by public comment. This extension period concluded in October 1998.

The EAs evaluated several disposal and reuse alternatives following DA policy on the

preparation of U.S. Army disposal and reuse documents. The three disposal alternatives being

considered in the disposal and reuse EA are as follows:

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative: Disposal of the property as unencumbered

means that the U.S. Army would not impose condinons on it For example, the

property transfers free of U.S. Army easements or continuing environmental

mitigation measures.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2-4
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Encumbered Disposal Alternative: The U.S. Army would dispose of the

property with encumbrances. The encumbrances may result In development

constramts for the new property owners. Possible encumbrances include existmg

or proposed utility or infrastructure easements or property reuse limitations

because of the presence of environmental contamination undergoing long-term

remediation. An existing deed restriction could cause additional encumbrances.

Caretaker Alternative (No Action Alternative): The U.S. Army would not

thspose of the property under this altemahve, but would maintain it indefimtely in

caretaker status. After transfer of the caretaker cadre mission, the U.S. Army

would maintain and preserve the vacated area. The property would be available

for the U.S. Army use if needed.

The DRC submitted the final Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan to CESAM for consideration

of the impacts of proposed reuse actions. The EA addressed a range of high, medium and low

reuse intensities identified in the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan. An appendix to the EA

includes the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan. Proposed reuses are cross-referenced to the

reuse scenarios addressed tn the final EA for disposal and reuse. The following three reuse

scenarios were considered in the disposal and reuse EA:

High-Intensity Reuse Scenario: This scenario assumes use at maximum feasible

intensity for the Depot property. Under this scenario, more of the total acreage

would be used for manufacturing and residential development and less would be

used for parks, open space and warehousing.

Medium-Intensity Reuse Scenario: This scenario assumes that each area of the

Depot property would be used at a moderate level of intensity. This scenario

most reflects the goals of the DRC.

Low-Intensity Reuse Scenario: This scenario assumes that each area would be

used at the lowest intensity within a feasible range. Existing open space areas

would largely be preserved as open spaces made into parks or devoted to other

low-intensity uses. The reuse of warehouses would be maximized because

warehousing generally revolves fewer vehicle traps and fewer employees than do

residential or manufacturing uses.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2-5
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2.1.4 Disposal/Reuse Progress

Consistent with proposed community reuse goals, the disposal process at the Depot is under way.

The following actions have occurred:

Closure actions at the Depot began immediately after the BRAC 95 decision and

culminated with the cessation of mission operations on September 30, 1997.

A government caretaker force retained several facilities pending final transfer of

the properties.

¯ The DA prepared and published a report of excess.

Federal screening to identify facdlty uses by other non-DOD entitles was

completed in March 1996.

Homeless assistance screening was completed and HUD approved the

redevelopment plan in September 1997. This included four military housing units

to be used by a local homeless provider and one warehouse (Building 972) to 

used by a homeless assistance provider.

On February 23,2001, AMC signed a Finding of Suitabihty to Transfer (FOST)

document sponsored by the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to transfer

Parcel 2 to a veteran service organization. This parcel, consisting of 6.51 acres of

land and seven braidings, will provide housing for veterans. The deed for this

parcel was signed on September 18, 2001.

On September 27, 2001, AMC signed a FOST for Parcel 1. This parcel consisted

of 18.03 acres of land and six buildings, including the main administration

buildmg. The deed to the City of Memphis Police Department for 4.67 acres of

Parcel 1 was signed on February 6, 2002. The deed to the DRC for 13.36 acres of

Parcel 1 was signed on May 6, 2002.

On March 4, 2003, AMC signed a lease m furtherance of conveyance (LIFC)

giving the DRC sole proprietary interest m the property on the MI pending

transfer by deed.
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2.2 RELATIONSHIP TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS

Disposal and reuse actwltles at the Depot are hnked to environmental investigation, restoration

and compliance activities for two reasons:

¯ Federal property transfers to non-federal parties are governed by CERCLA Section

120(h)(3)(B)(i), Contents of Certain Deeds, 

Residual contammation may remain on certain properties after remedial actions have

been completed or put into place, thereby restricting or placing encumbrances on the

future use of those properties.

Section 120(h)(3)(B)(i) of CERCLA requires deeds for federal transfer of previously

contaminated property to contam a covenant that all remedial actions necessary to protect human

health and the environment have been taken. The 1992 CERFA amendment to CERCLA

provided clarification to the phrase "has been taken." This clarification stated that all remedial

action has been taken if the construction and installation of an approved remedial design has

been completed, and the remedy has been demonstrated to the Admmxstrator to be operatmg

properly and successfully. It further stated that the carrying out of long-term pumping and

treating or operation and maintenance after the remedy has been demonstrated to the

Administrator to be operating properly and successfully does not preclude the transfer of the

property. Thus, any reqmred remedial and/or removal response actions must be selected and

implemented for such contaminated properties before transfers to private parties can occur.

Also, CERCLA requires that deeds for property on which a hazardous substance was stored for

more than one year, released, or disposed include disclosure reformation on the type, quantity

and the time at which the storage or release occurred.

The requirement for complying with CERCLA Sectxon 120(h), the possibility of residual

contamination at the Depot, and the remedmtlon of the site according to future use are factored

into the property disposal and reuse process at the Depot. This is accomphshed m the following

manner:

Because the Depot expenenced releases of CERCLA hazardous substances, it is

subsequently subject to CERCLA transfer restrictions as described above.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2-7
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 7 December 2003



76’4 42

SECTION TWO PROPERTY DISPOSAL AND REUSE

The environmental restoration program at the Depot uses the investlgatwe and

restoration processes of the CERCLA remedial action program. These processes

include the completion of a remedial investigation (RI) and risk assessment

according to future land use (industrial and recreational). The redevelopment

plan prepared by MDRA and the description of proposed action and alternatives

m the disposal and reuse EA provide the current, best estimation of the future

land use scenarios at the Depot.

The Depot has completed the RI/FS phase and is preceding with the remedial

design (RD) and remedial action (R_A) phases of the envlronmental restoration

program. An RI for OU-1 through OU-4 was completed in 1990, but did not fully

define the nature and extent of impacts from hazardous substances releases. The

Depot has completed RI field investigations for the MI and Dunn Field. The

Depot completed the MI Remedial Investigation Report in January 2000. The

Depot completed the MI Feasibihty Studies for Soll and Groundwater in July

2000. The Depot completed the MI Reme&al Design Workplan in July 2002 and

has started RD fieldwork. The Depot completed the Dunn Field Remedial

Investigation Report in July 2002 and the Feasthility Study Report in July 2002.

The risk assessment portions of each RI evaluated impacts on human health and

the environment for current and potential on-site and off-site receptors. The FSs

evaluated the effectiveness of remedial actions m mitigating risk according to the

proposed reuses of the property. These documents provide sufficient data for the

BCT to make cleanup decisions.

DLA solicited mput from the community on proposed reuse scenarios and

redevelopment plan implementation through communication with the DRC and

participation in the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) process (see Section 3.5).

Risk assessments considered the most current reuse plans and activities.

The presence of residual contaminatmn at the Depot after closure will be

considered in the development of real estate transfer documentation. Remediatlon

of contaminated groundwater at the Depot will contmue well beyond the Depot’s

closure date of September 30, 1997. DOD will not transfer land until the

CERCLA requirements are met. DOD and regulator access to leased or conveyed

property for environmental remedml actions and long term monitoring wall be
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ensured through the establishment of easements and conditions or covenants in

the real estate documents.

The strategy and schedule for the Depot presented m this BCP are based upon the

document review cycle timeframes provided in the FFA. Because of the need to

differentiate between areas suitable for transfer and those that are not, the Depot

BCT has developed maps showing the environmental condition of property using

data from the base-wide EBS (see text and figures m Section 3.4) and subsequent

samphng results. The BCT will continue to update and refine the maps showmg

the environmental condition of property and property suitable for transfer for the

Depot as data becomes available and as site restorations are completed.

The requirement for complying with CERCLA Section 120(h) and the possibxllty of residual

contamination are two factors considered during the Depot property transfer and reuse. The

Depot considers a parcel available for transfer on the date when the associated FOST has been

signed by AMC In order for a FOST to recewe EPA and AMC approval, restoration actwmes

must be complete and operating properly as determined by the EPA Administrator.

On March 4, 2003, AMC signed a lease in furtherance of conveyance (LIFC) giving the DRC

sole proprietary interest in the property on the MI pending transfer by deed. Because this method

of transfer is not from one federal agency to another, the transfer will be governed by CERCLA.

Section 120(h)(3)(B)(i) of CERCLA requires deeds for federal transfer of previously

contammated property to contain a covenant stating that all remedml actions necessary to protect

human health and the environment have been taken. Thin deed requirement applies only to

property on which a hazardous substance was stored for one year or more or when hazardous

substances were disposed or released on the property. Thus, any required remedial actions and/or

removal response actions must he selected and implemented for such contaminated properties

before transfer to a non-federal agency can occur.

2.3 PROPERTY TRANSFER METHODS

This sectmn contains a brief description of planned or final transfer decisions m the EA for

&sposal and reuse as well as the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan accepted by the DA in

September 1997. The various transfer methods being used or considered in the transfer process

at the Depot are described in the sections below. These transfer methods were xdentlfied from

U.S. Army BRAC disposal protocols established by Pubhc Law 100-526, the Federal Property

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2-9
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and Administration Services Act, the Surplus Property Act, the Federal Property Management

Regulations and the 1994 Defense Authorization Act. The status of each of the transfer methods

is identified. Transfer methods that are not currently being considered but that could be used in

future disposal-planning actions at the Depot are also identified.

2.3.1 Federal Transfer of Property

Screening of the Depot BRAC parcel for use by other federal agencies was completed in March

1996. No other federal agencies identified a need for the Depot property

2.3.2 No-Cost Public Benefit Conveyance

State or local government entities may obtain property at no cost or less than fair market value

when sponsored by a federal agency for uses that would benefit the public (e.g., health and

education, parks and recreation, wildlife conservation, or public health).

As of October 1998, DA screened the Depot properties for eligible state and local interests.

Formal requests were received from the Department of Education, Department of Justice,

Department of Transportation and the Department of Interior/National Park Service.

2.3.3 Negotiated Sale

The U.S. Army may sell the property by negotiation to state or local agencies at fair market

value. A sale could also be negotiated with pnvate enttues. There are no negotiated sales

planned for Depot properties.

2.3.4 Widening of Public Highways

There are two road-widening projects associated with the Depot. The City of Memphis has a

project on Hayes Road (adjacent to Dnnn Field) between Dunn Avenue and Person Road.

Following the Depot Redevelopment Plan, the DRC will widen "G" Street into a four lane

divided roadway from Airways Boulevard to Sixth Street. This project includes the demolition of

two large warehouses, some lesser facihtIes, and building of main utility corridors along the new

four lane dwlded roadway. Completion of this project will enhance traffic safety, improve

vehicle access and upgrade utility services.
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2.3.5 Donated Property

As of October 1998, DA screened excess properties for state and local interests, and no property

donations have been initiated on any Depot propemes.

2.3.6 Interim Leases

Pre-disposal use of facihties by a non-U.S. Army entity can be accomphshed through the

execution of leases, hcenses or permits. The Military Leasing Act of 1956 (10 Umted States

Code §2667), as amended, permits the U.S. Army to implement interim leasmg of excess

facihties if it is in the public interest. Prior to any leasing or permitting, the U.S. Army must

complete a Finding of Suitabihty to Lease (FOSL) documenting that the property is safe to use.

Leased properties may be transferred by deed to future owners after disposal decisions are made.

To facilitate the reuse of surplus property, and in accordance with DA policy and the Memphis

Depot Redevelopment Plan goals, the U.S. Army entered into an interim master lease with the

DRC in September 1997. By August 1999, AMC had signed FOSLs for all 578 acres of the MI.

2.3.7 Competitive Public Sale

Sale to the pubhc would occur through either an invitation for bids or an auction. As of May

2002, no competitive public sale of facilities or property has been initiated at the Depot.

2.3.8 Economic Development Conveyance

The 1994 Defense Authorization Act provides for the conveyance of property to an LRA at or

below fair market value using flexible payment terms. The economic development conveyance

is intended to promote economxc development andjob creation in the local commumty. To

qualify for this conveyance, an LRA must submit a request to DA describing its proposed

economic development and job creation program. The DOD has recognized the DRC as the

LRA for the Depot The DRC submitted an EDC application to DA in March 1998. DA

accepted this apphcatlon in September 1998. Acceptance of a memorandum of agreement

(MOA) for implementation of the terms of the EDC was completed on January 3, 2001. The

DA plans to transfer approximately 530 acres of Depot property to the DRC through an EDC.
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2.3.9 Caretaker of Property until Disposal

Utihty systems not required for continued Depot operations or interim lessees will be pravatlzed

or placed in an inactive caretaker status until the property is transferred to new owners. Army

Regulation 210-17, "Inactwatlon of Installations," requires that "Inactive facilities and areas will

be maintained to the extent necessary to ensure, as applicable, weather-tightness, structural

soundness, protection against fire and erosion, conservatxon of natural resources, and the

prevention of major detenoration...." with "...the minimum required staffing to maintain an

installation in a state of repair that maintains safety, security and health standards." Upon

closure, a caretaker cadre of 56 personnel remained at the Depot to meet the requirements of AR

210-17 and PL 500-126 pending transfer of the properties. The caretaker cadre was ehmmated

effective June 30, 2001.
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3.0 INSTALLATION-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM STATUS

This section summarizes the current status of environmental restoration projects and ongoing

compliance activities at the Depot. It also summarizes the status of the cultural and natural resources

program, community involvement to date, and the environmental condition and suitability for

transfer of the Depot facility.

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM STATUS

The BRAC Environmental Coordinator (BEC) is responsible for estabhshmg and maintaining all

environmental programs, comphance programs and remedlatlon efforts at the Depot. DDC

(Memphis) executes these programs. Three pnncipal U.S. Army components assist the Depot’s

effort: CEHNC provides support in areas including remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS),

remedial design (RD), remedial action and comphance programs; CESAM provides support 

BRAC actwmes at the installation as well as for construction of remedial actions; CEHNC, with

assistance from the U.S. Army Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization and the U.S. Army

Technical Escort Umt, provides support to the Depot’s chemical warfare materiel removal action.

The Depot is a National Priorities List site. TDEC and EPA provide regulatory guidance and

management for the environmental restoralaon program. This BCP, and specifically the schedules

and site descriptions, fulfills the Site Management Plan requirements of the Federal Facthties

Agreement signed by the Depot, EPA and TDEC.

The Depot conducts the environmental restoratton programs m compliance with DLA, DA, DOD,

local, state and federal statutes and regulations and m accordance with a Federal Facdities

Agreement. The Depot conducts environmental compliance programs in compliance with

apphcable DA and DOD regulations and local, state and federal regulatory programs, including

those administered under the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Water Act, RCRA,

Toxic Substances Contlol Act, CERCLA and SARA.

An environmental restoration program has been in place at the Depot since 1981. An overview of

some of the major milestones in the program and associated compliance programs for the Depot is

provided below.

Several environmental assessments were conducted at the Depot, beginning with an

initial Installation Assessment completed in 1981.
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The Depot is listed on the National Priorities List. The Depot, EPA and TDEC

signed a Federal Facthties Agreement.

A RCRA Facthty Assessment (RFA) completed m 1990 identified 49 solid waste

management umts and eight areas of concern.

Multiple investigations have been completed or are ongoing at the Depot. Four

CERCLA OUs have been designated installation-wide.

Several early actions and interim actions have been completed at the Depot. They

include metals-, dieldrin-, pentachlorophenol- and petroleum-contaminated soil

removals, underground and above ground storage tank removals and constructaon of

the groundwater pump and discharge system at Dunn Field.

e The Depot instituted programs to ensure compliance with other environmental

programs applicable to the current status of the Depot. Since closure m 1997, the

Depot requested and received closure of its air perrmts, UST permits, hazardous

waste container storage permit, and stormwater discharge permit.

e In 1995, the Generic Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan was

prepared to indicate how the RI and FS would be accomplished; R//FS field

samplmg plans were approved by EPA and TDEC for each OU (CH2M Hill 1995c,

1995d, 1995e, 19951) and screening sites (CH2M Hill 1995h).

In 1996, EPA approved a Record of Decision (ROD) for an Interim Remedial Action

(IRA) for Groundwater at Dunn Field (CH2M Hill 1995g).

In 1997, sampling of RI, screening and BRAC sites occurred on the MI. The BCT

began reviewing this sampling data and changing the environmental condition of

property categories for subparcels.

In 1998, the Depot completed construction of the first phase of the IRA pump and

discharge system and the system became operataonal. Addendums to the 1995 field

samphng plans were completed for OUs 2, 3 and 4 as well as for groundwater at the

MI. Sod and groundwater sampling for chemical warfare materiel (CWM) at Dunn

Field was completed. The Depot also completed a removal action of dieldnn soil at

subparcel 2.7 (former military family housing area).
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In 1999, action memorandums were prepared and signed for removal actaons at the

old paint shop and maintenance area as well as for CWM disposal locations at Dunn

Field. Additional monitoring wells were installed west of Dunn Field to provide

more information on the hydrogeology of the area. Additional recovery wells for the

IRA pump and discharge system were approved by the BCT and installed by the end

of 1999. The Depot also completed RI fieldwork at the MI and started fieldwork for

Dunn Field.

In 2000, the Depot completed the removal action at the old paint shop and

maintenance area and began the removal action for CWM disposal locations at Duun

Field. The Depot also completed and provided to the public the MI RI Report, FSs

for Soil and Groundwater, and MI Proposed Plan. The BCT approved a sampling

plan addendum for groundwater at Dunn Field that called for additional monitormg

wells and sod borings to provide more reformation on the hydrogeology of the area

and the extent of the contaminant plume.

In 2001, the Depot completed the CWM removal action and RI field work at Dunn

Field. The Depot also completed the additional groundwater sampling at Dunn

Field. The BCT began its review of the Dunn Field RI Report to be finalized in

2002. The Depot prepared and received DLA, EPA and TDEC signature on the MI

ROD. The Depot completed a removal action at the south end of Braiding 949,

subsequent to completion of the MI ROD. The Depot began preparing the MI

remedial design for groundwater.

In 2002, the BCT completed tts review of the Dunn Field ILl Report. The Depot

began the enhanced bioremediation treatability study at the MI for use in the MI RD

for groundwater. The Depot also completed a removal action for lead in soil at the

former pistol range on Dunn Field.

In 2003, the BCT completed its review of the Dunn Field FS. The Depot provided

the Dunn Field RI Report and FS to the pubhc and completed the pubhc comment

period for the Dunn Field Proposed Plan.
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3.1.1 Restoration Sites

Past operations at the Depot have included the storage of various hazardous substances as well as the

generation of various types of wastes from maintenance operations and their disposal and/or release

across the installation. Efforts related to these sites under the environmental restoration program are

described in this section.

The Depot was placed on the National Priorities List and must fulfill requirements under CERCLA,

as amended by SARA, and the NCP. The remedial process under CERCLA and the NCP requtres

the preparation of an RI/FS to determine the nature and extent of contamination, to evaluate public

health risks, and to screen potential remedial actions. The Depot manages the RI/FS process with

oversight from the BCT. The Depot and CEHNC implement decisions regarding the RI/FS process.

To assist further investigations, representatives of the Depot, CEHNC, EPA, and TDEC divided the

facility into four potential OUs, as shown on Figure 1-2 and listed below.

¯ OU-h Dunn Field

¯ OU-2: Southwest Quadrant, MI

¯ OU-3: Southeastern Watershed and Golf Course, MI

¯ OU-4: North-Central Area, Nil

The following general criteria were used to define the OUs:

¯ Geographic proxamity of sites

¯ Similar contaminants of concem previously identified

¯ Similar mvestagation methods

¯ Scope and complexity of investigation

¯ Results of previous site studies

¯ Potentml for off-site migration and exposure

¯ Relative threat to the Memphis drinking water supply

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 3-4
Rev 2 BRAC CLeanup Plan Vers,on 7 December 2003



764

SECTION THREE INSTALLATION-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM
STATUS

Suspected mobility of contaminants

In addition to the four OUs, the MI was grouped into areas of similar past use called Functional

Units (Figure 1-2a). Each FU represents an area where human health exposure is generally uniform

due to consistent past use. Dunfl Field was divided into three areas of similar past use and

anticipated future reuse (Figure 1-2b). Specific sites of potential contamination at the Depot were

further grouped into RI sites, early removal (ER) sites, screening sites, and chemical warfare

materiel (CWM) sites.

The Depot and CEHNC developed detailed field samphng plans for RI and screening sites for each

OU. The BCT reviewed and approved the field sampling plans and subsequent addendums. The

CERCLA process at the Depot incorporates information from the RI Sampling Letter Reports

(CH2M Hill 1998b), Screening Sites Samphng Letter Reports (CH2M Hill 1998a), Revised 

Sampling Letter Reports (CH2M Hill 1998c), MI RI Report (CH2M Hall 2000a) and Dunn Field 

Report (CH2M Hd12002a) that result in recommendations for removal and remedial actions by the

BCT members to their respective agencies.

The goal of the ER program at the Depot is to remove contamination at sites that appear to present

unacceptable risk for the proposed reuse based on preliminary sampling and nsk evaluation results

and that the DRC tdentify as high prionty for reuse. This concept uses an observational approach

that includes a flexible design, in-process monitoring and as-needed adjustments throughout the

restoration process. Certain elements of information are needed to reasonably scope, specify and

identify contingencies for monitoring and controlhng the work, no matter how flexible the design is.

This essential design information must at least identify, to a reasonable degree, the location and size

of the site, the scope of the work, the presence of obstructions, and special design and safety

concerns for which the contractor must plan and bid. Several sites have been removed prior to

completion of the RI process as a result of the ER program.

The MI ROD includes institutional controls to be applied across the MI (except at Parcels 1 and 

within FU6) to restrict residentml or daycare development and drinking water well installation. Since

mstitutional controls are considered a remedml action per the NCP, all sites (except within Parcels 

and 2 of FU6) on the MI were included in the MI ROD for remedial actaon.

There were four locations within Dunn Field where chemical warfare materiel (CWM) was

suspected to have been disposed. After the field investigation and document revtew, CEHNC
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determined that two of the sites did not contain CWM. The Depot and CEHNC completed the CWM

removal action for the following sites m May 2001:

¯ Mustard bomb decommissioning site (Sites 24A and 24B)

¯ Chemical Agent Identification Sets (CAISs) burial site (Site 

Upon a review of historical aerial photographs provided by the U.S. Army Topographic Engineenng

Center, four areas on the MI were identified as potential sources of contamination (Site 90 - Old

Pond Area, Site 91 - Former Container Storage Strip, Site 92 - Former Magazines and Site 93 -

Mallory Avenue Ground Scar) and included in the MI RI Report (CH2M Hill, 2000a).

The followmg sections describe the potential contamination at the Depot by OU. For purposes of

this report, references to site numbers correspond to the 1995 Generic RI/FS Work Plan site numbers

with the exception of the TEC sites that were identified after completion of the 1995 work plan.

OU.I: Dunn Field

Dunn Field, OU-1, is an open, unpaved area located north of and across Dunn Road from the MI.

Dunn Field is the only known and documented burial area on the Depot. Most of the potential

contamination sites are associated with burial sites that may reqmre sinular investigation techniques.

Operable Unit 1 includes the potential contamination sites shown on Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1.

Installation records indicate that various types and quantities of wastes were buffed at numerous sites

in the northwest quadrant of Dunn Field. Twenty-five sites have been identified where the Depot

has documented the burial of wastes, documented in other envtronmental studies or discovered

during the 1990 RI CLaw Environmental 1990b). Groundwater monitonng wells were installed in

the uppermost (fluvial) aquifer and the deeper Memphis Sand aquifer at the MI and Dunn Field 

the U.S. Army Envxronmental Hygiene Agency in 1982 and by Law Environmental during RI

fieldwork conducted fi-om 1989 through 1990. The 1990 Law RI did not fully defme the nature and

extent of contamination resultmg m the 1995 field sampling plans and subsequent ILl reports.

In 1993, an engineering design report was prepared for the Depot. The intent of the report was to

meet all requirements of the engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) under CERCLA and the

NCP for a non-time critical removal. The report evaluated a variety of technologies previously

presented in the 1990 Law Environmental RI/FS (Law Environmental 1990a, 1990b) that would

treat contaminated groundwater in the fluvial aquifer to prevent human exposure.
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Between 1993 and 1996, the Depot collected additaonal geological and groundwater data to support

an Interim ROD for groundwater at Dunn Field. EPA concurred with the Intenm ROD in May 1996.

The major components of the selected interim remedial action for groundwater at OU-1 include the

following:

Evaluation of aquifer characteristics that may include mstallation of a pump test well

(A pump test was performed in 1992.);

Installation of additional monitonng wells to locate the western edge of the

groundwater plume (Since 1996, the Depot has installed more than 50 momtorlng

wells on and off the Depot to define the extent of the groundwater plume and to

better define the hydrogeology of the area.);

Installation of recovery wells along the leading edge of the plume (The recovery

wells were installed along the western fence line of Dunn Field to create a hydraulic

barrier to prevent further migration and to remove contaminated groundwater.

During 1997 and 1998, the BCT reviewed the IRA designs. Construction was

completed m September 1998 and the system was fully operational in October 1998.

Four addinonal recovery wells were installed in 1999 to enhance the systems

performance and became operational in 2001.);

Obtaining a discharge permit for disposal of recovered groundwater to the T.E.

Maxon Wastewater Treatment Plant publicly-owned treatment works or mumclpal

sewer system (Permit obtained and pump system discharge connection to sanitary

sewer completed in 1998.);

Operation of the system of recovery wells until the risk associated with the

contaminants is reduced to acceptable levels or until the final remedy is in place;

Chemical analyses to monitor the quality of the discharge m accordance with the city

discharge permit requirements (The permit includes parameters to be monitored and

frequency of monitoring. The Depot provides the city with monthly chemical

analysis reports per the permit. After the first year of pumping, the reporting

frequency will be quarterly. In 2001, the city modified the sampling requirements of

the discharge permat;

,55-
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Pretreatment of groundwater, if the water fails to meet chscharge limitations

established in the &scharge permit.

Follow-up actwities include characterizing and monitoring the groundwater plume migration. As

the plume continues to be characterized, subsequent action may be taken to provide long-term

defmitive protection, including remediation of source areas.

In 1999, the Depot completed RI fieldwork at Durra Field and drafted the report, but the BCT

determined further investigation was necessary due to additional groundwater concerns from a

newly installed well to the immediate west of Dunn Field. The Depot prepared an addendum to the

Dunn Field sampling plan because of this new well to further charactenze and monitor the

groundwater plume and to provide additional information regarding the hydrogeology of the area.

This fieldwork was completed in 2001, and the Dunn Field RI Report drafted. The Depot finalized

the Dunn Field RI Report m August 2002 and the Duma Field FS in May 2003. The Depot provided

the Proposed Plan for public comment in May 2003 and conducted a public comment meeting on

May 15, 2003. The public comment penod was extended untal July 15, 2003. The Depot anticipates

executing the Dunn Field ROD in January 2004.

For the RI Report, the Depot divided Dunn Field into the following three land areas based on past

use and anticipated future use and groundwater onsite and offsite:

Northeast Open Area - approximately 20 acres of wooded land at the northeast comer of Dtmn

Field where the Depot constructed a pistol range for use by the Depot police force. The Depot

evaluated this area for future industrial/commercial reuse as well as recreational reuse. Results of the

Dunn Field ILl report indicate that lead levels at the former pistol range site require remediataon to

reduce potential risks to industrial workers and future onsite residents to acceptable levels. The risk

assessment evaluated potential exposures to maintenance, industrial, utility workers, offslte residents

and future onsite residents (if risks are acceptable for residents, risks are acceptable for recreational

reuse). None of the exposure scenarios resulted m risks above acceptable levels, except at the former

pistol range. In 2002, the Depot completed the removal action of lead m soil at the former pistol

range.

Stockpile Area - approximately 30 acres of graded and graveled land at the south end and southeast

comer of Dunn Field used to store bauxite and fluorspar. The Depot evaluated this area for future

industrial/commercial reuse. Results of the Duma Field RI report indicate concentrations of

inorganic chemicals that appear to be either fi-om mineral ore storage or naturally occurring. PAH
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and dieldrin concentrations are similar to those found across the facility. The risk assessment

indicated no unacceptable risks to maintenance workers or industrial/commercial workers. An

arsenic level m surface soil at one sample location presented unacceptable risks to future onsite

residents, but the levels are similar to those detected elsewhere in Shelby County.

Disposal Area - approximately 14 acres at the northwest comer of Dunn Field used as a disposal

area for various types of materials, including hazardous materials. The Depot evaluated this area for

future industrial/commercial reuse. The Dunn Field RI report indicated that VOCs m subsurface soil

beneath the disposal sites are migrating to the fluwal aquifer groundwater. VOCs in soils correlate

well with the historical reformation indicating that the disposal pits and trenches were relatively

small and separate. The risk assessment indicated that combined risks from surface soil, sediment,

surface water and VOCs in subsurface soft impacting ambient do not present unacceptable risks to

maintenance or industrial workers. VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor air present risks that

slightly exceed acceptable levels for industrial workers m the northwest comer of the Disposal Area.

Risks from surface soil and indoor air to future ons~te residents were unacceptable. Disposal area

sites are not suited for utihty workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Depot

conducted a soil vapor extraction (SVE) treatability study to determine the effectweness of this EPA

presumptive remedy to reduce subsurface soil VOC levels m the Disposal Area and used the data in

the Duma Field FS.

Thirty VOCs were detected m the n,n,4 groundwater samples analyzed over the 5-year sampling

period. Of these 30 compounds, 9 chlorinated hydrocarbon compounds have been frequently

detected, including 1,1,1,2-PCA; CC14; 1,1,2-TCA; chloroform; PCE; cm- and lrans-l,2-DCE; total

1,2-DCE; and TCE. Plumes of these contaminants are found in groundwater underlying the

southwest, west central and northern portions of Dunn Field. The plumes have also been detected

offsite southwest, west, northwest and north of Dunn Field.

Based on comparisons between surface and subsurface soil sample data and VOC plume

configuration, there appears to be direct correlation between contaminant levels in soil and

groundwater indicating a direct pathway exists for contaminants magrating from ground surface to

the fluvial aquifer. The disposal sites may also act as source areas and any future groundwater

remediation plans should include treatment of the sites to render them inert.

Groundwater in the fluvial aquifer under portions of the site, and offsite near the property boundary

in down gradient Iocatmns, contains VOCs at levels exceeding Safe Drinking Water Act maximum

contaminant levels (MCLs) and is unfit for potable use. Currently, this groundwater ~s not used for
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potable water. Additional monitoring wells will be required to momtor migration and configuration

of the plume.

There are no unacceptable risks or hazards to future onsite workers or residents due to exposure of

VOCs volatilizing from subsurface groundwater to indoor air. Since contamination has been

detected in selected offsite wells, the risk assessment evaluated indoor air exposures to offsite

residents and determined risks are within acceptable limits.

Contaminants identified in the northem portion of Dunn Field appear to be mxgratmg onsite from an

offsite, up gradient source. The Depot provided TDEC with documentation necessary for TDEC to

investagate potential offs~te, up gradient sources.

The Depot provided the Duma Field Proposed Plan to the public m May 2003. The preferred

alternatives for Dunn Field are as follows:

¯ Disposal sites: excavation and offsite disposal of affected soil and debris and institutional

controls to prevent future residential land use on the Disposal Area.

¯ Sub-surface sod: soil vapor extraction (SVE) of VOCs.

Groundwater: injection of zero-valent iron (ZVI) into the fluvial aquifer at three areas;

installation of a permeable reactive barrier (PRB) down gradient from Dunn Field;

monitored natural attenuation; and msmutional controls.

The Depot wdl conduct pre-design investigations at Dunn Field in 2003/2004: Disposal Sites

confir afion sampling and a ZVI pilot test. The data from these pre-design investigations will be

used in the Dtmn Field RD. The Depot anticipates executing the Dunn Field ROD in January 2004.

0£1-2: Southwestern Quadrant, MI

Operable Unit 2 is geographically located in the southwestern quadrant of the MI area of the Depot

and is characterized primarily as an industrial area where maintenance and repair actwmes took

place. The OU-2 boundaries are based on the geographic proximity of potential contammaUon sites

and the maintenance act]wtles that occurred. OU- 2 includes potential contamination sites shown on

Table 3-I and on Figure 3-2 and, for baseline risk assessment purposes, Functional Units 3 and 7

(groundwater under the MI) as shown on Figure l-2a.
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Sampling and analysis was conducted as prescribed by the 1995 OU-specific RI field sampling

plans, the 1995 Screening Sites sampling plan and the Sampling and Analysis Recommendations

Report (Woodward-Clyde, 1997) prepared as part oi the EBS process. An addendum to the OU-2

Field Sampling Plan was provided to EPA and TDEC in August 1998. Additional soil and

groundwater sampling occurred in 1998 to further define the source, nature and extent of

groundwater contamination at the MI. In 1999, the Depot completed MI RI fleldwork and

distributed the final MI RI Report, which included the risk assessment, in January 2000.

The contaminants of concern m groundwater identified at the MI are tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and

triehloroethylene (TCE). Although PCE and TCE occur m groundwater above the Safe Dnnking

Water Act maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) of 5 ug/L, they do not present significant current

health risks because no one is drinking the water and the water table is approximately 80 feet below

land surface. The contaminants of concem in sod at the MI are lead, arsenic and dieldrin. Lead,

dieldrin and arsemc levels in surface soil in some areas present unacceptable risks for hypothetical

future residents. Lead was above the industrial health protective level m one area (adjacent to south

end of Building 949).

The Depot distributed final MI FSs for Soil and Groundwater in July 2000. The MI Proposed Plan

public comment period ended on October 13, 2000. The selected remedy in the MI ROD calls for

institutional controls across the entire MI (except at Parcels 1 and 2 within FU6) to restrict

residential land use and day care operaUons, to restrict the use of fluvial aquifer groundwater for

potable water, and to maintain a boundary fence around the golf course and recreational area (Parcel

3). The selected remedy also calls for enhanced bloremediation of the PCE and TCE in the fluvial

aquifer and long term groundwater monitoring.

In 2000, the Depot completed a removal action at the old paint shop and maintenance area to bring

lead levels in soil to within EPA’s acceptable risk-based concentrations.

During development of the ROD, DLA elected to conduct a removal actaon of lead contaminated

soil around the south end of Building 949 prior to finalization of the ROD. The ROD contains an

explanation of slgmficant difference regarding the removal action.

DLA, TDEC and EPA signed the MI ROD, and it became effectwe on September 6, 2001. The

Depot completed the MI RD Workplan in July 2002 and began RD fieldwork to determine the best

locations to implement the remedial action for groundwater. The Depot antaclpates d~stnbuting the

Rev. 0 MI RD for BCT review m October 2003.
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Because the facdity was divided into subparcels to facilitate property mansfer, information regarding

OU-2 is organized by subparcel and may be found m Section 3.4, Environmental Condition of

Property. OU-2 consists of the following parcels in their entirety: 24, 25, 26, 27, 28 and 35. OU-2

consists of portions of parcels 23 and 29.

OU-3: Southeastern Watershed and Go/f Course, M/

The boundaries of Operable Unit 3 are based on its geographic location and a desire to encompass

the entire southeastern watershed. OU-3 contams the only surface water bodies on the Depot, so it

was practical to keep the majority of the sampling and analysis associated with surface water and

sediments within the same OU. OU-3 includes the potential contamination sites shown on Table 3-1

and Figure 3-3 and, for baseline risk assessment purposes, FUs 2, 5, 6, most of 1 and 7 (groundwater

under the MI) as shown on Figure 1-2a.

Sampling and analysis was conducted as prescribed by the 1995 OU-specxfic RI field sampling

plans, the 1995 Screemng Sites sampling plan and the Sampling and Analysis Recommendations

report (Woodward;Clyde, 1997) prepared as part of the EBS process. An addendum to the OU-3

Field Sampling Plan was provided to EPA and TDEC m August 1998.

Additional soil and groundwater sampling occurred m 1998 to further define the source, nature and

extent of groundwater contamination at the MI. Additaonal fish tissue sampling also occurred in

1998 using different methods of catching aquatac life to ensure any ethble species were sampled. No

edible species were captured. The final Baseline Risk Assessment for Golf Course Impoundments

(Radian 1999) indicated pesticide levels in fish tissue did not pose an unacceptable risk. 

bioremediation pilot study to determine the effectiveness of energizing naturally occurring bacteria

to reduce dieldnn levels in soil at the golf course began m 1998 and was completed m 1999. The

study mdicated that the regular application of a specific plant-based substance as part of a landscape

management program energized bacteria and reduced dieldrin levels. The fmal Streamlined Risk

Assessment Parcel 3 Technical Memorandum (CH2M Hill 1999) indicated dieldrin levels did not

pose an unacceptable risk to golfers or to children and teenagers playing on the softball field or

playground.

The Depot completed two removal actaons in 1999. Sod with dieldrin levels above EPA’s

residential risk-based concentration was removed from the former mihtary family housing area

(Subparcel 2.7). This removal actmn is documented in the Post Removal Report, Famdy Housmg

Area, Volumes I and II (OHM 1999), and the EPA and TDEC have concurred that the action was
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successfully completed. Soil impacted by PCBs was removed from around Building 274, "J" Street

Cafe (Subparcel 5.2). This removal action is documented in the Post Removal Report, Cafeteria

Building (OHM 1999), and the EPA and TDEC have concurred that the action was successfully

completed. In 1999, the Depot completed RI fieldwork and the risk assessment for the MI and

distributed the final MI RI Report in January 2000.

The contaminants of concem in groundwater identified at the MI are telrachloroethylene (PCE) and

trichloroethylene (TCE). Although PCE and TCE occur in groundwater above the Safe Drinking

Water Act maximum contaminant levels of 5 ug/L, they do not present significant current health

risks because no one is drinking the water and the water table is approximately 80 feet below land

surface. The contaminants of concern in soil at the MI are lead, arsenic and dieldrin. Lead, dieldrin

and arsenic levels in surface soil in some areas present unacceptable risks for hypothetical future

residents. Lead was above the industrial health protective level in selected areas (adjacent to south

end of Bmldmg 949).

The Depot distributed the final MI FSs for Soil and Groundwater in July 2000. The MI Proposed

Plan pubhc comment period ended in October 2000. The selected remedy m the MI ROD calls for

institutional controls across the entire/Vli (except at Parcels 1 and 2 within FU6) to restrict

residential land use and day care operations, to restrict the use of fluvial aquifer groundwater for

potable water, to maintain a boundary fence around the golf course and recreational area (Parcel 3).

The selected remedy also calls for enhanced bioremediation of the PCE and TCE m the fluvial

aquifer and long term groundwater monitoring.

During development of the ROD, DLA elected to conduct a removal action of lead contaminated

soil around the south end of Building 949 pnor to finalization of the ROD. The ROD contams an

explanation of significant difference regarding the removal action.

DLA, TDEC and EPA signed the MI ROD, and it became effectwe on September 6, 2001. The

Depot completed the MI RD Workplan in July 2002 and began RD fieldwork to determine the best

locations to implement the remedial action for groundwater. The Depot anticipates distributing the

Rev. 0 MI RD for BCT review m October 2003

Because the facility was divided into subparcels to facihtate property transfer, information regardmg

OU-3 is organized by subparcel and may be found m Section 3.4, Enwroumental Condition of

Property. OU-3 consists of the following parcels in their entirety: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18,

19, 20, 21, 22 and 34. OU-3 consists ofporttons of parcels 10, 11 and 23.
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OU.4: North-Central Area, MI

Operable Unit 4 is located in the northern and central sections of the MI. The boundaries of OU-4

are based on the material storage activities that occurred and the central location of the area. In

addition to the potential contannnataon site investigations that have been conducted at OU-4, the

Depot has investigated the groundwater at the MI and the potential communication at OU-4 between

the fluvial aquifer and the Memphis Sand aquifer. OU-4 includes the potential contanunation sites

shown on Table 3-1 and Figure 3-4 and FUs 4 and 7 (groundwater at the MI) as well as a small

pomon of 1 as shown on Figure 1-2a.

The most prominent feature of OU-4 is the former hazardous materials warehouse (Building 629),

designated as Site 57. OU-4 also contained the former pentachlorophenol dip vat area sites (near

Building 737). Remediation conducted during 1985 and 1986 at this site included the removal of the

pentachlorophenol dip vat, associated underground storage tank and surrounding sods. Thin area was

then used for storage and rmxing of pesticides, herbicides and insecticides (Buddmg 737) as well 

storage of transformers (PCB and non-PCB containing) used for facihties maintenance.

Sampling and analysis was conducted as prescribed by the 1995 OU-specific RI field sampling

plans, the 1995 Screening Sites sampling plan and the Sampling and Analysis Recommendations

report (Woodward-Clyde, 1997) prepared as part of the EBS process. An addendum to the OU-4

Field Samphng Plan was provided to EPA and TDEC in August 1998. Additional sod and

groundwater sampling occurred in 1998 to further define the source, nature and extent of

groundwater contamination at the MI.

In 1999, the Depot completed RI fieldwork and the risk assessment for the MI and distributed the

f’mal MI RI Report in January 2000.

The contaminants of concem in groundwater identified at the MI are tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and

trichloroethylene (TCE). Although PCE and TCE occur m groundwater above the Safe Drinking

Water Act maximum contaminant levels of 5 ug/L, they do not present significant current health

risks because no one is dnnking the water and the water table is approximately 80 feet below land

surface. The contaminants of concem in soil at the MI are lead, arsenic and dieldrm. Lead, dieldnn

and arsemc levels in surface soil m some areas present unacceptable risks for hypothetical future

residents. Lead was above the industrial health protective level in selected areas (south end of

Building 949)
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The Depot distributed the final MI FSs for Soil and Groundwater in July 2000. The MI Proposed

Plan public comment period ended in October 2000. The selected remedy m the MI ROD calls for

institutional controls across the entire MI (except at Parcels 1 and 2 within FU6) to restrict

residential land use and day care operations, to restrict the use of fluvial aquifer groundwater for

potable water, to maintain a boundary fence around the golf course and recreational area (Parcel 3).

The selected remedy also calls for enhanced bloremediation of the PCE and TCE in the fluvial

aquifer and long term groundwater monitoring.

During development of the ROD, DLA elected to conduct a removal action of lead contaminated

soil around the south end of Building 949 prior to finahzatlon of the ROD. The ROD contains an

explanation of significant difference regarding the removal action.

DLA, TDEC and EPA signed the MI ROD, and it became effective on September 6, 2001. The

Depot completed the MI RD Workplan in July 2002 and began RD fieldwork to determine the best

locations to implement the remedial action for groundwater. The Depot anticipates distributing the

Rev. 0 MI RD for BCT review in October 2003.

Because the facihty was divided into subparcels to facihtate property transfer, reformation regarding

OU-4 is organized by subparcel and may be found in Section 3.4, Environmental Condition of

Property. OU-4 consists of the following parcels m their entirety: 12, 13, 14, 15, 30, 31, 32, and 33.

OU-4 consists of portions of parcels 10, 11, and 29.

3.1.2 Installation-Wide Source Discovery and Assessment Status

Several installatmn-wide assessments have been conducted to identify the presence of contaminataon

and contamination sources at the Depot, as discussed in Section 3.1.1. Spdl response sites are

potential contamination sites where hazardous substances were spilled during handling or where

storage containers leaked. Table 3-2 summarizes the sites that were identified through a review of

the Spill Response Checklists prowded by Depot personnel and in the database search report.

The status of most of these sites is addressed in Section 3.1.1. However, accidental spdls or leaks of

hazardous substances have occurred since the RFA and the Law Environmental RI were completed

m 1990. The most recent assessments, on-site visual mspections and a records review were

conducted m 1996 as part of the BRAC EBS process. The additional sources ofpotentml

contamination are hsted m Table 3-3.
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Several other installation-wide surveys related to environmental compliance programs have also

been conducted at the Depot. These include asbestos, PCB, radon, and ra&ologlcal surveys. The

results of these surveys and the current status of these environmental programs are described in

Section 3.2.

Reviews of sampling results conducted by the BCT as part of the BRAC environmental restoration

process revealed the following additional areas of concern: soil at the former military family

housing units (removed m 1998), soil at the golf course (risk assessment indicated no unacceptable

risk for recreational use) and soil south of Buildmg 873 (risk assessment indicated no unacceptable

risk for industrial use). These areas of concern were addressed according to the strategy described in

Section 4. As part of the RI, aerial photographs of the Depot taken by the U.S. Army (currently

maintained by the U.S. Army Topographic Engineering Center [TEC]) from 1942 until 1996

revealed the following areas of concern: old pond area northwest of Bmlding 689, former container

storage strip between current Buildings 670 and 560, former magazines east of 2nd Street at the golf

course, and Mallory Avenue ground scar at the grass area between the Depot fence hne and Perry

Road across from Mallory Avenue. These new areas of concern were addressed according to the

strategy described in Section 4.

The MI RI and FSs are complete. The selected remedy in the MI ROD calls for institutional controls

across the majority of the MI (except at Parcels 1 and 2 within FU6) to restrict residentaal land use

and day care operations, to restrict the use of fluvial aquifer groundwater for potable water, to

maintain a boundary fence around the golf course and recreational area (Parcel 3). The selected

remedy also calls for enhanced bioremedlation of the PCE and TCE in the fluvial aquifer and long-

term groundwater monitormg.

The Durra Field RI and FS are complete. The Dunn Field Proposed Plan public comment penod

ended on July 15, 2003. The Depot anticipates executing the Dunn Field ROD m January 2004.

3.2 COMPLIANCE PROGRAM STATUS

Compliance activities at the Depot were conducted in coordmation with the Depot’s environmental

restoration program. General compliance activities addressed the management of USTs, hazardous

materials, asbestos, PCBs, and air and water discharges. The Depot completed several comphance-

related actwities to reduce or ehmmate potential contamination at the Depot including UST

removal/closure, PCB transformer removal and asbestos abatement.
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Closure-related comphance projects were those conducted specifically as a result of the BRAC

closure and property transfer process. ProJects included archeological and historical building surveys

and environmental assessments to determine impacts of property disposal and reuse.

The statutory/regulatory basis for environmental restoration activities at the Depot mtegrates

CERCLA and RCRA as outlined in the Depot’s FFA with EPA and TDEC.

The Depot maintained various permits and registrations with federal, state and local agencies in

compliance wlth environmental regulations. These included UST permits, hazardous waste

generator actwmes permit, an industrial wastewater discharge agreement, a stormwater permit, and

air emission permits. The industrial wastewater discharge agreement is stall active at the Depot. The

last of the Depot’s air permits were closed in May 1997. The Depot’s hazardous waste container

storage permit was closed by TDEC effective October 22, 1998. The remaining two permitted USTs

were removed in 1998, and the Depot received closure approval from TDEC in December 1998. The

Depot received termination of the stormwater permit in June 2001. The Depot does not plan to

transfer permits to future tenants.

A more detailed description of the various environmental compliance programs is provided in the

following subsections.

3.2.1 Storage Tanks

Both USTs and ASTs at the Depot have historically been used to store petroleum products for

heating purposes, vehicle and equipment fueling, and maintenance operations. The Depot no longer

maintains USTs or ASTs.

The EPA has delegated the management of the RCRA UST program to the State of Tennessee. The

TDEC, Division of Underground Storage Tanks, has primary responsibility for implementation of

the state UST program. Tank fimess testing was performed on installataon USTs in 1993. Based on

results of tank tightness and associated piping nghtness tests and a rewew of current and future

mission requirements at the Depot, all but two regulated USTs on the Depot were removed or closed

m place. All soil contamination discovered dunng removal/closure of the tanks was removed.

In 1998, the two remammg regulated USTs were removed. TDEC approved the Depot’s closure

applieations in December 1998.
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In 2000, a UST documented as closed by filling with sand was removed during the old paint shop

and maintenance area removal actaon. It was found to contain approximately 800 gallons of used od

and hydraulic flmd. The UST was in good condition and no soil staining was observed.

ConfLrmatlon sample results indicated no release to the surroundmg soil. The contents of the tank

were removed and disposed while the tank was dismantled, cleaned, and disposed.

A complete mventory of USTs is provided in Table 3-4. The table includes information on the

location, size, contents and status of each UST. The Depot no longer maintains USTs.

ASTs

The AST compliance programs at the Depot were conducted under federal requirements including

40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 110, 112 and 116, and TDEC oil pollution prevention

regulations.

There were five ASTs on the Depot. An inventory of the ASTs including tank size, contents and

status is provided m Table 3-5. The ASTs were transferred to the DRC. The Depot no longer

maintams ASTs.

3.2.2 Hazardous Substance Management

Use and storage of operations-related hazardous substances decreased due to closure of the Depot.

Prior to closure on September 30, 1997, the Depot conducted a closeont survey program established

for facdities being vacated. Hazardous substances found abandoned during these closeout surveys

were identified, and arrangements were made for the proper disposal of the materials in compliance

with regulatory requtrements.

Hazardous substances were managed in compliance with federal requirements outlmed m the

Emergency Planning and Community Raght-to-Know Act, Executive Order 12385, the SPCC

requirements in 40 CFR Parts 110 and 112, Defense Logistacs Agency memo (DLAM) 6050.1, and

other apphcable federal, state and local regulatmns.

Prior to closure, hazardous substances as specified in SARA, Title II, Section 302, were stored m

sufficient quantities at the Depot to require reporting under SARA Title III, Section 312 (Tier

reporting), and SARA Title III, Section 313 (Toxic Chemical Release Form R reporting). Mission-

related hazardous substances were transferred from the Depot to other DLA storage depots or were

turned into the DRMO for proper disposal. The Depot no longer stores extremely hazardous

substances and therefore is no longer required to report under SARA Title III, Sections 312 and 313.
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3,2.3 Lead-based Paint

Lead-based paint (LBP) at the Depot was managed in accordance with the DOD memorandum

entitled "Asbestos, Lead Pamt, and Radon Policies at BRAC Properties," dated October 31, 1994,

and with the DA memorandum entitled "Guidance for Lead-Based Paint Hazard Management

During Transfer of Army Property," dated August 26, 1998. The DOD policy related to LBP at

BRAC properties was developed to comply with Title X (The Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard

Reduction Act of 1992) of Pubhc Law 102-550. Title X applies to BRAC properties to be

transferred after January 1, 1995. The DOD policy specifies the following:

Target housing is defined as "any U.S. Army housing constructed before 1978 m

which any child less than 6 years of age resides or is expected to reside."

Target housing constructed after 1960 and before 1978 must be respected for LBP

and LBP hazards. The results of the inspection must be provided to prospective

purchasers or transferees of the BRAC subparcel, identifying the presence of LBP

and LBP hazards on a surface-by-surface basis. In addition, prospective transferees

must be provided a lead hazard information pamphlet and the contract for sale or

lease must include a lead warning statement

Target housing constructed on or before 1960 must be respected for LBP and LBP

hazards, and such hazards must be abated. There is no federal LBP hazard

abatement requirement for such property. The results of the LBP inspection and a

description of the abatement measures taken must be provided to prospective

purchasers or transferees of the BRAC subparcel. Prospective transferees must also

be prowded with the lead hazard information pamphlet, and the contract for transfer

must include a lead warnmg statement.

A comprehenswe LBP survey was conducted at the Depot in 1995. Lead-based paint abatement

occurred at the former military family housing area in 1997, 1998 and 1999.

3.2.4 Hazardous Waste Management

Hazardous waste compliance programs at the Depot are conducted under the federal requirements

found m RCRA Subtitle C, 40 CFR 260 through 269, 40 CFR 117, 49 CFR 171 et seq and TDEC

hazardous waste management rules. DLA has delegated responsibility for management and

transportation of hazardous waste to the contractors conducting design and removal/remedml
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actions. The EPA has delegated responsibility for the RCRA Subtitle C program to TDEC. The

TDEC Division of Sohd Waste Management adrmmsters the state program. The Depot was

onginally classified as a large quantity generator of hazardons waste, but was later reclassified as a

small quantity generator.

The Depot operates under EPA identification number TN4210020570.

The Depot’s waste management practices are conducted in accordance with the waste management

portions of samplmg, removal or remedial action plans. TDEC closed the Depot’s hazardous waste

container storage portion of the permit effective October 22, 1998. The Depot decontaminated

Budding 308 in 2001. The Depot will submit a permit renewal application deferring RCRA

corrective action to the CERCLA restoration program.

3.2.5 Solid Waste Management

The Depot no longer manages solid waste.

3.2.6 Polychlorinated Biphenyls

The PCB management compliance programs at the Depot were conducted under DLAM 6050.1, the

federal reqmrements found in 40 CFR 761, Department of Transportation regulations and TDEC

PCB regulations. The PCB management practices at the Depot also were conducted in accordance

with the installation’s PCB management plan, last revised in January 1995.

In 1993, a PCB survey was performed to identify all regulated transformers located at the Depot.

Appendix E provides a comprehensive inventory of these regulated transformers. Since 1993, the

Depot removed all PCB-containing transformers and disposed the equipment through a DRMO

waste contract.

3.2.7 Asbestos

The EPA, OSHA and the Memphis/Shelby County Health Depat~nent regulate asbestos-containing

material (ACM). The Depot managed ACM m comphance with the DA guidance and the DOD

memorandum entitled "Asbestos, Lead Paint, and Radon Policies at BRAC Properties," dated

October 31, 1994.
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An asbestos survey (The Pickermg Finn, 1993a through c, 1994a through k) was performed at the

Depot. The survey included the results for suspected ACM and recommendations for management

based on the condition of the ACM.

The information reported in this survey is summarized in Appendix E, and includes the subparcel

where the surveyed building is located; the building number (from either the Asbestos Identification

Survey report or the separate facility listing); the facility use (as described in the Asbestos

Information Survey report); the year of construction (obtained from a separate facihty hsting); 

results of the survey; and the Asbestos Information Survey report documenting the results.

In Appendix E, buildings with positive test results confirming the presence of ACM were given an

"A," indicating ACM is present. Buddings for which test results or visual surveys indicated ACM

was not present were given an "’N." Buildings not included in the Asbestos Information Survey, but

which are on the facility list, are mcluded in the summary m Appendix E. They were designated

with an "NA" if they were thought to no longer exist, were demolished smce the 1993 survey or

were built after the 1993 survey. If the date ofconstrucUon for any building not surveyed was prior

to 1985, an "A(P)" designation was gwen, indicating that the potential for ACM exists.

3.2.8 Radon

Based on the results of the radon testing conducted in 1995, radon levels m structures at the Depot

are below the EPA action level; therefore, no fu~her testing or abatement is planned. The results of

the survey are provided in Appendix E.

3.2.9 RCRA Facilities

The RCRA units at the Depot were managed under the installation hazardous waste management

program and enwronmental restoration program m accordance with DOD directives, CERCLA and

TDEC hazardous waste regulations. Specific investigataon and restorataon requirements for sohd

waste management units at the Depot are included m the CERCLA environmental restoration

process.

A complete description of the status of these environmental restoration activines Is provided in

Sectmn 3.1 of this plan. A description of RCRA hazardous waste management actwities at the Depot

is provtded in Sectmn 3.2.4.

69
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3.2.10 Wastewater Discharges

Point source wastewater discharges generated at the Depot are regulated under the federal Water

Pollution Control Act, Clean Water Act, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

permit program (40 CFR Parts 122, 125, and 136), TDEC wastewater discharge permit regulations,

and two city of Memphis industrial wastewater discharge agreements - one for domestic sewage

discharge and one for the interim remedial action for groundwater at Dunn Field discharge. Point

source wastewater and domestic sewage are discharged via the city’s sanitary sewer to the city’s

treatment facdities.

The Depot requested and received from TDEC termination of the NPDES permit effectwe June 29,

2001.

3.2.11 Oil/Water Separators

Three oil/water separators operated at the Depot. The oil/water separators were managed under the

installation’s SPCC program; in accordance with apphcable federal regulations includmg Section

313(a) of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR Parts 110, 112, and 122; TDEC oll pollution prevention

regulations; and DOD directives. The separators were cleaned regularly and the wastewater from

the units was pumped and discharged to the city’s wastewater lagoon. The discharge from the unit

was sampled regularly to ensure proper operation and compliance with regulatory requirements.

One oil/water separator was removed m 1999 by the DRC during construction of the entrance

boulevard. The other two units remain, but are no longer used by the Depot.

3.2.12 Pollution Prevention

Pollution prevention at the Depot was managed through the installation hazardous waste

minimization and pollution prevention plan. The plan was developed in January 1992 in accordance

with the pollutxon prevention requirements of Title 40 of RCRA, TDEC hazardous waste

management mles and DLAM 6050.1. Plan elements included source reduction through hazardous

substance product substitution and conservation, operational changes, and the implementation of

good operating practices such as loss prevention, waste stream segregation, and material handhng

improvements Wastes collected for off-site recycling included used oil.
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3.2.13 MedicalWaste

Medical waste generated from storage of medical items was disposed of as special waste in the local

sanitary landfill. Prior to 1980, records indicate medical waste generated from storage of medical

items was incinerated at either the incinerator in Budding 359 or at the Memphis Zoo.

3.2.14 Unexploded Ordnance

The properties to be offered for reuse at the Depot have not been used regularly for the storage,

maintenance or demthtarization of explosive ordnance. There are three areas at the Depot that were

identified as having potential concerns related to unexploded ordnance (UXO). Two areas were

used as pistol ranges. One pistol range was located near the ninth hole of the golf course and MI RI

results indicated no unexploded ordnance. The second pistol range was located in the Dunn Field

area. The third area, an ordnance bum area, was also located in the Dunn Field area. RI and CWM

investigation indicated no unexploded ordinance at these locations.

3.2.15 NEPA

To comply with NEPA, an Environmental Assessment (EA) for Master Interim Lease of the

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee was completed m September 1996 by the

CESAM. An EA for Disposal and Reuse of the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

was completed in February 1998 by CESAM. A Finding of No Significant Impact resulting from

disposal and reuse of the Depot was signed by AMC in March 1998. A more complete description

of the disposal and reuse scoping process is provided in Section 2 1.

3.2.16 Air Emissions

Immediately prior to closure, the Depot maintained air permits from the Memphis/Shelby County

Health Department to operate three air emission sources at the Depot. These sources included two

paint spray booths and one sand blast unit. These air emission permits were closed in May 1997.

3.3 STATUS OF NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

The following ~s a brief summary of natural and cultural resources at the Depot. For more

information, refer to the EA for Disposal and Reuse for the Depot completed m February 1998.
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3.3.1 Vegetation

The Depot is highly developed. Very little native vegetation exists except as associated with Lake

Damelson, the golf course pond or with undisturbed areas at Durra Field. In adchtion, landscaping

programs have concentrated decorative plantings around Lake Danielson, the golf course and the

former military family housing area.

3.3.2 Wildlife

Because the Depot is m a highly developed area it offers limited habitat. Ducks, geese, frogs,

goldfish and Arkansas shiners have been observed at the golf course pond and Lake Danielson.

Dunn Field is the only undisturbed open area on the site. Animals that have been observed at Duun

Field include squirrels, red foxes, quail, mourning doves and turtles.

3.3.3 Wetlands

A wetland survey of the Depot was completed by the USACE, Memphis Dlsmct in July 1996.

Survey results indicated that there are no regulated wetlands on the Depot.

3.3.4 Designated Preservation Areas

There are no designated preservation areas at the Depot.

3.3.5 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species

No federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species have been observed on the Depot

(Law Environmental 1990b, Harland Bartholomew & Assoclates, Inc. 1988).

3.3.6 Cultural and Historical Resources

Archaeological Resources

No archaeological sites are known to be located within the immediate vicinity of the Depot, although

the area was occupied by a variety of Native American groups. In May 1997, USACE, Ft. Wot~th

District, conducted an archeological survey of two parcels identified m "A Cultural Resources

Inventory and Assessment at the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee" as having the

potentml for archeological sites. These parcels, the golf course area and Dunn Field, were found to

contain no archeological resources (Prewltt & Assocmtes, Inc. 1997).
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Historical Resources

There are currently no sites or structures located on the Depot property that are hsted on the National

Register of Historic Places (Harland Bartholomew & Associates, Inc. 1988). In April 1997,

USACE, Ft. Worth District, conducted a cultural resources survey. The final report entitled "A

Cultural Resources Inventory and Assessment at the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis,

Tennessee," dated June 6, 1997, indicated that the World War II-em warehouses known as the 20

Typicals were eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The

Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer (TNSHPO) agreed with the report’s assessment on the

20 Typicals and also determined that three World War II-era guard stataons were also ehgible for

inclusion on the NRHP. No nominations to the NRHP have been made.

In June 1998, AMC, TNSHPO and the Advisory Councd on Historic Places signed a Memorandum

of Agreement regarding these NRHP-eligible buildings and recewed DRC concurrence.

3.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY

Dunng the EBS, the Depot was divided into subparcels to facilitate decision-making regardmg the

environmental condition of specific areas. As defined in the EBS, a subparcel is an area of BRAC

property that can be segregated from its surrounding areas, based on the environmental condition of

the property. The subparcels and corresponding categorizations are identified on Figure 3-5,

Environmental Condition of Property Map MI and Figure 3-6, Environmental Condition of Property

Map Dunn Field. Areas containing or potentially containing non-CERCLA substances are identified

and dehneated separately with the letter "Q" as qualified subparcels. Qualified subparcels may be

precluded from transfer or lease for unrestricted use and overlay all "environmental condition of

property" categories (Categories I through 7).

The seven standard "environmental condition of property" categories, as defined in the CERFA

gmdance and the Revised DOD BCP Guidebook (September 1996), are as follows:

Category 1. Areas where no release or disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products has

occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent areas).

Category 2. Areas where only release or disposal of petroleum products has occurred.

Category 3. Areas where release, disposal and/or ungrataon of hazardous substances has occurred,

but at concentrations that do not require a removal or remedial action.
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Category 4. Areas where release, disposal and/or migration of hazardous substances has occurred,

and all remedial actions necessary to protect human health and the envtronment have been taken.

Category 5. Areas where release, disposal and/or migration of hazardous substances has occurred,

and removal or remedial actions are under way, but all required remedial actions have not yet been

taken.

Category 6. Areas where release, disposal and/or migration of hazardous substances has occurred,

but required actions have not yet been implemented.

Category 7. Areas that are not evaluated or requtre additional evaluation.

Each subparcel was gwen a number to which appropriate descnptave labels are attached. The

numbers consist of a unique subparcel identification number and an environmental condition of

property category number. The labels consist of a designation describing the type release or storage,

ifapphcable. The following designations are used to indicate the type of release or storage present

in a subparcel:

PS= Petroleum storage

PR= Petroleum release or disposal

HS= Hazardous substance storage

HR = Hazardous substance release or disposal

A one-acre grid coordinate system is overlaid to facilitate the following subparcel discussion by

geographically locating the various subparcels. Subparcel boundaries were drawn using the best

available reformation regardmg the extent of contamination and do not follow map grid lines.

Circular 0.25-acre subparcels centered on the area, as stipulated in DOD guidance, delineated small

areas of release or storage, such as USTs. For consistency and to facihtate the summation of

acreages, subparcel acreages were calculated to two decimal places usmg the digitazed map and

AutoCAD Release 13 This method is not meant to imply an accuracy to one one-hundredth of an

acre

Table 3-6 details the BRAC subparcel descnptlons.
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3.4.1 Areas Where No Release or Disposal Has Occurred

Woodward-Clyde’s survey and subsequent parcelization of the Depot in 1996 identified 38

subparcels, totaling 6.2 acres, as uncontaminated, Category 1 subparcels. Review by the BCT in

1997 and 1998 identified several additional Category 1 subparcels, bringing the total to 56

subparcels and the acreage to 57.43 acres of Category 1 subparcels found on Table 3-7. Although

EPA concurred with the CERFA uncontaminated parcels letter reports dated March 1997 and July

1998, additional data collected smce then regarding areas of groundwater contammation beneath the

MI and ICs required by the MI ROD at parcels within FUs 1 through 6 (excluding Parcels 1 and 2)

have resulted m subparcels reverting from Category 1 to either Category 4 (ICs implemented via the

Master Lease and the Environmental Protect=on Provisions contained in subsequent FOSLs) or

Category 6 (groundwater beneath the subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding Safe Drinking Water

Act maximum contaminant levels [MCLs]). A total of 13 subparcels encompassing approximately

.93 acres are designated Category 1. These subparcels are areas where there has been no documented

release or disposal, or rmgration from an adjacent property of hazardous substances or petroleum

products. The designated Category 1 subparcels are described on Table 3-6.

3.4.2 Areas Where Only Petroleum Release or Disposal Has Occurred

Category 2 subparcels are areas where only release or disposal of petroleum products has occurred.

No subparcels are designated Category 2.

3.4.3 Areas Where Release, Disposal and/or Migration Has Occurred, but No Remedial

Action is Required

The Category 3 subparcels listed below are areas where release, disposal and/or migrataon of

hazardous substances has occurred, but at concentrations that do not require removal or remedial

action. Informataon regarding releases was obtained from the Depot’s Spill Response Cbeckhsts

maintained by DDC (Memphis). A total of 6 subparcels encompassing approximately 23.68 acres

are designated Category 3. See Table 3-6 for descriptions of these subparcels

Subparcei 1.8(3)

CERFA Map Location 33,12

This subparcel is associated with the parking lots and open land area surrounding Budding 144 as

well as Buildings 143, 146 and 147. Both the north and south parking lots in th~s subparcel are the

location of former housing units. These housing units were demolished. This subparcel includes

75
?
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grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. A 4-gallon motor oil

spill was reported in1995 for the Gate 1 parking lot. In addition, a diesel spill was reported m 1993

at Gate 1. The Spill Team responded, took the appropriate action and disposed of all residues in

accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The MI RI baseline risk assessment concluded

that FU 6, which contains Parcels 1, 4 and 5, was suitable for industrial reuse. The residential

surrogate site that in&cated restricted use was located in Parcel 4. Parcel 1 was used m the past for

administrative and employee parlong purposes and does not contain any long-term operational areas

The MI RI Report indicated levels that are not inconsistent with unrestricted use. The BCT

concurred that a hazardous substance release occurred as a result of pesticide application during

routine grounds maintenance, but not at concentrations that require remediation. On January 17,

2001, the BCT concurred that Parcel 1.8 change from Category 7 to Category 3. A FOST for this

subpareel was signed in September 2001 The deed to the City of Memphis Police Department for

4.67 acres was signed on February 6, 2002. The deed to the DRC for 13.36 acres was signed on

May 6, 2002. This subparcel has been transferred.

Subpareel Number and Label 36.12(3)

CERFA Map Location 23,11

This subparcel is associated with Site 62 (Bauxite Storage), one above-grade covered bauxite pile.

The pile was removed in 1998. The Duun Field RI Report indicated levels of several constituents

that exceeded BCT screening criteria, but that did not present tmacceptable risks for residential or

industrial reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category

3.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.13(3)
CERFA Map Location 27,11

This subparcel is associated with Site 62 (Bauxite Storage), two above-grade covered bauxite piles.

The piles were removed in 1998. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated levels of several constituents

that exceeded BCT screening criteria, but that &d not present unacceptable risks for resldentaal or

industrial reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category

3.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.24(3)

CERFA Map Location 28,11

This subparcel is associated with Site 19 (Former Tear Gas Canister Bum Stte) where sanitary

wastes, construction debris, smoke pots, and tear gas canisters where &sposed of fi’om 1955 to 1960.
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The Dunn Field RI Report indicated levels of several constituents that exceeded BCT screening

criteria, but that did not present unacceptable risks for residential or industrial reuse. In 2002, the

BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.25(3)

CERFA Map Location 30,10

This subparcel is associated with Site 20 (Asphalt Burial Site) where asphalt and roofing gravel were

dumped in a surface fill, but were reportedly removed m 1981. The Dunn Field RI Report inthcated

levels of several constituents that exceeded BCT screening criteria, but that did not present

unacceptable risks for residential, recreational or industrial reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.26(3)
CERFA Map Location 31,13

This subparcel is associated with Site 21 (XXCC-3 Burial Site) that consists of two trenches 

unknown depths where an unknown amount of XXCC-3 lmpregnite (used to make clothing less

susceptible to the effects of chemical warfare agents) and clothing treated with XXCC-3 impregnlte

was buried. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated levels of several constituents that exceeded BCT

screening criteria, but that did not present unacceptable risks for residential, recreational or industrial

reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3.

3.4.4 Areas Where Release, Disposal and/or Migration Has Occurred and All Remedial

Actions Have Been Taken

The Category 4 subparcels listed below are areas where release, disposal and/or migration of

hazardous substances have occurred, and all removal or remedial actions necessary to protect human

health and environment have been taken. Information regarding releases was obtained from the

Depot’s Spill Response Checkhsts maintained by the DDC (Memphis). A total of 115 subparcels,

encompassing approximately 412.39 acres, are designated Category 4. Of these 115 subparcels, 31

subpareels encompassing approximately 35 03 acres reverted from Category 1 to Category 4 in 2002

(see Table 3-6 for descriptions of these subparcels) due to the ICs called for m the MI ROD and

implemented by the Master Lease and subsequent MI FOSLs. Of these 115 subparcels, 9 subparcels

encompassing approximately 40.9 acres (see Table 3-6 for descriptions of these subparcels) that

reverted from Category 1 to Category 6 m 2002 were changed to Category 4 in 2003 because
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subsequent groundwater sampling data indicated the selected groundwater remedial action,

enhanced bioremediatlon, would not be implemented at these subparcels.

Subparcel Number and Label 2.7(4)
CERFA Map Location 33,6

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding the former military family housing

units and garages in Parcel 2. Four BRAC soil samples were collected and sample results indicated

levels of chlorinated hydrocarbon peshcldes (dieldrin, DDE, DDT and gamma-chlordane) above

BCT screening criteria. In September 1997, the BCT changed this subparcel to a Category 6 due to

the presence of dieldrin and the DRC’s high priority for reuse of this subparcel. The Depot

completed the removal action m 1998. In May 1999, the BCT concurred that the removal action

was complete and to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on the successful

completion of this removal action. A FOST for this subparcel was signed m February 2001, and the

deed was signed in September 2001. This property has been transferred.

Subparcel Number and Label 3.5(4)
CERFA Map Location 29,4

This subparcel is associated with Braidings 188, 189, 192, 194, 197 and 398, open land area

surrounding these buildings, the golf course, the baseball field and the playground area. This

subparcel contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. The

MI RI Report indicated levels of several constatuents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for recreataonal or industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for

residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedml actions in the form ICs to maintain a boundary

fence around Parcel 3, to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or

daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to

Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 3.6(4)
CERFA Map Location 26,6

Tfus subparcel is associated with Lake Damelson, which is located in the northwest comer of the

Golf Course and recewes stormwater runoff from the central portion of the MI. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for recreational or industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for

residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form ICs to maintain a boundary
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fence around Parcel 3, to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or

daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to

Category 4 based on implementataon of the ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 3.7(4)

CERFA Map Location 26,4

This subparcel is associated with the Lake Danielson outlet ditch that recewes stormwater flow from

surrounding areas and intermittent flow from the lake. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for recreational

or industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for resldentaal reuse. The MI ROD calls for

remedial actions in the form ICs to maintain a boundary fence around Parcel 3, to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the

ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 3.8(4)
CERFA Map Location 32,5

This subparcel is associated with the golf course pond that recewes surface water runoff from the

golf course and southeast portion of the MI. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constatuents that exceeded BCT screening criteria, but that did not present unacceptable risks for

recreational or industrial reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to maintain

a boundary fence around Parcel 3 and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the

BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementation of

the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 3.9(4)
CERFA Map Location 30,3

This subparcel is associated with the golf course pond outlet ditch that receives stormwater flow

from surrounding areas and intermittent flow from the pond. The MI RI Report indicated levels of

several constituents that exceeded BCT screening cntena, but that d~d not present unacceptable risks

for recreational or industrial reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedml action in the form of ICs to

maintain a boundary fence around Parcel 3 and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.
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Subparcel Number and Label 3.10(4)
CERFA Map Location 30,6

This subparcel is associated with a pistol range directly near the 9~ hole of the golf course that was

identified on a 1947 installation map. The MI RI did not indicate the presence of UXO at this

subparcel. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents that exceeded BCT screening

criteria, but that did not present unacceptable risks for recreational or mdustrial reuse. MI ROD calls

for ICs to maintain a boundary fence around Parcel 3 and to prevent residential or daycare

operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category

4 based on unplementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 3.11(4)

CERFA Map Location 30,6

This subparcel ~s assoczated with an area on the golf course that was used to test flame-thrower fuels.

Firefightmg techmques were also practiced at this site after lgmtion of the fuel. The MI 1LI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for recreational or industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for

residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form ICs to maintain a boundary

fence around Parcel 3, to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent resldentml or

daycare operations reuse¯ In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to

Category 4 based on implementataon of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 4.7(4)

CERFA Map Location 28,10

This subparcel is associated with Buildings 256 and 257 and Site 67 (MOGAS - Building 257). The

DRC demolished both buildings in 1999 dunng construction of the entrance boulevard. Building

257 was fuungated m the past. Air sampling conducted dunng the BRAC sampling effort in the

winter of 1997 mdicated no human health hazards fi’om fumigation. Several spills were reported for

this building, including: one 2-gallon gasoline spill reported on April 20, 1990; leaking tank at

gasoline station reported on August 11, 1993; and gasoline release from tank pressure tube reported

on August 31, 1993. The Spill Team responded, took the appropriate action and disposed of all

residues m accordance with federal, state and local regulations. In addition, fuel dispensing and

storage have been ongoing at Building 257 smce 1942 (two 1,000-gallon ASTs are located at this

building and a 2,580-gallon gasoline tank was removed December 1989). Two USTs (18,000 and

20,000 gallons) were removed m 1998 from the open land area south of Bldg. 257. In September
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1997, the BCT changed this subparcel to a Category 6 due to the scheduled UST removal project.

Upon receipt of UST closure approval from TDEC-UST in December 1998, The BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 2 behevmg no further remedlal action was

required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 2 to Category 4 based on unplementation of the

ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 6.1(4)
CERFA Map Location 28,11

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Braidings 349, 350 and 250. This

subparcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were histoncally sprayed with pesticides,

herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in

1999/2000. This subparcel also contams grassed areas that were histoncally sprayed with pesticides

and herbicides. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residentml or daycare operataons reuse. In 2002, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementataon of the

ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 6.2(4)HR

CERFA Map Location 29,11

This subparcel is assocmted with Building 250 and may have been fumigated. Air sampling

conducted during the BRAC sampling effort indicated no human health hazards from fumigataon.

Staining due to acid leaks from batteries in the forklift area was observed during the EBS visual

inspection. After the December 1997 BCT decision to change fumigated buildings to Category 1, the

BCT conferred and concurred wa telephone calls that this subparcel would become a Category 3

based on the cleanup of battery acid. In June 1998, the BCT again concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 behewng no remedial action was reqmred. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constatuents exceeding BCT screening cnteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for residentml reuse. The
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MI ROD calls for rcmcdial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycarc operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 6.4(4)HR
CERFA Map Location 26,11

This subparcel is associated with Building 350 and may have been fumigated. Air sampling

conducted during the BRAC sampling effort indicated no human health hazards from fumigation.

Staining due to acid leaks from batteries in the forklift area was observed dunng the EBS visual

inspection. After the December 1997 BCT decision to change fumigated bmldings to Category 1, the

BCT conferred and concurred via telephone calls that this subparcel would become a Category 3

based on the cleanup of battery acid. In June 1998, the BCT again concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 believing no remedial action was required. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residenUal or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on implementataon of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 7.1(4)

CERFA Map Location 29,13

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Building 249. This subparcel

contams railroad tracks and gravel areas that historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and

waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed m 1999/2000. The

Preliminary Risk Evaluation identified this subparcel as exceeding BCT screening criteria. The BCT

identified the subparcel for potential removal action and changed the Category 7 to Category 6. The

MI RI Report indicatcd levcls of several constituents excceding BCT screening criteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for induslrlal reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residentml

reuse. Therefore, no removal action will occur. The/VII ROD calls for remedial action in the form of

ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations

reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel firom Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 3-34
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 7 December 2003



764 83

SECTION THREE INSTALLATION-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM
STATUS

Subparcel Number and Label 7.2(4)HS/HR

CERFA Map Location 29,12

This subparcel is associated with Budding 249 that was formerly used as a storage facility for

clothing treated with impregnite (XXCC-3), a chemical used as a preventive to the effects 

chemical warfare agents on skin. A battery acid spill was reported on April 15, 1993, at Building

249, north dock. The Spill Team responded, applied sodium bicarbonate and disposed of all

residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. This building may have been

fumigated. Air sampling conducted dunng the BRAC sampling effort indicated no human health

hazards from fumigation. Atter the December 1997 BCT decision to change fumigated buddings to

Category 1, the BCT conferred and concurred wa telephone calls that thin subparcel would become a

Category 4 based on the cleanup of the battery acid. In June 1998, the BCT again concurred to

change this subparcel fxom Category 7 to Category 4 believing no further remedial action was

required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that thd not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedml action in the form oflCs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residentml or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT

concurred that th~s subparcel remains Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Snbparcel Number and Label 8.1(4)
CERFA Map Location 28,14

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Buddings 229, 230, 329 and 330.

This subparcel contains railroad tracks that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides, and

waste oil containing PCP and grassed areas that were historically sprayed with herbicides and

pesticides. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operauons reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 9.1(4)

CERFA Map Location 23,13

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surroundmg Buildings 429, 430, 449 and 450.

This subparcel contains radroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with
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pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed

in 1999/2000. This subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with

pesticides and herbicides. The MI RI Report m&cated levels of several constatuents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but &d present

unacceptable risks for residentaal reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 9.3(4)HR
CERFA Map Location 23,13

Thin subparcel is associated with Building 430 and may have been fumigated. Air sampling

conducted during the BRAC sampling effort indicated no human health hazards from fumigation.

Staining due to acid leaks from batteries in the forklift area was observed during the EBS visual

inspection. After the December 1997 BCT decision to change fiunigated buddings to Category 1, the

BCT concurred to change this subparcel to Category 3 based on the cleanup of battery acid. In June

1998, the BCT again concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 beheving no

further remedial action was reqmred. The MI RI Report in&cated levels of several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable tasks for industrial reuse, but &d

present unacceptable risks for resldential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remechal action in the form of

ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations

reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subpareel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 10.1(4)HR

CERFA Map Location 16,12

This subparcel is associated with Budding 649. A 1-gallon hydraulic fluid spill was reported on

August 11, 1995, reside Buildmg 649, Sectmn 5. The Spill Team responded, applied absorbent and

disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The 1996 Final

Environmental Baseline Survey determined this subparcel to be Category 3 and the BCT concurred

based on the cleanup of the spills and beheving no further remedml action was reqtured. The MI RI

Report m&cated levels of several constituents exceedmg BCT screemng criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for resldentml reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater
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and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 10.2(4)

CERFA Map Location 18,11

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Buildings 549, 649, 550 and 650

and contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides,

herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in

1999/2000. This subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides

and herbicides. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for mdustnal reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form oflCs to prevent use of

fluvial aqmfer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the

ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 10.3(4)

CERFA Map Location 17,10

A battery acid and hydraulic fluid spill were reported on March 18, 1993 between Buildings 550 and

650. The Spill Team responded, applied sodium bicarbonate and absorbent and disposed of all

residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The MI RI Report in&cared levels

of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for

industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for

remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent

residentml or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 10.5(4)
CERFA Map Location 19,11

This subparcel Is assocmted with Building 550 and may have been fumigated. Air samphng

conducted during the BRAC sampling effort indicated no human health hazards from fumigation.

Staining due to acid leaks from batteries in the forklift area was observed dunng the EBS visual

inspection. After the December 1997 BCT decision to change fumigated buildings to Category 1, the

BCT concurred to change this subparcel to Category 3 based on the cleanup of battery acid. In June
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1998, the BCT again concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 believing no

remechal action was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding

BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable nsks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remechal action in the form of ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operataons reuse¯ In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on

implementatmn of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 11.1(4)
CERFA Map Location 18,14

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Buildings 529, 530 and 630. This

subparcel contains rmlroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides,

herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in

1999/2000. This subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides

and herbicides. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable nsks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form of ICs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residentaal or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the

ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 11.2(4)

CERFA Map Location 19,15

This subparcel is assocmted with Buil&ng 529 and may have been fumigated. Air sampling

conducted dunng the BRAC sampling effort indicated no human health hazards from fumigation.

Antifreeze, firefighting foam and photographic chemicals were stored in the west end of the

bmlding. Records indicate several spills of firefighting foam. The Spill Team responded, applied

absorbent and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations.

Staining clue to acid leaks from batteries in the forklift area was observed dunng the EBS visual

inspection. After the December 1997 BCT decision to change fumigated buildings to Category 1, the

BCT concurred to change this subparcel to Category 3 based on the cleanup of battery acid and

firefighting foam. In June 1998, the BCT again concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7

to Category 3 behevmg no further remedial action was reqmred. The MI RI Report indicated levels

of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for
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industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for

remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aqmfer groundwater and to prevent

residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 12.1(4)
CERFA Map Location 17,15

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Building 629. This subparcel

contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides

and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. This

subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides.

The MI ILI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening critena that &d

not present unacceptable nsks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 12.2(4)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 16,15

This subparcel is associated with Building 629, formerly a hazardous materials storage bmlding

(DDT, herbicides, solvents, oxidizers, and toxic/corrosive materials). A 6-gallon mtric acid spdl

was reported on Apn123, 1990, inside Building 629, Section 1. The SpillTeamresponded, applied

sodium bicarbonate and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local

regulations. This building may have been fumigated. Air sampling conducted during the BRAC

sampling effort indicated no human health hazards from fumigation. After the December 1997 BCT

decision to change fumigated buildings to Category 1, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

to Category 4 based on the cleanup of the nitric acid spill. In January 1998, the BCT again

concurred to change subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 believing no further remedial action

was reqmred. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that d,d not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer grotmdwater and to prevent residentml or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on ~mplementation of the

ICs.
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Subparcel Number and Label 13.5(4)
CERFA Map Location 33,16

This subparcel is associated with Budding 211 and its associated emergency generator, Gates 23, 24

and 25, and the surrounding open land area extending to Airways Boulevard. This subparcel

contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides

and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. This

subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides.

The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 14.2(4)

CERFA Map Location 33,17

This subparcel is associated with Building 209 (demolished m 1998) and the surrounding open land

area extending north to Dunn Road and east to Airways Boulevard.. This subparcel contains

railroad tracks and gravel areas that were histoncally sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste

oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. This subparcel

also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. In additaon,

this subparcel is associated with a 12,000-gallon heating oil tank that was located outside of

Building 209 but was removed in July of 1994. There has been no documented release associated

with this tank, and no evidence was found of disposal or of migration from an adjacent property of

hazardous substances or petroleum products. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The lVlI ROD calls for remedial action

in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare

operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change thls subparcel from Category 7 to Category

4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 15.2(4)

CERFA Map Location 26,18

Thin subparcel is associated with 308 and Site 35 03uildmg 308 - Hazardous Waste Storage).

Samples were collected from around the building. Air samples from inside the building to assess
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the unpact from storage of hazardous materials indicated no human health hazards. In June 1998,

The BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to a Category 3 believing no further

remedial action was required. In 2001, the Depot completed an interior cleaning and

decontammatlon project at Building 308 as part of its RCRA permit closure process. The IVlI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but &d present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 15.3(4)

CERFA Map Location 26,16

Thin subparcel is associated with Bmldmg 319, a storage facility for various hazardous substances

including flammables and toxlcs (cyanide). Low-level radioactive materials were also stored m the

western bay of Building 319. Beginning m 1994, the eastern end of Budding 319 was used for

hazardous waste storage by DRMO. In ad&tion, a xylene spill was reported on November 18, 1991,

inside Building 319, Section 4. In 1996 an inspection of the western bay was conducted as required

for closure of the Defense Distributaon Center’s Nuclear Regulatory Commlsslon permit for storage

of low-level radioactive materials at the Depot. The inspection determined that approximately 8 feet

of wall space within the westem bay required remedmtion for low-level radioactive impacts. The

Depot completed remediation in 1997. Soll samples collected in 1997 indicated chrommm and lead

at levels well below the 1 in a milhon risk ratio for both residential and industrial scenarios. The

NRC approved the buildmg remediation/permit closure documentation and deleted the Memphis

Depot from the DDC’s permit. Building 319 was released for use with no NRC restrictions. In June

1999, the BCT received the NRC permit closure approval documentation and concurred to change

this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on the cleanup of both the xylene spdl and the

low-level radioactivity and believing no further remedml action was required. The/VII RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but &d present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on rmplementation of the ICs.
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Subparcel Number and Label 15.4(4)

CERFA Map Location 14,18

This subparcel is associated with Building 702, demolished in 1998 In February 1999, The BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 because the building was

demolished and believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report indicated

levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable

risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls

for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aqmfer groundwater and to prevent

residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subpareel from

Category 3 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 15.5(4)’
CERFA Map Location 23,18

This subparcel is associated with a portion of the open gravel storage area Y50 that is west of

Buildings 308 and 309. This subparcel is associated wah Site 36 (DRMO Hazardous Waste

Concrete Storage Pad), Site 37 (DRMO Hazardous Waste Gravel Storage Pad), Site 38 (DRMO

Damaged/Empty Hazardous Materials Drum Storage Area), and Site 39 (DRMO Damaged/Empty

Lubricant Container Area). This subpareel consists of gravel areas that were historically sprayed

with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The PRE identified this subparcel for

removal action, and the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6. The

MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse; therefore, no removal action occurred. The report

indicated that constituents did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for

remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent

residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 6 to Category 4 based on unplementatlon of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 15.6(4)

CERFA Map Location 18,17

This subparcel is associated with open storage areas YI0, YI 1, Y50, and Y60; Buildings 301,304,

305, 306, 307, 309, T416, T417, 701 and 717; Site 54 (DRMO East Stormwater RunoffCanal), Site

55 (DRMO North Stormwater RunoffCanal), Site 72 (Property Disposal Office Yard), and Site 

(Fuels, Miscellaneous Liquids, Wood and Paper- Vicinity 702); and a 4,000-gallon heating oil tank

located outside of Building 319 removed in July 1994. The DRC demohshed Buildings "I"416 and
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T417 in 2002. There has been no documented release associated with this tank. This subparcel is

also associated with a 30-gallon solvent spill south of Building 309 in 1991. The Spdl Team

responded, took appropriate actaon and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and

local regulations. In addition, this subparcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were

historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oll containing PCP. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse.

Groundwater sample results from a monitoring well south of Budding 308 indicate TCE and PCE

levels that slightly exceed the MCLs. Due to the low concentrations this area was not included in the

MI ROD for active groundwater remedlation. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of

ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations

reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 16.1(4)

CERFA Map Location 21,9

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Building 559. This subparcel

contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were hmtorically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides

and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. This

subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides.

The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operatzons reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on unplementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 17.2(4)
CERFA Map Location 22,9

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Budding 359. This subparcel

contains radroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides

and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed m 1999/2000. This

subparcel also contams grassed areas that were h~stoncally sprayed with pest~cldes and herbicides.

In addition, this subparcel is associated with the following tanks: a 12,000-gallon and a 500-gallon

fuel oil tank closed m place in July 1994 and September 1995, respectively; a 1,000-gallon fuel oil
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tank and a 500-gallon diesel tank removed in 1993; a 12,000-gallon and a 500-gallon fuel oil tank

removed in 1993. There have been no documented releases associated with these tanks. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that &d not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but dad present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 17.3(4)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 25,9

This subparcel is associated with Building 359 and Site 49 (Medical Waste Storage Area). The DRC

demolished this building in 1999 during construction of the entrance boulevard. This building was

used for storage of medical supphes, medical supply waste (expired shelf hfe medacal supplies),

sodmm chloride, petroleum products and low level radiological items (watch dials, lantem mantels

and compasses). The 1997 Radiologlcal Survey concluded this building was available for

unrestricted use as no evidence of radiologlcal contamination was found. A sulfuric acid spill was

reported on August 27, 1993 inside Building 359, Section 2. The Spill Team responded, applied

sodium bicarbonate and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local

regulations. An out of service incinerator was also located in this building. This building was

fumigated. Air sampling conducted during the BRAC sampling effort indicated no human health

hazards from fumigation. Alter the December 1997 BCT decision to change fumigated buildings to

Category 1, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel to Category 4 based on the cleanup of the

sulfuric acid. In June 1998, the BCT again concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to

Category 4 believing no further remedial action was requtred. The MI RI Report indicated levels of

several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for

industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residentml reuse. The MI ROD calls for

remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent

residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 18.1(4)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 17,8

This subparcel is associated with Building 560. Two spills (5 gallons and 15 gallons) of aqueous

film forming foam were reported on October 17, 1995 and November 14, 1995 inside Building 560,
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Section 3. The Spill Team responded, applied absorbent and disposed of all residues in accordance

with federal, state and local regulations. The 1996 Fmal Environmental Baseline Survey determined

this subparcel to be a Category 4 and the BCT concurred. The MI RI Report mdlcated levels of

several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for

industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for

remedial actaon in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent

residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred that this subparcel remains

Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs

Subparcel Number and Label 18.2(4)
CERFA Map Location 19,8

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Buildmg 560. This subparcel

contains railroad tracks that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oll

containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed m 1999/2000. In September 1997,

The BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 behevmg no further

remedial action was reqmred The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constuuents exceeding

BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for mdustnal reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for resldentml reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedml actaon in the form oflCs to

prevent use of fluvial aqmfer groundwater and to prevent residentaal or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 19.1(4)
CERFA Map Location 21,8

This subparcel is associated with Building 467 (a fabric tension structure that was removed in 1996),

Building 468 and the open land area surrounding Buildings 465, 468 and 469. Facthty maintenance

equipment was stored in Building 468. This subparcel contains radroad tracks that were histoncally

sprayed wRh pesticides, herbicides, and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts

were removed m 1999/2000. This subparcel also contains a small grass area and a small gravel area

that were historically sprayed with herbicides and pesticides. In February 1998 the BCT conducted

a walk-through of the buildings. A 1,000-gallon oil/water separator is located m Subparcel 19.1 and

is connected to the vehicle wash at Budding 465. The separator is connected to the sanitary sewer

and was routinely cleaned out. In March 1999, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel fi’om

Category 7 to Category 3 believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report

93
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indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aqtufer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 19.2(4)

CERFA Map Location 22,7

This subparcel is associated with Building 465, a vehicle wash rack. Chenncal engine

cleaners/degreasers may have been used or released in this building. This budding contains a floor

dmin/sump connected to an od/water separator, which is physically located m Subparcel 19.1. No

sampling has been conducted at this subparcel. In February 1999, the BCT conducted a walk

through of Building 465, determmed that the sump had been cleaned upon facility closure and used

since then only to wash grounds keeping equipment. In May 1999, the BCT concurred to change

this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 believing no further remedial action was required. The

MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that thd not

present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but thd present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent resldentaal or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 19.3(4)
CERFA Map Location 22,8

This subparcel is associated with Building 469, which was the battery repair/charge shop. Acids,

parts cleaning fluids and petroleum products were stored and used m Building 469. Tins subparcel

is associated with Sites 40 (Safety Kleen Units) and 41 (Satellite Drum Accumulation Areas). 

self-contained Safety Kleen unit was used in Building 469. Building 469 was also a satellite drum

accumulation area for waste petroleum products and sulfi.tnc acid. There is no evidence of releases

from the units or accumulation area. On December 16, 1993, a transformer oil spill was reported at

Budding 469. Approximately 6 ounces of material was splUed on the south wall and floor near the

entrance. The sheet rock wall and concrete floor absorbed some of the o11. The Spill Team

responded, apphed absorbent and disposed of the residue m accordance with federal, state and local

regulations. Samples were collected from the absorbent and concrete and results indicated PCB-

1242. According to the Spdl Team Leader on the scene at the time of the spdl and during sampling,
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the effected area was removed during sampling operations. In February 1999, the BCT conducted a

walk through and was unable to locate the spill area. In May 1999, the BCT concurred that no

further evidence of the spill remained, that a remedial action occurred, and to change this subparcel

Category 7 to Category 4 based on the cleanup of the spill and believing no further action was

required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several.constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that thd not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT

concurred to change this subpareel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementauon of the

ICs

Subparcel Number and Label 20.1(4)PR

CERFA Map Location 21,5

This subparcel is associated with a 1-gallon oil spill reported on November 3, 1995, at the north

dock of Building 489, Section 4. The Spdl Team responded, apphed absorbent and disposed of all

residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. This subparcel became a Category 2

due to the ECP Category defmiUon change that occurred after the 1996 Environmental Baseline

Survey categorized this subparcel as a Category 3. In December 1998, The BCT concurred to

change this subparcel to Category 2 based on the new ECP defmitaons and believing no further

remedial action was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding

BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for mdustnal reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form oflCs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 20.2(4)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 17,6

This subparcel is assocmted with Building 670. Significant corrosion was observed dunng the EBS

wsual inspection due to acid leaks at the battery charging station. Sodium bicarbonate was apphed

and disposed in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. A 1-gallon spill of hydraulic

fluid was reported on August 30, 1995, reside Budding 670, Sectaon 1. The Spill Team responded,

apphed absorbent and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations.

The 1996 Final Environmental Basehne Survey determined this subparcel to be a Category 4 and the

95
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BCT concurred. The MI RI Report mdicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that thd not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for reme&al action in the form oflCs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT

concurred that this subparcel remains Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 20.3(4)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 20,7

This subparcel is associated with Building 470. Corrosion was observed during the EBS visual

inspection due to acid spills at the battery charging station. Sodium bicarbonate was apphed and

disposed m accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The 1996 Final Environmental

Basehne Survey determined this subparcel to be Category 4 and the BCT concurred behevmg no

further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did

present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of

ICs to prevent use of fluwal aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operataons

reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 20.4(4)HS/HR

CERFA Map Location 21,5

This subparcel is associated with Building 489. Corrosion was observed dunng the EBS visual

inspection due to acid spills at the battery charging station. Sodium bicarbonate was applied and

disposed in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The 1996 Final Environmental

Baseline Survey determined this subparcel to be a Category 4 and the BCT concurred believmg no

further remedial action was required. The MI ILl Report mdicated levels of several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did

present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of

ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations

reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.
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Subparcel Number and Label 20.5(4)

CERFA Map Location 19,6

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Buildings 470, 489 and 670. This

subparcel contains railroad track and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides,

herbicides and waste oll containing PCP and grassed areas that were historically sprayed with

pesticides and herbicides. The/VII RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form oflCs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 20.6(4)
CERFA Map Location 20,4

This subparcel is associated with the location of a sulfuric actd spdl that was reported on June 10,

1993, on the south dock of Bay 5, Building 489 (DDMT 1993). The Spill Team responded, took

appropriate action and disposed of all residues in accordance with local, state and federal

regulations. This subparcel also contains gravel areas that were historically sprayed with waste oil

containing PCP. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial acUon in the form oflCs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residentml or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subpareel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 21.2(4)PS/HS/HR

CERFA Map Location 23,3

This subparcel is associated with Building 490 and Site 40 (Safety Kleen Units). The Safety Kleen

unit was removed prior to closure. Corrosion was observed dunng the EBS visual inspection due to

acid spdls at the battery charging station. Sodium bicarbonate was applied and &sposed m

accordance with federal, state and local regulations. A l-gallon spill of sulfuric acid/battery acid

was reported on December 15, 1995, inside Budding 490, Section 5. The Spdl Team responded,

apphed sodium bicarbonate and &sposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local

regulations. Petroleum products and microfiche developmg chemicals were stored and used m

9,7
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Building 490. The 1996 Final Environmental Baseline Survey determined thts subparcel to be a

Category 4 and the BCT concurred believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constatuents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial actaon in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 21.3(4)HS/HR

CERFA Map Location 15,5

This subparcel Is associated with Building 689, Site 78 (Alcohol, Acetone, Toluene, Naphtha,

Hydrofluoric Acid Spills) and Site 40 (Safety Kleen Units). Building 689 historically staged alcohol,

acetone, toluene, and hydrofluoric acid before transport. The Safety Kleen umt was removed prior

to closure. Eleven spills are documented from May 8, 1990 through November 16, 1995 and

included nitric acid, corrosion removmg compound, hydrauhc fluid, oll and sulfuric acid. The Spill

Team responded, took the appropriate actaon and disposed of all residues m accordance with federal,

state and local regulations. Samples were collected from the concrete parking lot immediately

adjacent to and outside of Building 689. The 1996 Final Environmental Basehne Survey determined

this subparcel to be a Category 4 and the BCT concurred beheving no further remedial action was

required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but &d present unacceptable nsks

for residentml reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the

ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 21.4(4)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 15,4

This subparcel is assocmted with Budding 685. Corrosion was observed during the EBS visual

inspection due to acid spdls at the battery charging stataon. Sodium bicarbonate was applied and

disposed in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The 1996 Final Environmental

Basehne Survey determined this subparcel to be a Category 4 and the BCT concurred. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening cntena that &d not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The
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MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 21.5(4)

CERFA Map Location 19,3

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Buildings 490, 689 and 690. This

subparcel contains gravel areas that were histoncally sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste

oil containing PCP and grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides.

This subparcel is also associated with Screening Site 76 (Unknown Wastes Near Bmldmg 690). The

MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 22.10)

CERFA Map Location 18,4

This subparcel is associated with the open land area between east ends of Buildings 689 and 690.

This subparcel contains gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and

waste oil containing PCP. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial actaon m the form oflCs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subpsrcel Number and Label 22.2(4)

CERFA Map Location 17,4

This subparcel is assocmted with Screening Site 77 (Unknown Wastes Near Buildings 689 and 690).

Battery aod spilled dunng MHE battery charging procedures was washed out a nearby door onto the

gravel area immediately east of Building 685. This subparcel contains gravel areas that were

historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for residentml reuse. The
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MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change th~s

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on rmplementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 23.6(4)
CERFA Map Location 12,2

This subparcel is associated with open land areas south of Buildings 690 and 490 including parking

lots and grassy areas, the open land area surrounding Buddings 783,787 and 793 as well as Sentry

Stations at Gates 8 and 7. This subparcel is also associated with Site 82 (Flammables - Building 783

and 793). The DRC demolished Buildings 783 and 787 in 2002. This subparcel contains grassed

areas that were historically sprayed with herbicides and pesticides. In October 1997, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel to from Category 7 to Category 3 believing no further remedial

action was reqmred. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to

prevent use of fluwal aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2003, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 23.7(4)
CERFA Map Location 11,5

This subparcel is associated with Building 783, which previously stored flammable items and

ordnance material and is Site 82. The DRC demolished Building 783 in 2002. In March 1999, The

BCT concurred to change this subparcel from ECP Category 7 to a Category 3 based on a BCT

visual inspection of the building’s interior that deterrmned no further remedial action was required.

The MI RI Report indlcated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operataons reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.
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Subparcel Number and Label 23.8(4)
CERFA Map Location 11,3

This subparcel is associated with Building 793, which previously stored flammable items and

ordnance material and is Site 82. In March 1999, The BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 7 to Category 3 based on a BCT visual inspection of the building’s interior that determined

no further remedial action was reqmred. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did

present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of

ICs to prevent use of fluvial aqmfer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations

reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.
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Subparcel Number and Label 23.9(4)

CERFA Map Location 4,2

This subparcel is associated with a gasoline spill reported on September 13, 1993, adjacent and to

the northwest of Building 995. The Spill Team responded, applied absorbent, removed stained soil

and disposed of it in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. Soil samples indicated that

petroleum hydrocarbons were detected at 3.2 mg/kg, well below the Tennessee clean-up level of 100

mg/kg. In October 1997, The BCT concurred to change this subparcel to Category 3. In December

1998, The BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 2 based on the new

ECP definitions regarding petroleum releases and beheving no further remechal action was required.

The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening cnteria that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The IVl] ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 2 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 23.10(4)
CERFA Map Location 8,2

This suhparcel is associated with the open gravel storage area south of Buildings 873 and 875 in area

X01, which was reportedly a small lake when the Depot opened in 1942. This subparcel consists of

a gravel area that was historically sprayed with waste oil containing PCP, pesticides and herbicides.

Records also indicate transformers possibly containing PCBs may have been stored at this area.

There is no documentation of releases from the transformers. In October 1997, the BCT concurred to
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change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 believing no further remedial act:on was

required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 4 based on lmplementataon of the

ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 23.11(4)
CERFA Map Location 6,2

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Building 995. This subparcel

contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides and gravel areas

that were historically sprayed with pestacides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for resldentml reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form oflCs to prevent use of fluwal aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residentaal or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementatmn of the ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 24.1(4)HR
CERFA Map Location 10,3

This subparcel is associated with the southern end of open storage area X02, the gravel area east of

Site 27 (Former Recoupment Area - Budding 873). The southern end of X02 was used as 

hazardous materials recoupment area (remove hazardous materials from damaged containers then

repackage the materials) until the current Recoup Building was constructed in 1987/1988. The

Depot completed a removal action in 1985 of soil contamination from previous spdls (DDT, DDE,

and aldrin). The 1996 Final Environmental Baseline Survey determined this subparcel to be 

Category 5 and the BCT concurred based on the removal act:on, but further category changes would

require RI results. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that thd not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedml action in the form of ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent resldentml or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 5 to Category 4 based on

implementaUon of the ICs.
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Subparcel Number and Label 24.4(4)HS/PS
CERFA Map Location 12,6

This subparcel is associated with the ea.stem side of open storage area X03 extending from the

recently constructed W.E. Freeman Drive to 6~h Street. The Depot created this subparcel in 2003

upon request from the DRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area. This subparcel consists of a

gravel area that was used to store mission stock chemicals and POLs in 55-gallon drums. This area

was also historically sprayed with waste oil containing PCP, pesticides and herbicides. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable nsks for industrial reuse, but thd present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycarc operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred that this

subparcel be a Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 29.2(4)

CERFA Map Location 4,18

This subparcel is associated with open storage areas X27 and a portion of X30, Buildings 801 and

802, and the surrounding open land area extending north to Durra Road and west to Perry Road.

Thms subparcel contains railroad tracks, open storage areas and other gravel areas that were

historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP and grassed areas that

were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. The railroad tracks and ballasts were

removed in 1999/2000. The MI RI Report inchcated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form oflCs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 29.3(4)
CERFA Map Location 2,11

This subparcel is assocmted with Site 56 (Western Drainage Ditch), a stormwater drainage canal that

collects the stormwater runoff from the western portmn of the MI. The MI RI Report indicated

levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable

risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls

for remedial action m the form of ICs to prevent use of fiuwal aquifer groundwater and to prevent
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residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 29.4(4)

CERFA Map Location 4,18

This subparcel is associated with the eastern end of Parcel 29, a portion of open storage area X30

extending from the recently constructed W.E. Freeman Drive to C Street. The Depot created thin

subparcel in 2003 upon request from the DRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area This

subparcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides,

herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in

1999/2000. In addition, this subparcel is associated with a 1.25-gallon hydraulic fluid spill that was

reported on September 12, 1995. The spill reportedly spread north, through Gate 15, and across

Dunn Avenue (DDMT 1995). The Spdl Team responded, applied absorbent, removed any stained

soil and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that d~d not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for res~dentml reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remethal action m the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred that this

subparcel be Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 30.1(4)

CERFA Map Location 4,14

This subparcel is associated with Building 925. This building served as the Bulk Flammable

Materials warehouse and stored 55-gallon drums of flammable materials such as xylene, toluene,

acetone, methyl ethyl ketone, methanol and ethanol. Prior to construction of Braiding 915, this area

was a bermed open storage location (X25) for petroleum products and flammable materials. 

fabric tension structure was erected over this bermed area and warehoused flammable matenals. On

January 19, 1988, the fabric tension structure collapsed during a storm resulting m about 325 gallons

of flammable materials being released in the bermed area and mixing with about 30,000 gallons of

rainwater. The Spill Team and the Memphis Fire Department responded The material was

contained and removed to an appropriate dmposal facthty. The containment and clean up of this

spill has been documented by the Depot and the Memphis Fire Department. The current Building

925 was constructed after this incident over a portion of the original fabric tension structure area. In

September 1997, The BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4
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because the spill did not occur in the current building and any spilled material had volatized over the

past nine years. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form of ICs to prevent use of

fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT

concurred that this subparcel remains Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 30.2(4)
CERFA Map Location 4,13

This subparcel is associated with the former X25 open storage area, a 1988 spill and Site 53. In the

past, flammable materials were stored in 55-gallon drums within an earthen bermed area, which was

later converted to a concrete benned area. A fabric tension structure was erected over the concrete

berm area. In 1988, the structure collapsed during heavy winds releasing approximately 327 gallons

of flammable material (xylene, toluene, and methyl ethyl ketone) that mixed with approximately

30,000 gallons of water. The Memphis Fire Department Hazmat Team joined the Depot’s Spill

Team in cleaning up the spill. The material/water waste was pumped out of the bermed area and

disposed of accordmg to federal, state and local regulations. Buil&ng 925 was constructed over a

portion of the area in 1994. In February 1999, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 7 to Category 4 based on cleanup of the spill and sample results. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening cntena that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action m the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residentml or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred that this

subparcel remains Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subpareel Number and Label 30.3(4)
CERFA Map Location 4,15

This subparcel Is assoctated with the open land area surrounding Buildings 925 and 949, excluding

the area in Subparcels 30.2 and 30.5. This subparcel also contains a portion of open storage area X23

and was formerly open storage area X25. Both X23 and X25 were used to store 55-gallon drums of

POLs and flammable materials. Buddmgs 925 and 949 were constructed on former open storage

area X25 This subparcel contains radroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed

with pesticides, herbicides and waste oll containing PCP. The radroad tracks and ballasts were

removed in 1999/2000. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several metals that exceeded BCT

screening criteria and presented unacceptable risks for industrial reuse. The MI FS and Proposed
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Plan indicated the need for lead-impacted soil to be removed from this subparcel. During

development of the MI ROD, DLA elected to conduct a removal actaon. The ROD contains an

explanataon of significant differences regarding the removal action decision. The Depot completed

the removal action in 2001. The MI RI Report also indicated levels of several constituents that

presented unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form

of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aqmfer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations

reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on

completion of the removal action and on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 30.5(4)
CERFA Map Location 4,10

This subparcel is associated with Site 83 (Dried Paint Disposal Area). According to interviews with

Depot personnel, spray painting and sand blasting occurred at this location until the early 1980s.

The MI RI Report indicated levels of several metals that exceeded BCT screening critena and

presented unacceptable risks for industrial reuse. The MI FS and Proposed Plan indicated the need

for lead-impacted soil to be removed from this subparcel. During development of the MI ROD, DLA

elected to conduct a removal action. The ROD contains an explanation of significant differences

regarding the removal action decision. The Depot completed the removal actaon m 2001. The MI ILl

Report also indicated levels of several constituents that presented unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluwal aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on completion of the removal action and

on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 33.7(4)

CERFA Map Location 13,7

This subparcel is associated with Site 81 (Fuel O11 Building 765), a 12,000-gallon diesel fuel

aboveground storage tank was removed in 1994. This subparcel also contains a gravel area that was

historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that &d not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial actaon in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater
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and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 33.11(4)

CERFA Map Location 14,9

This subparcel is associated with the 1,000-gallon diesel above ground storage tank outside Building

756. The original 1,000-gallon underground storage tank supplymg the emergency generator in

Building 756 was removed m June 1994. The 1996 Final Environmental Baseline Survey

determined this subparcel to be Category 2 and the BCT concurred beheving no further remedial

action was required. The MI ILl Report indicated levels of several constatuents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for remedial actaon m the form oflCs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 2 to Category 4 based on

implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 33.12(4)

CERFA Map Location 14,9

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Subparcels 33.2, 33.4, 33.3, 33.7,

33.10 and 33.11 at the southem end of Parcel 33 extending from the Memphis Depot Parkway and

W.E. Freeman Dnve to 6th Street. The Depot created this subparcel in 2003 upon request from the

DRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area. This subparcel contains railroad tracks and gravel

areas that were historically sprayed with pestacides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The

railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. The MI RI Report indicated levels of

several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for

industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD calls for

remedml action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluwal aquifer groundwater and to prevent

residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred that this subparcel be Category

4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 33.13(4)
CERFA Map Location 12,15

This subparcel is associated with Building 720, open storage areas X08 and )(09, Site 80 (Fuel 

Cleaner Dispensing at Building 720) as well as the open land area surrounding Buddings 720 and
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727 at the northem end of Parcel 33 extending from W.E. Freeman Drive to 66 Street. The Depot

created this subparcel in 2003 upon request from the DRC in order to facihtate transfer of this area.

This area contains gravel areas where mission stock chemical items were stored m 55-gallon drums.

This subparcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with

pesticides, herbicides and waste oll containing PCP. The radroad tracks and ballasts were removed

in 1999/2000. According to interviews with Depot personnel, cleaners were not dispensed from

Building 720; parts cleaning solutaons were used in the building. No evidence was found of a 1,000-

gallon waste oil tank inside Building 720. This subparcel also contained a 12,000-gallon diesel

abovegronnd storage tank west of Buddmg 720 that was removed in 1997. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceedmg BCT screenmg criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater

and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred that this

subparcel be Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

Subparcel Number and Label 34.2(4)
CERFA Map Location 24,7

This subparcel is assocmted with the open land area surrounding Building 360. This subparcel

contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides

and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. This

subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides.

In October 1997, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3

believing no remedial action was reqmred. The/vii RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. Groundwater sample results from a

monitoring well ra the southeast portion of this subparcel indicate TCE and PCE levels that slightly

exceed the MCLs. Due to the low concentrations this area was not included in the MI ROD for

active grotmdwater remediation. The MI ROD calls for remedial actaons m the form of enhanced

bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluwal aquifer groundwater, and to

prevent residentml or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

from Category 3 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.
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Subparcel Number and Label 35.1(4)

CERFA Map Location 3,3

This subparcel is associated with Building 1090 that was used to store paint thinner, lubricating oil,

P-I 9 preservation oil, and corrosion preservation compound. In February 1999, the B CT concurred

that this building be cleaned during the removal action for the surrounding area and to change the

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6. The Depot completed the removal action in August 2000.

The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The MI ROD calls for reme&al action in the form oflCs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

3.4.5 Areas Where Release, Disposal and/or Migration Has Occurred and Action is Under

Way but Not Final

Category 5 subparcels are areas where release, disposal or mlgrataon of hazardous substances has

occurred, and removal or remedial actions are under way, but all reqmred acUons have not yet been

implemented. No subparcels are designated Category 5.

3.4.6 Areas Where Release, Disposal and/or Migration Has Occurred, but Required

Response Actions Have Not Been Taken

The Category 6 subparcels listed below are areas where release, disposal and/or migration of

hazardous substances have occurred, but the required removal or remedial actions have not yet been

taken. Information regarding releases was obtained from the Depot’s Spill Response Checklists

maintained by DDC (Memphis). A total of 61 subparcels encompassing approximately 204.01 acres

are designated Category 6. Of these 61 subparcels, 3 subparcels encompassing approximately.57

acres reverted from Category 1 to Category 6 (see Table 3-6 for descriptions of these subparcels)

due to groundwater beneath these subparcels containing VOC levels exceeding MCLs.

Subparcel Number and Label 4.4(6)PS/PR/HS/HR

CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparccl is associated with Buildmg 260, Site 41 (Satclhte Drum Accumulation Area) and Site

30 (Safety Kleen Umts). The Safety Kleen unit was removed prior to closure. Absorbent was

applied to released Safety Kleen solvent and disposed m accordance w~th federal, state and local

regulations. The 1996 Final Enwronmental Baseline Survey determined this subparcel to be a
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Category 3 and the BCT concurred beheving no further remedial action was required. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

report also indicated that groundwater beneath th,s subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding

MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediat:on of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 3

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 4.5(6)
CERFA Map Location 30,8

This subparcel is associated with Building 261 and the open land area surrounding buildings in

Parcel 4. This subparcel contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with herbicides and

pesticides. A 5,000-gallon heating oil tank was removed in July 1994 outside of Building 253. Two

12,000-gallon and one 20,000-gallon gasoline USTs were removed in 1986 south of Building 257.

One 18,000-gallon and one 20,000-gallon gasoline USTs that were actually in Subparcel 4.6

replaced these tanks. These tanks were removed in June 1998. Soil sampling conducted in

accordance with TN UST removal procedures indicated no release of gasohne or diesel. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but dad present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding

MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions m the form of enhanced bioremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 4.6(6)

CERFA Map Location 29,9

This subparcel is associated with Buildmg 254 and a portion of the open land area/underground

storage tank (UST) field west of the building. The DRC demolished th~s budding m 1999. The EBS

visual inspection noted that petroleum products, oils, lubricants and antifreeze were stored m this

building as well as leaking drums and ground staining. In addition, a 5-gallon diesel spill was

reported on March 20, 1995, from a tank outside the southwest comer of Building 254. The Spdl

Team responded, applied absorbent and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and
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local regulations. A 1,110-gallon gasoline tank was removed in December 1989 from the UST field.

Two USTs were removed in 1998 from the UST field behind Building 254. In September 1997, the

BCT changed this subparcel to Category 6 due to the scheduled UST removal project. Upon receipt

of U ST closure approval by TDEC-UST in December 1998, The BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 6 to Category 2 believing no further remedial action was required. The MI

ILl Report indicated levels of several constatuents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contam VOC levels

exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremedlatlon of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 2

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subpareel Number and Label 4.8(6)

CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparcel is associated with Building 263, which has been used as attendants’ room for the

dispensing of petroleum, oil and lubricant to vehicles and as a vehicle grease rack since the 1940s,

and to S~te 68 (POL-Budding 263). Records do not indicate any release, disposal or migration. 

addition, this building was fumigated. Air sampling conducted during the BRAC sampling effort

indicated no human health hazards from fumigation. After the December 1997 BCT decision to

change fumigated buildings to Category l, the BCT concurred to change this snbparcel to Category

3 based on the potential release and cleanup of petroleum products and antifreeze. In June 1998, the

BCT again concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 behewng no further

remedial action was reqmred. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding

BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedml actions m the

form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluwal aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent resldentml or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be

addressed by the MI RD.
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Subpareel Number and Label 4.9(6)

CERFA Map Location 29,8

This subparcel is associated with Pad 267, the site of the former pesticide shop (Building T267). Pad

267 was a concrete slab that has been covered wnh asphalt and is currently used as a parking lot.

Building T267 was used for storing and mixing of pesticides/herbicides. Rinse water from

pesticide/herbicide spraying operations was reportedly dumped on the ground near the facility. The

MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels

exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aqmfer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operataons reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7

to Category 6 based on the remedial acUons that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subpareel Number and Label 4.10(6)

CERFA Map Location 31,7

This subparcel is associated with Building 273 that was used for mixing golf course pesticides and

herbicides and the former putting green. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did

present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath

this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions m

the form of enhanced bioremedlation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that wdl be

addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 4.12(6)HS/HR

CERFA Map Location 31,10

This subparcel is associated with Budding 251, demolished m 1999 dunng construction of the

boulevard construction. Building 251 had a floor drain connected to the sanitary sewer. One surface

soil sample was taken from the sump beneath the floor dram. Results indicate elevated

concentrations of many metals and PAHs. The Preliminary Risk Evaluation indicated these

concentrations had a risk raUo above acceptable levels for residential and mdustnal worker

scenarios. In December 1997, the BCT recommended that the sump be cleaned and, if appropriate,

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 3-64
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Verston 7 December 2003



SECTION THREE
STATUS

76,4

INSTALLATION-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM

grouted closed and that upon completion of this action, the subparcel should change to a Category 4.

The Depot completed the action in January 1998, and The BCT concurred to change this subparcel

from Category 7 to Category 4 believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding

MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial acuons in the form of enhanced bioremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 4

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 4.13(6)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 31,8

This subparcel is associated with Building 265 that has a floor drain that is connected to the sanitary

sewer. One surface soil sample was taken from the sump beneath the floor drain. Results indicate

elevated concentrations of many metals and PAHs. The Preliminary Posk Evaluation indicated these

concentrations had a risk ratio above acceptable levels for residential and industrial worker

scenarios. In May 1998, the BCT recommended that the sump be cleaned and, ffappropriate,

grouted closed and that upon completion of this action, the subparcel should change to a Category 4.

The Depot completed the action in June 1998 and the BCT concurred to that this subparcel change

from Category 7 to Category 4 behewng no further remedial action was required. The MI RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for residential reuse. The

report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceedmg

MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subpareel from Category 4

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcei Number and Label 5.1(6)
CERFA Map Location 29,7

This subparcel is associated with Building 272 and the surrounding open land area. This subparcel

contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with herbicides and pesticides. In September

1997, The BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 believing no
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further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did

present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath

this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in

the form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operatlons reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be

addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 5.2(6)

CERFA Map Location 29,7

This subparcel is associated with Buildmg 274, "J" Street Cafr, and the open land area surrounding

the building. This subparcel is also associated with Site 48 (Former PCB Transformer Area).

Building 274 was constructed after transformer storage ceased. In 1997, surface soil samples were

collected from the grassy areas dtrectly outside of Building 274. Sample results indicated levels of

PCBs and dieldrin that exceeded BCT screening criteria. The DRC xdentafted this subparcel as a

high priority for reuse. In 1997, The BCT concurred to conduct a removal action at thxs subparcel

and to change this subparcel to a Category 6. The Depot completed the removal action m 1998. In

May 1999, the BCT concurred that the removal actaon was complete and to change this subparcel

from Category 6 to Category 4 believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may conta’m VOC levels exceeding

MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 4

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 24.2(6)
CERFA Map Location 11,6

This subparcel is associated with open storage areas X02 and a portion of X03, which were used for

storage of POLs and flammable materials in 55-gallon drums until 1988. The areas then became

steel storage. This subparcel contains railroad tracks, open storage areas and other gravel areas that

were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad
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tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actions m the form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the

remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 24.3(6)

CERFA Map Location 11,7

This subparcel is associated with Site 34 (Building 770 Underground Oil Storage Tanks), Site 

(Pamt Spray Booth), Site 40 (Safety Kleen Units) and Site 41 (Satelhte Drum Accumulation Area) 

Buildings 770 and T771. The EBS visual inspection noted that hazardous materials (antifreeze,

paint, solvents, Safety Kleen) and petroleum products were stored m Building 770. Three spills are

documented from July 1990 through August 1993. The Spill Team responded, took appropnate

action and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. Several

tanks have been removed, including: a 11,155-gallon diesel tank removed m July 1994; a 11,155-

gallon fuel oil tank removed in July 1994; a 10,000-gallon fuel oil tank removed in July 1994; a 440-

gallon gasohne tank removed in December 1989; and two 1,000-gallon used motor oil tanks

removed in December 1989. Building 770 has an oil/water separator that was pumped out quarterly

and a floor dram. The EBS visual inspection noted od staining on the floor of Building T771. The

MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath thxs subparcel may contain VOC levels

exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial acuons in the form of enhanced bloremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operataons reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subpareel Number and Label 25.1(6)HS/HR
CERFA Map Location 9,4

Thin subparcel is assocmted with Budding 873 and Site 27 (Former Recoupment Area - Building

873). Braiding 873 stored hazardous materials such as chlorinated solvents, corrosives, petroleum,
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oils and lubricants. The DRC demolished Building 873 m 2002. The southem end of the building

and the gravel area east of the building were used as the hazardous materials recoupment area

(remove hazardous materials from damaged containers then repackage the materials) until the

current Recoup Building was constructed in 1987/1988. Thirteen spills are documented from March

10, 1990 through November 29, 1993 and included tetmchloroethylene, sulfuric acid, hydraulic fluid

and descaling compound. The Spill Team responded, took the appropriate action and disposed of all

residues in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. Samples associated with Site 27

were taken outside of the budding in Subparce125.2 and were evaluated in the RI. In September

1997, The BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on the

cleanup of the spdls and believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for resldential reuse. The

report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding

MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 4

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 25.2(6)
CERFA Map Location 8,7

This subparcel is associated with Building 875, the open land area surrounding Buildings 873 and

875, and RI Site 27 (Former Recoupment Area/Building $873). The DRC demolished Building 875

in 2002. This subparcel also contains radroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed

wnh pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were

removed in 1999/2000. A 1,000-gallon heating oil tank was closed m place in July 1994 outside

Budding 875. The PRE identified this subparcel for potential removal action. In September 1997,

the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6. The MI RI Report

indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening critena that did not present

unacceptable nsks for industrial reuse; therefore, no removal action occurred. The report indicated

the constxtuents did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse¯ In

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 3-68
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 7 December 2003



764

SECTION THREE INSTALLATION-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM
STATUS

2002, the BCT concurred that this subparcel remains Category 6 based on the remedial actions that

will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 26.1(6)
CERFA Map Location 6,9

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Building 970. This subparcel

contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were Instorically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides

and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. The MI

RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening cnteria that did not

present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels

exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of

groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential

or daycare operatmns reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7

to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 26.2(6)
CERFA Map Location 6,4

This subparcel is associated with Building 970. An od-fired generator that had leaked oil onto the

concrete pad was observed at Building 970, Section 6, during the EBS visual Inspection. This

release consisted of only petroleum products. Absorbent was applied and the residue &sposed in

accordance with federal, state and local regulations. In October 1997, the BCT concurred to change

this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 2 based on the cleanup of a petroleum product and

believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but &d present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 2 to Category 6 based on the

remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.
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Subparcel Number and Label 27.1(6)
CERFA Map Location 4,9

This subparcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Building 972. This subparcel

contains gravel areas that wcre historically sprayed with pestlcidas, herbicides and waste oil

containing PCP. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several conshtuents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residentml reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain

VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced

bioremediatlon of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to

prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

fi’om Category 7 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RE).

Subparcel Number and Label 27.2(6)
CERFA Map Location 4,4

This subparcel is associated with Building 972 and Site 84 (Flammables, Solvents, Waste O11 

Building 972). The building once stored flammable materials, solvents and waste oil as an open

shed building. Building 972 was converted to a closed building and stored and constructed wooden

packing materials involving the use of petroleum products (oils and lubricants), paints and spray

adhesives. Small operational spills occurred and were cleaned when they occurrcd. In addinon, off

staincd areas were observed in the building during the EBS visual inspection. The butidmg recently

had the floor cleaned and rcsealed, which removed the stains. In October 1997, the BCT concurred

to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 4 based on the cleanup of operational spills

and believing no further remedial action was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for mdustnal

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for resldentml rcuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater bencath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residcntml or daycare operatlous reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 4 to Category 6 based on the

remedial actions that wall be addressed by the MI RD.
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Subparcel Number and Label 28.1(6)

CERFA Map Location 2,7

This subparcel contains the open storage area X04 north of Building 1089. This subparcel contains

railroad tracks that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides, and waste oll containing

PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. According to Depot personnel,

this area was used for the storage of feed stock material and not hazardous materials. In October

1997, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from a Category 7 to a Category 3 believing no

further remedial action was required. The MI ILl Report indicated levels of several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did

present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath

this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actaons in

the form of enhanced bioremedlation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that wdl be

addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 28.2(6)
CERFA Map Location 3,5

This subparcel is associated with Building 1089, the open land area surroundmg Building 1089 and

Screening Site (SS) 89 (Acids - Building 1089). Building 1089 was used to store acids, paints 

cleaning solvents. Surface soil sample results indicated lead, arsenic and chromium levels that

exceeded BCT screening criteria. In October 1997, the BCT concurred to conduct a removal action

at this subparcel and to change it from Category 7 to Category 6. The Depot completed the removal

action in August 2000. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening cnteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the

form of enhanced bioremediatlon of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent resldentml or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred that

this subparcel remains Category 6 based on the remedml actions that will be addressed by the MI

RD.
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Subparcel Number and Label 31.1(6)

CERFA Map Location 6,13

This subpareel is associated with open storage areas X17, X19 and X21, and a portion of X23 and

X15. These areas were used to store a variety of materials including POLs and hazardous materials.

Records indicate that during the 1970s hazardous materials were recouped under a lean-to at the

comer of 21st Street and E Street in the X21 area. This subparcel contains railroad tracks and open

storage areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP.

The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. The MI 1LI Report indicated levels of

several constituents exceedmg BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for

industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for resldentaal reuse. The report also indicated

that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD

calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bloremedlation of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the

remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD

Subparcel Number and Label 32.1(6)

CERFA Map Location 9,14

This subparcel is associated with open storage areas X13 and X15 to the west and north of Building

835. These areas were used to store a variety of materials including POLs and hazardous materials.

This subparcel contams railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed with

pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed

In 1999/2000. In October 1997, the BCT concurred to change thls subparcel from Category 7 to

Category 3 believing no remedial action was requtred. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actions m the form of enhanced bloremedmtlon of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluwal aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residennal or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 3 to Category 6 based on the

remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.
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Subparcel Number and Label 32.2(6)
CERFA Map Location 9,13

This subparcel is associated with Building 835. Thirteen spills were reported from March 9, 1991 to

May 26, 1995 for Building 835. Materials spilled include battery acid, hydrochloric acid, sulfuric

acid, herbicide, muratic acid, and transmission fluid. The Spill Team responded, took the appropriate

actton and disposed of all residues m accordance with federal, state and local regulations. Also, air

sampling conducted m this building to assess the impact from storage of hazardous materials

indicated no human health hazards. In September 1997, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

from Category 7 to Category 4 based on cleanup of these spills and behevmg no further remedial

action was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the

form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 4 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be

addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 32.3(6)

CERFA Map Location 9,10

This subparcel is associated with Site 28 (Building 865, the Recoup Area Building) and the

surrounding open land area. Building 865 is a handling area used to transfer hazardous

substances/wastes or petroleum products/wastes from damaged or leaking containers into

undamaged containers. A small fenced-in area is located on the southwest side of Building 865.

The EBS visual inspection noted that this area contained various drums (5-, 10-, 15-, and 55-gallon)

of old chemicals (oil, methyl ethyl ketone, and isopropanol), some with protruding rusting tops.

This subparcel also includes gravel areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides

and waste od containing PCP The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding

BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the

form of enhanced bloremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to
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change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the remedial acuons that will be

addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 33.6(6)HR

CERFA Map Location 13,13

Thxs subparcel is associated with the open land area outsxde Building 737 and Site 44 (Former

Wastewater Treatment Unit). A 50-gallon n~neral oxl (<1 ppm PCB) spill was reported in1995

outside of Building 737. The Spill Team responded, excavated contaminated material and disposed

of it m accordance with federal, state and local regulations. Site 44 (Former Waste Water Treatment

Unit) was a temporary unit used to treat rainwater mixed with PCP-contaminated o11 and rinse

waters from decontamination during the soil removal of the PCP dip vat system m 1985. Sample

results of the treated wastewater in the portable pool were acceptable for discharge into the Memphis

sanitary sewer. No evidence of release was identified during the 1990 RCRA Facilities Assessment.

The November 1996 Environmental Baseline Survey categorized this subparcel as a Category 4. In

1997 the ECP category definitions changed so that Category 4 was no longer appropriate for

petroleum product releases. In December 1998, the BCT concurred Category 4 was not appropriate,

as the release involved a petroleum product, and agreed to change the subparcel from Category 4 to

Category 2 believing no remedial acuon was required. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceedmg BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for mdustrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for residential reuse. The report also inthcated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actaons m the form of enhanced bloremedlation of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residenttal or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 2 to Category 6 based on the

remedial actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 33.8(6)
CERFA Map Location 10,10

This subparcel is associated with Building 863. The building contained a battery charging station.

Material handling equipment (forklifts) was also stored in the building. The EBS visual inspection

observed considerable oil stains on the concrete floor of Budding 863. The BCT requested samples

be taken from a nearby drainage point to determine if any releases occurred from the budding.

Samples results indicated no levels that exceeded the BCT screemng criteria. In February 1999, the

BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 3 believing no remedial action
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was reqmred. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening

criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks

for residenttal reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain

VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced

bioremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to

prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subpareel

from Category 3 to Category 6 based on the remedlal actions that wtll be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 33.9(6)
CERFA Map Location 12,14

This subparcei is associated with open storage areas X05, X06, X07, XI0 and XI 1; Budding 737;

and the open land area surrounding Buildings 860 and 863. The DRC demolished Buildings 860

and 863 in 2002. This subparcel is associated with Site 42 (Former Pentachlorophenol (PCP) 

Vat Area), Site 43 (Former Underground PCP Tank Area) and Site 46 (Pallet Drying Area). In 

the PCP dip vat, underground storage tank, associated piping and impacted soil were removed. This

subparcel contains railroad tracks, open storage areas and gravel areas that were historically sprayed

with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP and grassed areas that were historically

sprayed with pesticldes and herbicides. The ralkoad tracks and ballasts were removed in 1999/2000.

This subparcel also contained and a 200-gallon gasoline underground storage tank adjacent to

Building 754 that was removed m 1986. Hazardous substances and petroleum products were

historically stored m open storage areas X05, X06, X07, X10, X11 and X12 Transformers

containing mineral oil (non-PCB and PCB containing) were also stored m open storage area X07.

Leaking 55-gallon drums of ethyl acetate/naphtha aromatic were reported to the Spill team, which

responded, took the appropriate actions and disposed of all residues in accordance with federal, state

and local regulations. The ]VII RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the

form of enhanced bloremedlatlon of groundwater as well as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer

groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operatmns reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred to

change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the remedial actions that will be

addressed by the MI RD.
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Subparcel Number and Label 35.2(6)

CERFA Map Location 3,5

This subparcel is associated with Site 88, an old concrete grease rack and storage area for POLs at

Building 1085 (removed); Site 29, a UST associated with the grease rack (removed 1988); Site 

(Building 1084), in the past used for storage of DDT and other pesticides; and the open land area

surrounding these buildings. This subparcel contains gravel areas that were sprayed with herbicides,

pesticides and waste oil containing PCP. Samples were collected from the gravel areas and results

indicated levels of metals and PAHs at levels that exceeded BCT screening criteria. In February

1999, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 and proceed

through the removal action process. The Depot completed the removal action that included

demolishing Building 1084 in August 2000. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actions m the form of enhanced bioremedlation of groundwater as well as ICs to

prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred that this subparcel remains Category 6 based on the remedial actions that

will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 35.3(6)

CERFA Map Location 3,5

This subparcel is assocmted with Building 1086 that contains a spray paint booth and stored

hazardous materials from 1959 through 1983/1984. This building also contains a sump. This

subparcel is associated with Site 30 (Paint Spray Booths). Samples were collected from the sump,

and results indicated levels of metals and naphthalene. The BCT determined that the sump should

be cleaned during removal actions at the surrounding parcels. In February 1999, the BCT concurred

to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 and proceed through the removal action

process. The Depot completed the removal action m August 2000. The MI KI Report indicated

levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable

risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also

indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The

MI ROD calls for remedial actions m the form of enhanced bioremedlataon of groundwater as well

as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residenlaal or daycare operauons
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reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred that this subparcel remains Category 6 based on the remedial

actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 35.4(6)

CERFA Map Location 3,3

This subparcel is associated with Screening Site 31 (Former Spray Paint Booth in Building 1087)

which was used for major stock primer and enamel spray painting operations, and Screening Site 33

(Sandblasting Waste Drum Storage) which consists of an open-sided, metal roof shed with a gravel

floor south of Building 1088 and was historically used to store 55-gallon drums containing spent

sandblasting material. This subparcel also includes gravel areas that were historically sprayed with

herbicides and pesticides. Surface soil samples results indicated levels of PAHs, pesticides and

metals that exceeded BCT screening criteria. At the February 1999 meeting, the BCT concurred that

this subparcel should change from Category 7 to Category 6 and proceed through the removal action

process. The Depot completed the removal action m August 2000. The MI RI Report indicated

levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable

risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also

indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The

MI ROD calls for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bioremediation of groundwater as well

as ICs to prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations

reuse. In 2002, the BCT concurred that this subparcel remains Category 6 based on the remedial

actions that will be addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 35.5(6)
CERFA Map Location 2,2

This subparcel is associated with Site 32 (Sandblasting Waste Accumulation Area), Buildings 1088

and 1091 as well as the open land area surrounding these buildings but not included in existing

subparcels. Sample results associated with Site 32 indicated levels of chromium, lead, arsenic, and

PAHs that exceeded BCT screening criteria. In October 1997, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 and proceed through the removal action process. The

Depot completed the removal action in August 2000. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that d~d not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel may contain VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The MI ROD calls

for remedial actions in the form of enhanced bloremediation of groundwater as well as ICs to
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prevent use of fluvial aquifer groundwater, and to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In

2002, the BCT concurred that this subparcel remains Category 6 based on the remedial actions that

will he addressed by the MI RD.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.1(6)

CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparcel is associated with Site 2 (Ammoma Hydroxide and Acetic Acid Burial Site) where 

seven-pound jug of ammonia hydroxide and a one-gallon bottle of acetic acid were buried. The

Dunn Field RI Report indicated several coustatuents exceedmg BCT screenmg criteria (includmg

VOCs in subsurface sod impacting indoor air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for res]denttal reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites

within the Disposal Area are not suited for utihty workers because of possible disturbance of buried

wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs an subsurface soil and m groundwater as well as burial

sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on

the anticxpated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.2(6)

CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparcel is associated with Site 3 (Mixed Chemical Burial Site) where 3,000 quarts 

unknown chermcals and five cubic feet of orthotolmdine dihydrochloride were buried here. The

Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including

VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites

within the Disposal Area are not stated for utility workers because of possible disturbance of buried

wastes. The Duun Field FS addressed VOCs m subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial

sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subpareel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on

the anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.3(6)

CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparcel is associated with Sates 4 and 4.1 (Petroleum, Oll and Lubricant Burial Site) where

forty-five 55-gallon drums of discarded oil, grease, paints, and thinner were buried in two adjacent
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trenches. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria

(including VOCs In subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did not present unacceptable risks for

industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated

that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites

within the Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible disturbance of buried

wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and m groundwater as well as burial

sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on

the anticipated need for remedial acUons.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.4(6)
CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparcel is associated with Site 5 (Methyl Bromide Burial Site) where three cubic feet 

methyl bromide were buried. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding

BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

report also in&cated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs

and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible

disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and in

groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.5(6)

CERFA Map Location 30,8

This subparcel is associated with Site 7 (Nimc Acid Burial Site) where 1,700 quart bottles of nitric

acid were buried. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT

screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did not present

unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The

report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs

and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible

disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and in

groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial acUons.
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Subparcel Number and Label 36.6(6)

CERFA Map Location 30,8

This subparcel is associated with Site 8 (Methyl Bromide Burial Site) where 3,768 one-gallon cans

of methyl bromide were buried to a depth of 7 feet. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor

air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for

residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC

levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utihty

workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in

subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subpareel Number and Label 36.7(6)

CERFA Map Location 31,9

This subparcel is associated with Site 11 (Trichloroacetic Acid Burial Site) where 1,433 one-ounce

bottles of trichloroacetic acid were buried at a depth of 6 feet. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated

several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface sod impacting

indoor air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable

risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains

VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utihty

workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in

subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedaal actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.8(6)

CERFA Map Location 27,8

This subparcel is associated with Sites 12 and 12.1 (Sulfuric and Hydrochloric Acid Burial) where

30 pallets of discarded acid containers were buried at a depth of 8 feet. The Dunn Field RI Report

indicated several consutuents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface sod

lmpactmg indoor air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are

not suited for utility workers because of possible disturbance of buffed wastes. The Dunn Field FS

addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT
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concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for

remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.9(6)

CERFA Map Location 28,8

This subparcel is associated with Site 13 (Mixed Chemical Burial) where 32 cubic yards of mixed

chemicals and acids and 8,100 pounds of unnamed solids were buried at a depth of 8 feet. The Dunn

Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in

subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but

did present unacceptable nsks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater

beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the

Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes.

The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the

anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.10(6)
CERFA Map Location 28,8

This subparcel IS associated with Sites 16 and 16.1 (Unknown Acid Burial Sites) where unknown

amounts of unnamed acid were buried. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil impacting Indoor air) that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels

exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers

because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field F S addressed VOCs in subsurface

soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparccl

from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.11(6)
CERFA Map Location 28,8

This subparcel is associated with Site 17 (Mixed Chemical Burial Site C) where an unknown

amount of chemicals and medical supplies were buried. The Durra Field RI Report indicated several

constituents exceeding BCT screening cntena (including VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor

air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for
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residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC

levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utility

workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dann Field FS addressed VOCs in

subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this

subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the antacipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.14(6)

CERFA Map Location 31,11

This subparcel is associated with Site 60 (Pistol Range Impact Area and Bullet Stop) and Site 

(Pistol Range Building and Temporary Pestaclde Storage Building 1184). The Dunn Field RI Report

indtcated several constituents exceedmg BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable

risks for residential, recreational and industrial reuse. However, lead levels at the pistol range impact

area did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. In February 2002, the Depot elected to

conduct a removal action to reduce lead levels allowing unrestricted reuse of this subparcel and

anuclpated completing the removal action in 2002. The BCT concurred with the removal acUon

decision and concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.15(6)
CERFA Map Location 29,10

This subparcel is assocmted with the open land area surroundmg the disposal pits, excludmg exlstmg

subparcels. The boundaries for this subparcel are on the north by the fence line, on the east by the

paved road, on the south by the southern edge of the asphalt pad (intersecting by excluding

Subparce136.29), and on the west by the fence line. This area contains grassy areas that were

historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residentaal reuse. The report also indicated that VOCs in

subsurface soil impacting indoor air did present unacceptable risks for industrial (along the northern

fence line only) and residential reuse, that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOCs levels

exceeding MCLs, and that burial s~tes within the Disposal Area are not suited for utihty workers

because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface

sod and m groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actions.
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Subparcel Number and Label 36.16(6)

CERFA Map Location 29,9

This subparcel is associated with Site 1 (Mustard and Lewsite Training Sets Burial Site) where nine

sets of Chemical Agent Identification Sets were reportedly buried in 1955. In 1998, sampling of

surface soil, subsurface soil and groundwater around this site indicated no migration of chemical

warfare materiel. In order to reduce potential risk from chemical warfare materiel, the Army

determined the CWM must be removed. In June 1999, the BCT concurred to conduct a removal

action and to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6. The Depot completed the

removal action in May 2001. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding

BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil that unpact indoor air and in groundwater

at levels exceeding MCLs) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did

present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface

soil and in groundwater. In 2002, the BCT concurred that this subparcel remains Category 6 based

on the anticipated need for further remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.17(6)

CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparcel is associated with Site 9 (Ashes and Metal Burial Site) where debris from Site 

(Former Bum Site) was buried. The CWM field investigation determined this area does not contain

CWM. See Appendix E for the documentation regarding this determination. The Dunn Field RI

Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in

subsurface soil impacting indoor atr) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but

did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater

beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the

Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes.

The Duun Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface sod and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the

anUclpated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.18(6)

CERFA Map Location 28,9

This subparcel is assocmted with food items with expired shelf life that were buried here.

Reportedly, CAIS sets were also buried here. This subparcel is assocmted with Site 86. The CEHNC

ordnance division and the CWM field investigation contractor have determined this area does not
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contain CWM. See Appendix E for documentation regarding this determination. The Dunn Field RI

Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in

subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that thd not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but

did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater

beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the

Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes.

The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and m groundwater as well as burial sites. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subpareel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the

anticipated need for remethal actions.

Subpareel Number and Label 36.19(6)

CERFA Map Location 28,9

This subparcel is associated with food items with expired shelf life that were buried here.

Reportedly, CAIS sets were also buried here. This subparcel is associated with Site 86. The CEHNC

ordnance division and the CWM field investigation contractor have determined this area does not

contain CWM. See Appendix E for documentation regarding this determination. The Dunn Field

RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (includmg VOCs in

subsurface soil impacting indoor atr) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but

did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater

beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the

Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes.

The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In

2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the

antacipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.20(6)
CERFA Map Location 31,9

This subparcel is associated with 40,037 units of eye ointment that were buried here in 1955. This

subparcel is associated with Site 6. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels

exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers

because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface
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soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actaons.

Subpareel Number and Label 36.21(7)
CERFA Map Location 30,8

This site was discovered during the installation of monitoring well 10. Charred debris was

encountered. This subparcel is associated w~th Site 10. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several

constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial

reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that VOCs in

subsurface soil impacting indoor air did present unacceptable risks for industrial and resldentml

reuse, that groundwater beneath thin subparcel contains VOCs levels exceeding MCLs, and that

burial sites withm the Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers because of possible

disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface sod and m

groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from

Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for reme&al actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.22(7)

CERFA Map Location 28,8

This mumclpal waste burial site reportedly contains paper, food, and other unnamed materials. This

subparcel is assocmted with Site 14. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria (includmg VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels

exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not suited for utility workers

because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface

soil and in groundwater as well as bulaal sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.23(7)
CERFA Map Location 28,8

Records m&cate that one pallet each of sodmm and sodium phosphate containers, and an unknown

quantity of sodmm, sodmm phosphate, acid, chlorinated hme, and medical supphes were buried here

in 1970 This subparcel is associated with Sites 15, 15.1 and 15.2. The Dunn Field RI Report

mdicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening critena (including VOCs in subsurface soil
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Impacting indoor atr) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are

not suited for utihty workers because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS

addressed VOCs in subsurface soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for

remedial actions.

Subparcei Number and Label 36.27(6)

CERFA Map Location 31,12

This subparcel is assomated with Site 50 (Dunn Field Northeast Quadrant Dramage Ditch), 

concrete-lined drainage ditch collects stormwater runoff from surrounding areas. The Dunn Field RI

Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present

unacceptable risks for residential, recreational and industrial reuse. The report also indicated that

groundwater beneath the northern fence line of this subparcel contains VOCs exceeding MCLs that

appear to be migrating onslte from an up gradient, offsite source. The Dunn Fmld FS addressed

VOCs in groundwater. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to

Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.28(7)

CERFA Map Location 30,9

This subparcel ~s associated with a stormwater drain that was installed in the rmd-1950s and is used

for stormwater conveyance. This subparcel is associated with Site 61. The Dunn Field RI Report

indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil

impacting indoor air) that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but did present

unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this

subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface

soil and in groundwater. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to

Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actions.

Subparcel Number and Label 36.29(6)
CERFA Map Location 23,9

This subparcel is assocmted with Site 24 (Former Burn Site/Bomb Casing Burial Site) Site 

(Construction Debris and Food Burial Site) and Site 63 (Fluorspar Storage - Southeastern quadrant).
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In 1946, railcars carrying captured German bomb casings conta’ming sulfur mustard in route to Pine

BluffArsenal, AR from Mobile, AL began leaking mustard. Upon examinaUon of the cars, 29 bomb

casings were identified as leaking. These casings were taken to one pit at Dunn Field and drained

into and neutralized by a chlorinated lime (supertropical bleach) slurry. The drained casings were

placed in the pit and destroyed by dynamite m ease a burster remained intact. In 1998, sampling of

surface soil, subsurface soil and groundwater around this site indicated no migration of chemical

warfare materiel. In order to reduce potential risk from chemical warfare materiel, the Army

determined the CWM must be removed. In June 1999, the BCT concurred to conduct a removal

action at Site 24 and concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6. The Depot

completed the removal acUon in May 2001. The Dunn Field RI Report mdlcated several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria (including VOCs in subsurface soil impacting indoor air) that did

not present unacceptable risks for mdustrlal reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential

reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel contains VOC levels

exceeding MCLs and that burial sites within the Disposal Area are not stated for utality workers

because of possible disturbance of buried wastes. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in subsurface

soil and in groundwater as well as burial sites. In 2002, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel

from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for remedial actmons

Subparcel Number and Label 36.30(6)
CERFA Map Location 28,12

This subparcel is associated with the open land area of Dunn Field excluding existing subparcels.

This subparcel contains mdroad tracks that were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides, and

waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed m 1999/2000. This

subparcel also contains grassed areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides.

The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did

not present unacceptable risks for industrial or residential reuse. The report also indicated that one

surface soil sample collected within this subparcel contained an arsemc level that did present an

unacceptable risk to residential reuse, but was similar to levels identified in Shelby County and will

not require remedial action. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath this subparcel

contains VOC levels that exceed MCLs in two locations - along the northem fence hne where

groundwater appears to be migrating onslte fxom an up gradient, offsite source, and along the

westem fence hne south of the recovery well system constructed as part of the Interim Remedial

Action for groundwater. The Dunn Freld FS addressed VOCs m groundwater. In 2002, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for

remedial actions.
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Subparcel Number and Label 36.31(6)
CERFA Map Location 28,13

This subparcel is associated with an open land area of Dunn Field along Hays Street fi’om Person

Avenue to Duun Avenue excluding Subparce136.26. The DRC requested this subparcel due to a

Memphis road works project to expand Hays Street. This subparcel contains grassy areas that were

historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. The Dtmn Field RI Report indicated levels of

several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for

residential or industrial reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath the northern fence

line of this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs that appear to mlgratmg onsite from an

up gradient, offsite source. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs m groundwater. In 2002, the BCT

concurred to change this subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for

remedial actions.

Subpareel Number and Label 36.32(6)
CERFA Map Loeation 31,11

This subparcel is associated with the open land area in the northeast comer of Dunn F,eld, excluding

Subparcels 36.14, 36.25, 36.26, 36.27 and 36.31. This subparcel is bounded on the north by the

fence line, on the east by Subparce136.31, on the west by the dirt/gravel road along the top of the

ridgeline, and on the south by the gravel road. The Depot created this subparcel due to interest in the

area as a future recreation/park area. This subparcel contains grassy areas that were historically

sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. The Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents

exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for residential, recreational

and industrial reuse. The report also indicated that groundwater beneath the northern fence line of

this subparcel contains VOC levels exceeding MCLs that appear to be migrating onsite from an up

gradient, offsite source. The Dunn Field FS addressed VOCs in groundwater. In 2002, the BCT

concurred to change thin subparcel from Category 7 to Category 6 based on the anticipated need for

remedial actions.

3.4.7 Unevaluated Areas or Areas Requiring Additional Evaluation

Category 7 subparcels are areas that have not been evaluated or require additional evaluation.

Information regarding releases was obtained from the Depot’s Spill Response Checklists maintained

by DDC (Memphis). No subparcels are designated Category 

3.4.8 Qualified Parcels
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In determining the qualified subparcels, the Depot observed the following guidelines:

Ifa building was not included in the 1993 asbestos survey, but was constructed prior

to 1985 it was assumed to contain ACM. An "A(P)" for the possible presence 

asbestos was used to qualify the subpareel.

Since a LBP survey for non-residential reuse bmldmgs has not been conducted, then

buildings constructed pnor to 1978 were assumed to contain LBP. An "L(P)" for

the possible presence of LBP was used to qualify the subparcel.

Parcels were quahfied for ACM, LBP, PCBs, radon and radiological sources based

on information gathered through records reviews, interviews and visual inspections.

Areas used as finng ranges and impact areas have the potential to contam UXO and

ammunition components (e.g., metal casings from small arms). An "X(P)" for 

possible presence of UXO and ammunition components was used to qualify these

areas.

There are 85 subpareels, totahng approxunately 110.38 acres, ldentafied as quahfied subparcels as

described in Table 3-8. Buildings or areas within 12 subparcels totahng approximately 20.95 acres

have either been demolished or found not to contain UXO since first identified as qualified

subparcels in 1996 and have been removed from Table 3-8. When a qualified subparcel is

associated with a building/facility, the acreage presented corresponds to the footpnnt of the

building/facihty. The qualified subparcels are labeled as follows on Table 3-8:

Subparcel - Buildmg Number or Area Q - Quahfier

For example, 1.1-1Q-A/L(P) represents Subparcel 1.1, Building 1, and asbestos and possible LBP

qualifiers

3.4.9 Suitability of Installation Property for Transfer by Deed

Superftmd Amendments and Reauthonzatlon Act Title 1, Section 120 to CERCLA addresses the

transfer of federal property on which any hazardous substance was stored dunng any one-year

period or was released or disposed of. Section 120 also requires any deed for the transfer of such

federal property to contain, to the extent such information is available from a complete search of

agency files, the following information:
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A notice of the type and quantity of any hazardous substance storage, release or

disposal;

¯ Notice of the time at which such storage, release or disposal took place;

¯ A description of what, if any, remedial action has occtu’red; and

¯ A covenant warranting that appropriate remedial action will be taken.

Under SARA Title 1, Section 120 to CERCLA, those subparcels that are Category 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 (if

the remedy in place has been approved by the Administrator) meet the CERCLA criterion of being

suitable for transfer to a non-federal entity. Category 6 and 7 properties, which may have unknown

environmental impacts or may involve releases of hazardous substances as defined by CERCLA,

cannot be transferred to a non-federal entity under CERCLA until environmental restoration Is

initiated. The categorization process also provides valuable information regarding which property is

available for unrestricted reuse because it has no environmental restrictions or the restrictions have

been implemented (Category 1 through 4), and which property ~s undergoing remedial action and

may therefore have property reuse restrictions (Category 5).

The Depot has subparcels totahng approximately 437 acres classified as CERFA Category 1 through

4. These subparcels, described xn Sections 3.4.1 through 3.4.4 or on Table 3-6, are suitable for

immediate transfer to a non-federal entity according to CERCLA. In 2001, EPA approved the

transfer of Parcel 2 consisting of 6.51 acres. In 2002, EPA approved the transfer of Parcel 1

consisting of 18.03 acres. The Depot has subparcels totaling approxmmtely 204.01acres classified

as CERFA Category 5 through 7 and discussed in Sections 3.4.5 through 3.4.7 or on Table 3-6.

Category 6 and 7 subparcels cannot be transferred to a non-federal entity under CERCLA until

environmental restoration is initiated. Category 5 subparcels may be transferred but not until the

remedy is m place.

Although not regulated by SARA Title 1, Section 120, non-CERCLA substances delineating

quahfied subparcels also affect the suitabthty of BRAC property for transfer. The DOD has

prepared guidance for dealing with the transfer of quahfied subparcels, stating that issues relating to

the presence of non-CERCLA substances, such as asbestos, LBP and UXO, will be fully addressed

prior to transfer of the property.
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3.5 STATUS OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Commumty involvement actxvxties occurring at the Depot include activities relating to BRAC, the

environmental restoration program, and the environmental compliance program. These activities

include:

Information ReposRories. Information repositories are places where documents

and information pertaining to the facility are stored and made available for pubhe

inspection. The Depot has estabhshed information reposttories at the DDC

(Memphis) Community Outreach Room, the Memphis/Shelby County Pubhc

Library Cherokee Branch, and the Memphss/Shelby County Health Department

Pollution Control Division. The repositories contain information about

environmental activities at the Depot.

Administrative Record. An Administrative Record has been established for the

Depot in accordance with CERCLA requirements. Depot personnel maintain the

Administrative Record. Documents included m the Administratwe Record have also

been scanned, the images placed on compact diskettes and are available at all the

IRs.

@ Technical Review Committee. A technical review committee (TRC) was formed 

February 1994 to review and comment on the Depot’s actions related to releases or

threatened releases of hazardous substances at the installation. The TRC meetings

served as working sessions of the involved Depot, CEHNC, EPA and TDEC

remedial project managers to discuss progress and scheduling of investigations and

cleanup actions with city and county officials, local health department officmls, and

Memphm Light, Gas and Water officials. The TRC evolved into the RAB.

Restoration Advisory Board. On July 21, 1994, the Depot hosted the first RAB

meetmg. The Depot created the RAB to promote increased pubhc involvement and

enable continued flow of information, concerns, and needs between the community

and the Depot. At the Depot, the RAB includes representatives of the Memphis City

Council; Shelby County Commlssxon; the Memphis/Shelby County Health

Department; Memphis Light, Gas and Water; EPA; TDEC; a local enwronmental

group; concerned citazens; and the Depot The RAB holds meetings to discuss
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environmental restoration and reuse issues. The pubhc is encouraged to attend these

meetings.

Community Relations Plan. A final Commumty Relations Plan (Fronflme, June

1999) was prepared for the Depot. The Community Relations Plan identifies issues

of commumty concern and proposes site-specific activities to address these concerns.

Availability Sessions. The Depot has conducted several avallabdity sessions since

August 1993. In 2000, the BCT hosted an Avadabihty Session in conjunction with

the MI Proposed Plan public comment meeting. These sessions provide an

opportunity for the public to commumcate one-in-one with representatives of the

Depot, EPA, TDEC, Memphis/Shelby County Health Department, Corps of

Engineers, contractors, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry,

Memphis Light, Gas and Water, and other agencies involved with specific aspects of

the Depot’s environmental restoration program.
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’ SITE NUMBER’~ NUMBER ’

Operable Unit 1: Dunn Field

2

3

2

3

4 4

4.1 90

5 5
6 6
7 7
8 8
9 9

10 10

11 11
12 & 12.1

13
12
13

14 14

15 15
151
152

16
16.1
17
18
19

91
92

16
93
17
18
19

ER complete/
RD
RD

RD

RD

RD

RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD

RD
RD

36 16 Mustard and Lewis=te Training Sets (9 sets) Budal Sde (1955)

36 1 Ammonia Hydroxide (7 pounds) and Acetic Acid (1 gallon)
:Bunal (1955)

36.2 M=xed Chemical Burial Site (orthotoluidine dihydrochlonde)
(1955)

36 3 POL Bunal Site (thirteen 55-gallon drums of oil, grease, and
paint)

36 3 POL Burial Sde (thirty-two 55-gallon drums of oil, grease, and
thinner) (1955)

36.4 Methyl Bromide Burial Site A (3 cubic feet) (1955)
36 20 40,037 units ointment (eye) Burial Site (1955)
36 5 Nitric Acid Bunal Site (1,700 quart bottles) (1954)
36 6 Meth~ Bromide Budal Site B (3,768 1-gallon cans) (1954)
36.17 Ashes and Metal Burial Site (burning pit refuse) (1955)
36.21 Sohd Waste Bunal Sde (near MW-10) (metal, glass, trash,

etc )
36.7 Trlchloroacetic Acid Burial (1,433 1-ounce bottles) (1965)
36 8 Sulfudc and Hydrochloric Ac}d Budal (1967)
36.9 M=xed Chemical Burial (Acid, 900 pounds; unnamed solids,

8,100 pounds)
36 22 Municipal Waste Bunal Sde B (near MW-12) (food, paper

products)
36.23 Sodium Budal Sites (1968)
36 23 Sodium Phosphate Burial (1968)
36 23 14 Budal Pits’ Na2PO~, sodium, acid, medical supphes, and

chlorinated lime
36 10 Unknown Acid Bunal Site (1969)
36.10 Acid, date unknown
36.11 Mixed Chemical Bunal Sde C (1969)
36.30 Plane Crash Residue (Dunn Field)
36 24 Former Tear Gas Camster Burn Site (Dunn F*eld)
36.25 Probable Asphalt Bunal Site (Dunn F~eld)
36.26 XXCC-3 Budal Sde (Dunn Field)
36 30 Hardware Budal S=te (nuts and bolts) (Dunn Field)
36.30 Construction Debds and Food Burial Site (Dunn Field)
36.29 Former Bum Site (1946)

36 27 Dunn Field Northeastern Quadrant Drainage D=tch
36.14 Pistol Range Impact Area/Bullet Stop
36.28 Buried Dram P~pe (Northwestem Quadrant of Dunn F~eld)

36 12/36 13 Bauxite Storage (Northeastern Quadrant of Dunn Field)
36 30 Fluorspar Storage (Southeastern Quadrant of Dunn Field)
36 29 Bauxite Storage (Southwestem Quadrant of Dunn F=eld)

(1942 to 1972)
36 14 Old P=stol Range Bu=ldmg 1184/Tempora~ Peshc=de Storage

36 18/36 19 Food Supphes (Dunn Field)

Main Installation

RD

RD

RD
RD
RD

RD
RD
RD
RD
RD

20 20 RD
21 21 RD
22 22 RD

2323
24

5O

24

86

Operable Unit 2:

5O
60 60
61 61
62 62
63 63
64 64

85 85
86

Southwestern Quadrant,

RD
ER complete

/RD
RD
ER
RD
RD
RD
RD

ER complete
RD

27
29

3O

27
29

3O

24 1
35.2

24 3

Former Recoupment Area (Bu=ld=ng 873)
Former Underground Waste Od Storage Tank

Paint Spray Booths (2 of 3 total; Buildings 770 and 1086)

RD
ER complete/

RD
RD
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31 31 35 4 Former Paint spray Booth (Budding 1087) ER complete/
RD

32 32 35 4 Sandblasting Waste Accumulation Area ER complete/
RD

33 33 35 4

34 34 24 3
40 40 24 3
41 41 24 3

47 47 33 6

71 71
82 82

Multiple
23 7/23 8

Sandblasting Waste Drum Storage Area (metal shed south of ER complete/
Building 1088) RD
Building 770 Underground Oil Storage Tanks
Safety Kleen Units - 5 of 9 total (all located m Building 770)
Satellite Drum Accumulation Areas - 1 of 4 total (vicindy
Bu=ldmg 770)
Former Contaminated Sod Drum Storage Area (300 feet west
of Building 689; removed 1988)

84 84 27 2
87 87 35 2

88 88 35 2 POL (Bulldmg 1085)

89 89 28 2 Acids (Building 1089)

Herb=clde (All railroad tracks) (used to clear tracks)
Flammables (Buildings 783 and 793)
Flammables, Solvents, Waste Oil, etc (Bulldm9 972)
DDT, banned pesticides (Building 108

RD
RD
RD

RD

RD
RD
RD

ER complete/
RD

ER complete/
RD

ER complete/
RD

Operable Unit 3: Southeastern Watershed And Golf Course, Main Installation
25 25 3 8 Golf Course Pond RD
26 26 3.6 Lake Danielson RD
30 30 4 4 RD --’
4O

41

48

49
51
52

4O

65

41

48

49
51
52

4,19, and
21

65

4 and 19

52

173
37
3.9

58 58 4.9
59 59 4.10

7.2
66 66 4 11
67 67 4 7
68 68 4 8
69 69 3 11

73 73
75 75

Multiple
215
21576 76

77 77 22 2
78 78 21 3

Operable Unit 4:
28
35
36
37
38

Paint Spray Booths (1 of 3 total - Building 260)
Safety Kleen Units - 4 of 9 total units (Buildings 253, 469,
490, and 689)
Satellite Drum Accumulabon Areas - 2 of 4 total areas
(Buildings 260 and 469)
Former PCB Transformer Storage Area

Medical Waste Storage Area
Lake Danielson Outlet Ddch
Golf Course Pond Outlet Ditch
Pesticides, Herbicides (Pad 267)
Pesticides, Cleaners (Budding 273)
XXCC-3 (Building 249)
POL (Budding 253)
MOGAS (Building 257
POL (Building 263) (20 by 40 feet)
2,4-D, M2A1, and M4 Flamethrower Liquid Fuels (surface
apphcatlon)
2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic Acid (all grassed areas)
Unknown Wastes near Building 689
Unknown Wastes near Building 690
Unknown Wastes near Buildings 689 and 690
Alcohol, Acetone, Toluene, Naphtha; Hydrofluonc Acid Spdl

North-CentralArea, Main
28 32 3
35 15 2
36 15 5
37 15 5
38 15 5

Installation
Recoupment Area (Budding 865)
DRMO Building $308 - Hazardous Waste Storage
DRMO Hazardous Waste Concrete Storage Pad
DRMO Hazardous Waste Gravel Storage Pad
DRMO Damaged/Empty Hazardous Materials Drum Storage
Area

RD

ER complete/
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD

RD
RD
RD
RD

RD
RD
RD
RD
RD

,qi

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2 OF 3
Rev 2 BRAC Cteanup PLan Verston 7 December 2003



t

764 143
TABLE 3-1

POTENTIAL CONTAMINATION SITES ASSOCIATED WITH OPERABLE UNITS

SITE NUMBER~
39
41

39
41

15.5
134
33.942 42

43 43 33 9
44 44 33.6

45
46

45
46
53 53

33 9
33 9
30.2

DRMO Damaged/Empty Lubdcant Container Area
Satelhte Drum Accumulation Area (1 of 4 total - BC.Idin~l 210)
Former pentachlomphenol Dip Vat Area
Former Underground pentachlomphenol Tank Area
Former Wastewater Treatment Unit Area
Former Contaminated Sod Sta~lln9 Area
Former pentachlorephenol Pallet Drying Area
X-25 Flammable Solvents Storage Area (near Building 925)
Main Installation - DRMO East Stormwater Runoff Canal

RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD

54 54 15 6 RD
55 55 15 6 Main Installation - DRMO North Stormwater Runoff Canal RD
56 56 29 3 RD
57 57 12 1
70 70 Multiple

71 71 Multiple
15.67272

73
74

Mare Installabon - West Stormwater Drainage Canal
Buildm9 629 Spill Area
POL, Vadous Chemical Leaks (radroad tracks 1, 2, 3.4, 5,
and 6)
Herbicide (all railroad tracks) (used to clear tracks)
Waste Oil (DRMO yard) (surface application for dust control)
2,4-Dichlorephenoxyacetic Acid (all grassed areas)
Flammables, Toxics (West End - Buildm9 319)
Fuels, Miscellaneous Liquids, Wood, and Paper (Vicinity

i $702)
Fuel and Cleaners Dmpensm9 (Building 720)
Fuel Od AST (Butldmg 765 - removed in 1994)
Disposal of Dried Paint Residues - South of Budding 949

79

73
74
79

Multiple
153
15.4

80 80 33.9
81 81 33.7
83 83 30 5

RD
RD

RD
RD
RD
RD
RD

RD
RD

ER complete/
RD

Notes:
2,4-D
CWM.
CWMP.
DDT.
DRMO:
ER.
IC’
MDRA
MOGAS:
Na
NFA.
PCB.
PO~:
POL.
pp.
RD.
RFA.
RI/FS.

a.

2,4-D~chlorophenoxyaceUc acid
Chemical Warfare material
Chem=cal Warfare Management Plan
4,4’-D~chlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
Defense and Reutd~zatton Marketing Office
Early removal
Inst~tutmnal Controls
Memphis Depot Redevelopment Agency
Motor gasohne
Sodium
No further action
Polychlonnated bzphenyl
Phosphate
Petroleum, o~1, and lubricants
Proposed Plan
ROD complete/Rernedml design
RCRA faedtty assessment
Remedial mvestzgatmn/feas~b~bty study

Defense S=te Environmental Restoration Tracking System (DoD Database)
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TABLE 3-3
SOURCES OF POTENTIAL CONTAMINATION

764 151

FA’cI~rI~IPROPER~

Building 737, Pest
Control Shop

INSTAL~IION

.SITE.
33.9(4) 42/43145146

Building 770, Facility
Equipment
Maintenance Shop

24.3(4) 30/34140141

Notes:

PCB’ Polychlorinated biphenyl
POL: Petroleum, oil, and lubricants

(a) These Sources of Potential Contamination are
Sites in Table 3.1.

Pest control Storage and mixing of pesticides
and herbicides in the building,
storage of aluminum phosphide
waste outside of the building

Light and heavy
industrial

POL drum storage area, fork lift
waste station, and residue from
sandblasting and painting

in addition to those listed as Installation Restoration
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TABLE 3-5
ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANK SUMMARY

~STUDY,’," ’ YEAR.." SIZE (gals)/ ’ S~U~TA~IGE~- , ~;FUi:U~E ;~
¯ LOCATION INSTALEED TYPE , ~ ~ STORED .~ ~ ’:STATUS ’" j ACTIONS~

4 Building 257 1992 1,000/NA Gasoline Building NA
demolished

1999
4 Building 257 1992 1,000/NA Diesel fuel Building NA

demolished
1999

24 Budding 770 1951 11,155/NA Diesel fuel Removed NA
July 1994

24 Building 770 1951 11,155/NA Fuel od Removed NA
July 1994

33 Building 720 1942 12,000/NA Diesel Removed NA
1997

33 Building 756 1994 1,000/NA Diesel fuel Active DRC maintains

Notes:
NA’ Not apphcable
TBD To be determined

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 1 of 1
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 7 December 2003
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764 TABLE 3-7
UNCONTAMINATED CATEGORY 1 SUBPARCELS

: , SUBPARCEL ’,
NUMBER.’ NUMBER’

1.1 32,10 1

1.2 32,13 2

1.3 NA 129

1.4 31,13 139

1.5 34,12 144

1.6 32,13 145

1.7 demohshed 31,10 155

21 34,6 176

22 NA 178

23 34,5 179

24 34,5 181

25 NA 183

26 34,4 184

31 32,2 193

3.2 31,2 195

3.3 31,2 196

3.4 31,2 198

4.1 demohshed 30,10 .252

42 31,7 270

4.3 31,7 271

4 11 demolished 29,9 253

6.3 27,12 349

8.2 29,15 229

83 29,14 23O

8.4 26,15 329

8.5 26,13 330

92 26,15 429

94 23,12 449

95 23,11 45O

104 20,12 549

10.6 17,11 650

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 1 of 2
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UNCONTAMINATED CATEGORY 1 SUBPARCELS

. SUBP~ARCEL
i’, - ~’~ NUMBER ~’:~ ~,’~ ~, MAP~LOOATION~~UI~DING.N.UMBER:~

11.3 20,14 530

11.4 16,13 63O

13.1 33,16 23

13.2 NA 24

13,3 32,16 25

13.4 31,17 210

141 27,19 22

15.1 10,18 15

16.2 demolished 17,10 559

17.1 Relocated to open 459
area near Building

925, 4,16
21.1 17.3 690

23.1 19,2 7

23.2 13,2 8

23.3 demolished 11,4 787

23 4 NA 795

23.5 5,2 $995

29.1 3,10 9

30 4 4,11 949

33 1 13,16 727

33 2 demolished 14,10 754

33.3 14,10 755

33 4 14,9 756

33.5 demolished 11,10 860

33 10 14.10 753

34 1 24,8 360

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2 of 2
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Vers=on 7 December 2003
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION

4.0 INSTALLATION-WIDE STRATEGY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION

This section describes and summarizes the installation-wide environmental restoration and

compliance strategy for the Depot.

Prior to closure of the Depot on September 30, 1997, restoration projects were under way to identify,

charactenze and remediate environmental contamination at the Depot. The restomtaon strategy

focused on the protection of human health and the environment at the Depot, taking into

consideration the ongomg and continued use of the Depot. With the closure announcement, the

restoration strategy for the Depot changed from supporting an active military installation to

responding to property disposal (transfer) and reuse considerations. The Depot environmental

restoration strategy was therefore modified to address closure and reuse while still focusing on

protection of human health and the environment.

The overall environmental and compliance strategy is the responsibility of the Defense Distribution

Center (Memphis). The Depot’s BRAC strategy is designed to ensure that all regulatory

requirements are met, and that adequate and cost-effective restoration activities are implemented as

quickly as possible to provide expedited transfer and reuse in compliance with U. S. Army and DRC

redevelopment goals. The current strategy provides for the completion of all site restomUon

activities on the BRAC parcel by 2008 with the exception of groundwater remediatlon, which is

anticipated to continue until 2021.

The following sections describe various elements of the Depot BRAC environmental restoration

strategy, including area designation strategy, compliance strategy, and natural and cultural resources

strategy.

4.1 AREA DESIGNATION STRATEGY

The history of the environmental restoration program at the Depot has three distinct periods. These

periods are the Installation Restoration period, the National Priorities List (or "Superfund") period,

the BRAC period and the Rask Assessment period. Each of these periods has introduced some

method of grouping or segregating portions of the facihty due to real estate, environmental or risk

assessment issues. The group designations include sites, Operable Units (OUs), BRAC subparcels

and Functional Units (FUs). The following subsections reflect the relationship among IR sites, OUs,

BRAC subparcels and FUs. The pnoritles and sequence for cleanup were determined by the BCT

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-1
Rev 2 BRAC C{eanup Plan Version 7 December 2003
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and the DRC to reflect a balance between risk to human health and the environment and the reuse

priority of a parcel awaiting remedial action.

4.1.1 Zone Designations

Development of sites began with the 1981 Installation Assessment of Defense Depot Memphis,

Tennessee (USATHAMA 1981 ) and continued through the Environmental Au&t No. 43-21 - 1387-

86 (USAEHA July 1985), the RCRA Facilities Assessment (RFA) (A.T. Keamey 1990), 

Remediallnvestigatlon(Law 1990) Allareas ofpotentialcontaminatlonidentifiedlnthesestudies

have been assigned site numbers. Sites on Dunn Field are now being evaluated through the

CERCLA RUFS process. Sites on the MI have completed the RI/FS, proposed plan and record of

decision process and are now in the remedial design/remedial action process. Sites on Dunn Field

have completed the RI/FS and proposed plan process and are now in the record of decision process

When the Depot was placed on the National Prioritxes List m 1992 and during subsequent federal

facilitaes agreement negotiations, the Depot was broken into four CERCLA operable umts based on

the geographic layout of the facility. These units are Operable Unit 1 (OU-I), OU-2, OU-3 and OU-

4. Each IR site was included in one of the four operable units.

When the facdlty was designated as a BRAC closure facility in 1995 and the Memphis Depot

Redevelopment Agency was formed, the MDRA along with the Depot broke the facility property

into parcels that were known as the BRAC parcels and subparcels. These parcels and subparcels

were developed from a reuse and environmental restomtaon perspectwe. ThLrty-slx parcels were

formed. Areas of environmental concern within each parcel were broken m subparcels, 189 m all,

and represent buildings, spill locations, burial locations, former pistol ranges, open land areas and

sites. In some cases, the BRAC parcel contains both open spaces and buildmgs. This BRAC parcel

system has allowed for the IR sites to be compared dtrectly to BRAC parcels for reuse purposes and

to facilitate samplmg/analysis, CERFA environmental condaion of property category decision-

making, leasing and, ultimately, transfer.

Rather than assess each parcel indiwdually to evaluate risk to human health and the environment, the

BRAC parcels and sites were grouped into Functional Umts on the MI and Areas at Dunn Field.

Each FU or Area represents an area where human health exposure is generally uniform due to

consistent historical use and anticipated reuse.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-2
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The sequence is based primarily on the DRC’s order of preference. The DRC notifies the BCT

when certain subparcels become high prionty for reuse and this will continue as the DRC attracts

business and organizations to locate at the Depot. Table 4-1 lists primary deliverables and projected

deliverable dates for the environmental restoration investigation.

4.1.3 Early Actions Strategy

The Depot is implementing the ROD for Interim Remedial Action for Groundwater at Dunn Field to

control the migration of chlorinated solvents identified in the groundwater. In 1998, the Depot

completed a removal action of dieldrin-impacted soil from the mditary famtiy housing area

(Subparcel 2.7) and of PCB impacted soil from the open land area surrounding Building 274 (ILl Site

48/Subparcel 5.2). In 2000, the Depot completed a removal action of metals and PAH impacted soil

and interior cleaning of buildings at the old paint shop and maintenance area m Parcels 35 and 28.

In 2001, the Depot completed a removal action of suspected chemical warfare materiel from Dunn

Field (Subparcels 36.16 and 36.29). Prior to execution of the MI ROD, DLA elected to conduct 

removal action of lead contaminated soil at the south end of Building 949 (Subparcel 30.3). In 2002,

the Depot conducted a removal action at the former pistol range backstop (Subparce136.14) 

Dunn Field to reduce lead levels and allow for unrestricted reuse. Other early actions will be

initiated when appropriate to accelerate the cleanup process. Candidates for early removal actaons

are listed in Environmental Condition of Property Category 6 within Table 3-6.

4.1.4 Remedy Selection Approach

Remedies for the restoration of the Depot will be selected in accordance w~th CERCLA, the NCP

and the FFA.

4.2 COMPLIANCE PROGRAM STRATEGY

This section describes the strategies for addressing compliance-related environmental issues at the

Depot. These enwrortmental comphance strategies have been developed to ensure that the Depot

eomphes with federal, state and local regulatory requirements, DOD and DLA dlrectwes, and other

relevant regulations throughout the BRAC closure and property transfer process.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-3
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Historically, there have been 37 storage tanks in use at the Depot. TDEC approved the Depot’s UST

closure applications in December 1998. The Depot no longer maintains USTs or ASTs.

Underground Storage Tanks

Historically, there were 28 USTs used at the Depot. Beginning in the 1980s, the Depot ~mplemented

a program to remove or close m place tanks that were identified as leaking or not m use. Soil

samples and groundwater samples (if groundwater was encountered) were generally not collected 

confirm the absence of contamination for the USTs removed or closed in place dunng the 1980s

because the regulatory agencies did not require samphng. The areas where confirmation samphng

did not occur either became IR sites or BRAC subparcels and were sampled accordingly.

Neither the 1993 Plckering UST survey nor the 1996 EBS could confirm the location of a suspected

UST at Building 229. For this unknown tank, the Depot confirmed through a records/document

review that a tank did not exist at Building 229.

In December 1998, the Depot received closure approval from TDEC for the two regulated USTs

removed m July 1998. Table 3-4 provides reformation on the USTs.

Aboveground Storage Tanks

Hxstorically, there were nine ASTs used at the Depot. Beginnmg in the 1980s, the Depot

implemented a program to remove or close m place tanks that were leaking or not m use. As of

September 2001, the Depot no longer maintains any ASTs. The DRC has taken possession of any

remaining ASTs.

4.2.2 Hazardous Materials/Waste Management

Hazardous waste compliance programs at the Depot are conducted under the federal requirements

found in RCRA Subtitle C, 40 CFR 260 through 269, 40 CFR 117, 49 CFR 171 et seq. and TDEC

hazardous waste management rules. The Defense Logistics Agency has delegated responslbihty for

management and transportation of hazardous waste to the contractors conducting CERCLA design

and removal/remedial actions. The Depot’s waste management practices are conducted m

accordance with the waste management portmns of samphng, removal or remedial action plans.

TDEC closed the Depot’s hazardous waste container storage 15ortion of the permit effective October

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-4
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22, 1998. The Depot decontaminated Braiding 308 in 2001. The Depot will submit a permit renewal

application deferring RCRA corrective actions to the CERCLA program.

4.2.3 Solid Waste Management

The Depot no longer operates solid waste management compliance programs.

4.2.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls

The Depot no longer operates PCB management comphance programs.

In 1993, the Depot implemented a program to identify PCB-contaming equipment and to replace the

PCB-containlng eqmpment with non-PCB-containmg equipment. The results of the program are

presented in Appendix E. As of October 1996, the Depot had replaced all equipment confirmed to

contain PCBs with non-PCB equipment, with the exception of fluorescent light ballasts that may or

may not contain PCBs.

On December 16, 1993, a transformer oil spill was reported at Building 469. Approximately 6

ounces of material was spilled on the south wall and floor near the entrance. The sheet rock wall

and concrete floor absorbed some of the oil. The Spill Team responded, apphed absorbent and

disposed of the residue in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. Samples were

collected from the absorbent and concrete and results indicated PCB-1242. According to the Spill

Team Leader on the scene dunng spdl response and sampling, the effected area was removed dunng

sampling operations. In February 1999, the BCT conducted a walk-through of the building and was

unable to locate the spill area. In May 1999, the BCT agreed that no further evidence of the spill

remained.

4.2.5 Asbestos

The Depot no longer operates asbestos containing material management/comphance programs. Until

2001, asbestos-containing material was managed in compliance with the DA guidance, "Lead-Based

Paint and Asbestos m U.S. Army Properties Affected by Base Realignment and Closure," and the

DOD memorandum entitled "Asbestos, Lead Paint, and Radon Policies at BRAC Properties."

Friable and non-friable asbestos-containing material in good condition was managed in place. All

friable asbestos that posed a risk to human health was removed or encapsulated. Asbestos

inspections were conducted as needed.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-5
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Based on the results of the radon testing conducted in 1995, radon levels in structures at the Depot

are below the EPA action level; therefore, no further testing or abatement is planned. The results of

the survey are provided in Appendix E.

4.2.7 RCRA Facilities

Solid waste management units were identified under the RCRA process at the Depot. The CERCLA

process will address the corrective actlon for each solid waste management umt.

TDEC closed the Depot’s hazardous waste container storage portion of the RCRA permit effective

October 22, 1998. The Depot decontaminated Building 308 in 2001. The Depot will submit a permit

renewal application deferring RCRA corrective actions to the CERCLA program.

4.2.8 NPDES Permits

The Depot requested and received from TDEC termination of the NPDES permit effective June 29,

2001.

4.2.9 Oil/Water Separators

There are two oil/water separators remaining at the Depot that were left in place but are no longer

maintained by the Depot. One separator was removed when Building 253 was demolished by the

DRC during construction of the entrance boulevard.

4.2.10 Unexploded Ordnance

Three areas at the Depot were identified as being of concern because of potential UXO. Two areas

were reportedly used as pistol ranges. Before conslrucnon of the golf course, a pistol range was

reportedly located near what ~s now the ninth hole of the golf course. The second pistol range is

located in the Dunn Field area. The thud area, an ordnance bum area, is located in the Durra Field

area. The Depot completed sampling for the area at the MI and results indicated no unexploded

ordnance; therefore, no remedml action for unexploded ordnance is required at this site. The Depot

completed samphng for the areas at Dunn F~eld and results indicated no unexploded ordnance at the

ordnance bum area. The Depot has completed RI samplmg at the Dunn F~eld areas and results

indicated no unexploded ordnance.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-6
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The Depot completed the RI that collected samples to evaluate the lateral extent of pesticide

contaminataon at the MI. Sample results indicated dieldrin levels at the golf course and recreation

areas were within the range considered acceptable for recreational use and levels across the MI were

acceptable for industrial use in accordance with EPA’s risk assessment gmdance and Region III risk-

based concentrations. Dieldrin impacted soil was removed fi’om the former military family housing

area in 1998. The MI ROD recommended remedial action in the form of institutional controls across

the MI restricting residential use (including day care operanons) due to dieldrin levels. The Depot

evaluated the impact of pesticide use at Dunn Field. Areas reqmring remediation have been

determined and remedlatlon wdl be implemented where necessary.

4.2.12 Lead-Based Paint

Lead-based paint at the Depot was managed in accordance with DA policy guidance, "Lead-Based

Paint and Asbestos in U.S. Army Properties Affected by Base Reahgnment and Closure," and the

DOD memorandum entitled "Asbestos, Lead Paint, and Radon Policies at BRAC Properties."

A comprehensive LBP survey was conducted at the Depot in 1995. Lead-based paint abatement

occurred at the former mdltary family housing area in 1997, 1998 and 1999. No further abatement is

anticipated

4.3 NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES STRATEGY

The Depot is prepared to implement a program as applicable for the preservation of natural and

cultural resources. The EA for a Master Interim Lease at the Depot was completed in September

1996. The EA for Disposal and Reuse was completed in February 1998. The EA identified if the

following were found at the Depot: archaeological resources, historical structures and resources,

Native American resources, threatened and endangered species, sensitive habitats, wetlands, surface

waters, floodplains and paleontological resources.

4.3.t Archaeological Resources

No archaeological resources were identified at the Depot. In Apn11997 U. S. Army Corps of

Engineers, Ft. Worth District conducted an archaeological survey of Dunn Field and the golf course.

According to the "Archeologlcal Survey of Two Parcels at Defense Distribution Depot Memphis,

252
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Tennessee" (Prewltt & Associates, 1997), no evidence of archaeological resources was found at the

Depot.

4.3.2 Historical Structures and Resources

The Depot has properties eligible for hsting on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

1996, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Ft. Worth District, conducted a cultural resources survey and

identified 20 World War 1I vintage warehouses (known as the 20 Typicals) as potentmlly eligible for

the NRHP. The Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer (TNSHPO) determined that the 

Typicals as well as three World War II vmtage guard stations (Buildings 9, 22 and 23) were eligible

for hsting on the NRHP. No nommaUon has been made to date. The Army Material Command,

TNSHPO and Advisory Council on Historic Places entered mto a Memorandum of Agreement

regarding these ehgible buildings. The DRC concurred with this Memorandum of Agreement.

4.3.3 Native American Resources

No Native Amencan resources have been found at the Depot.

4.3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species

No threatened and endangered species have been identified at the Depot.

4.3.5 Sensitive Habitats

No sensitive habitats have been identafied at the Depot.

4.3.6 Wetlands

No wetlands have been identified at the Depot.

4.3.7 Surface Waters

There are two bodies of water located at the Depot. Both bodies of water (Lake Danlelson and 

golf course pond) are used to store water for firefighting purposes. Lake Danielson, approximately 

acres in area, is located m the northwest comer of the golf course, and the golf course pond is

located on the northeast comer of the golf course.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-8
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The Depot is located outside the 500-year floodplain.

4.3.9 Paleontological Resources

No paleontological resources have been identified at the Depot.

4.4 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT/STRATEGY

The Depot prepared a community relations plan dated June 1999 to facilitate communication among

the Depot; other federal, state or local agencies; and interested groups and other commumty

residents concerning BRAC closure and environmental restoration actwlties at the Depot. This plan

should ensure that all involved or interested parties are provided accurate, consistent reformation in a

timely manner concerning related cleanup activities, contaminants and possible effects of any

contaminataon, and offers mechanisms that allow all parties to provide input into the environmental

restoration decision

The Depot BCT has adopted the following strategy to support a proactive community relations

program in accordance with the CERCLA requxrements:

¯ Inform interested citizens and local officials about the progress of remedial activities.

Provide opportunlues for the pubhc to be involved m planning reme&al actions at

the site.

Keep local residents and federal, state and local officials informed in a tamely manner

of major findings or the remedial actions to be conducted at the Depot.

Provide local residents; and federal, state and local officials with an opportunity to

review and comment on the studies conducted at the Depot and on suggested

remedml acUon altemaUves and decisions.

Be sensmve to and reformed about changes m community concerns, attitudes,

informaUon needs and actiwtles regarding the Depot. Use those concerns as factors

when evaluating modifications to the commumty relations plan as necessary to

address these changes.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4-9
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Effectively serve the community’s information needs and address citizen inquiries

through prompt release of information via the media and other information

dissemination techniques.

Provide timely responses to inquiries and requests for media interviews and briefings

to facihtate fair and accurate reporting of restoration activities at the Depot.

Enhance and/or maintain, through an active public affairs program, a chmate of

understanding and trust with the aim of providing information and opportunities for

comment and discussion.

Provide a single point of contact for dissemination of information regarding the

progress of the contamination assessments, restoration actions and other decisions at

the Depot.

Identify issues and potential areas of concern and develop and implement objective

means to avoid or resolve conflicts.

The Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), informaUon repositories, pubhc meetings, pubhc comment

periods and the newsletter support this strategy.
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Rev. 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 7 December 2003
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ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT STATUS

Environmental Baseline Survey CESAM/Woodward-Clyde May 16, 1996 November 1996

BRAC Cleanup Plan CESAM/Woodward-Clyde October 10, 1996 November 1996

BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 2 Memphis Depot Caretaker September 1998 October 1998

BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 3 Memphis Depot Caretaker September 1999 October 1999

BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 4 Memphis Depot Caretaker September 2000 October 2000

BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 5 Memphis Depot Caretaker September 2001 October 2001

Environmental Assessment - CESAM/Tetra Tech August1996 September 1996
Leasing

Environmental Assessment - CESAM/Tetra Tech November1996 Februa~ 1998
Disposal

RadiologicalSurvey DDRE August16,1996 September13,
1996

Cultural/Natural Resources CESWF October 31, 1996 November 1997
Surveys

Wetland Determination CESWF/CELMM July 23,1996

Section 106 Review CESWF/HUD/Tennessee October 31, 1996 June 7,1997
Historical Commlssion/-rRC
Moriah

Lead-Based Paint Survey CEMVM/Barge, Waggoner, December 1995 April 1996
Sumner & Cannon

Asbestos Survey CEMVM/Pickenng Inc. January1994

PCB Survey DDMT-W 1993

Radon Survey ASCE-WP March 8, 1996

UST Survey CEMVM/Pickering Inc. Janua~ 1994

Community Relahons Plan DDSP-F/Frontline September 1998 June 1999

RI/FS Work Plans ; CEHNC/CH2M Hill 1995 1995

Main Installation RI Report CEHNC/CH2M Hill September 1999 January2000

Matn Installation FS Report CEHNC/CH2M Htll November 1999 July2000

Dunn Field RI Report CEHNC/CH2M Htll November 2001 June 2002

Dunn Field FS Report CEHNC/CH2M Hill June 2002 October 2002

Mam Installahon Proposed CEHNC/CH2M Htll April 2000 August2000
Remedial Action Plan

Dunn Field Proposed Remedial CEHNC/CH2M Hill November 2002 April2003
Action Plan

Interim Record of Decision CEHNC/CH2M Hill April1996
(Groundwater at Dunn Field)

Main Installation Record of CEHNC/CH2M Hill September 2000 September 2001
Decision

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis)
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ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT STATUS

Dunn Field Record of Decision CEHNC/CH2M Hill June 2003 ; January 2004

Main Installation Remedial CEHNC/CH2M Hill October 2003 April 2004
Design CESAM/Jacobs

Dunn Field Remedial Design CEHNC/CH2M Hill Febmary 2004 August 2004

Main Installation Remedial CEHNC/CH2M Hill May 2004 January 2005
Action Work Plans AFCEE/Mactec

Dunn Field Remedial Action AFCEE/Mactec Augur2004 July 2005
Work Plans

Main Installation Post AFCEE/Mactec June 2005 October 2005
Construction Report

Dunn Field PostConstru~ion AFCEE/Mactec June 2005 October 2006
Report

1st 5-Year Review Report AFCEE/Mactec September 2002 Janua~ 2003

2nd 5-Year Review Report AFCEE/Mactec July 2007 Janua~ 2008

Preliminary Closeout Report, AFCEE/Mactec June 2006 October 2006
including Notice of Intent to
Delete

Final Closeout Report, including AFCEE/Mactec November 2021 March 2022
Notice of Intent to Delete

NOTES:
AFCEE:
ASCE-WP:
BRAC.
CEMVM
CEHNC
CESAM,
CESWF
DDC:
DDMT
DDSP-F
DDRE
DLA
FS
HUD
OU
PCB:
RA
RD
Rt
UST

Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence
Admimstratwe Support Center East- Environmental Branch
Base Reahgnment and Closure
Army Corps of Engineers, Memph=s, Tennessee
Army Corps of Engineers, HunLsville, Alabama
Army Corps of Engmeers, Mobde, Alabama
Army Corps of Engineers, Ft Worth, Texas
Defense DJstribubon Center
Defense D~stnbubon Depot Memphis, Tennessee
Memph=s Depot Caretaker Dw=s=on
Defense Distribution Region East
Defense Logisbcs Agency
Feaslbdlty Study
Housing and Urban Development
Operable Umt
Polychlonnated blphenyl
Remedial A~=on
Remedial Design
Remedial Inveshgatlon
Underground storage tank
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM SCHEDULES

This section presents the Depot’s schedule of anticipated activities for the installataon’s

environmental programs. These schedules consolidate and summarize information from detailed

network and operational schedules developed to support study area-specific work plans and

compliance agreements. Environmental restoration activities and document review activities are

summarized on Figure 5-1. This figure will be updated as the BCT makes decisions regarding sites

and BRAC subparcels that reqmre restoration.

5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROGRAM

This section provides the response schedules and fiscal year requirements for the environmental

restoratxon program for the Depot.

5.1.1 Response Schedules

The schedules shown on Figure 5-1 were based on schedules established in October 2003 for the

Depot’s environmental restoration program. These schedules wdl be further refined to reflect

updates to site schedules in the Defense Site Environmental Restoration Tracking System

(DSERTS). In order to accelerate the environmental restoration process, scheduling strategies and

timelines are prepared by the BCT and project team so all revolved parties can provide input to the

process. The BCT and project team will review these schedules regularly to ensure that they are

current, that activlUes are expedited whenever possible and that reuse goals continue to be met.

The response schedules on Figure 5-1 include time flames for feasibility study, remedial design,

remedial action and final close out reports for the Main Installation and Dunn Field (NPL site

completmn mdestones at end of Dunn Field schedule).

5.1.2 Requirements by Fiscal Year

The financial requirements by fiscal year for the environmental program at the Depot are

summarized on Table A-I in Appendix A. These reqmrements will be further refined to reflect

periodic updates to the cost-to-complete database that tracks funding reqmrements by site and is

maintained by AFCEE for the Depot.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 5-1
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5.2 COMPLIANCE PROGRAMS

The fiscal year requirements for compliance programs at the Depot are shown in Appen&x A. Any

response schedules required for the compliance programs at the Depot will be presented m

subsequent versions of the BCP.

5.3 NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Natural and cultural resources at the Depot were assessed under the NEPA environmental

assessment as discussed in Section 4.3. The fiscal year requirements for natural and cultural

resources at the Depot are shown in Appendix A. The final EA for Master Interim Lease for the

Depot was completed in September 1996. The final EA for Disposal and Reuse was completed in

February 1998. The Finding of No Significant Impact was signed by AMC on March 13, 1998.

5.4 BCT/PROJECT TEAM/RAB MEETING SCHEDULE

The BCT and the project team generally meet the third Thursday of every other month and by

interim teleconferences when issues or data need to be resolved or discussed. The RAB meets the

third Thursday of every month, except when the BCT and project team have no lnformataon to

provide. Additional BCT and project team meetings are scheduled as necessary to facilitate the

decision-making process.

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 5-2
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6.0 TECHNICAL AND OTHER ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

This section summarizes technical and other issues that have been or are yet to be resolved.

These issues include groundwater containment system, explanation/education of risk

management decision-making process, fast track cleanup, horizontal differentiation (surface

versus at depth), land use controls and presumptive remedies. Concerns regarding schedules and

transfer documentation are also included as unresolved issues. This chapter is organized as the

BRAC Cleanup Plan Guidance (Fall 1995/September 1996 addendum) prescribes, although not

every section includes unresolved issues.

6.1 DATA USABILITY

At this time there are no unresolved issues regarding data usablhty. Historical data sets have

been deemed valid for use m making environmental restoration decisions. MI KI Report and

Dunn Field RI Report data sets have been deemed vahd for use in environmental restoration

decisions. Pre-design samphng plans for MI and Dunn Fxeld groundwater are created to produce

valid data sets for use in the remedial design.

6.2 INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

At this time there are no unresolved issues with regard to managing information gathered and

used in the Depot’s environmental restoration and compliance programs. Issues that have been

resolved include the following:

Improve coordination of, access to and management of environmental restoration

and real estate-type data generated at the Depot.

Ensure that all data from the Depot continues to be loaded into the Environmental

Data Management System (EDMS) estabhshed m September 1999. This system

has been avadable to the BCT members since September 1999.

Require that all contractors submit data and reports m an electromc format that

can be readdy used by the Depot.

Evaluate all future contracts for provisions requiring the submittal of data and

reports in both hard copy and electromc formats.

Defense Distribution Depot (Memphis) 6-1
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Maintain the site administrative record. All historical data generated at the Depot

are avadable in the installation administrative record managed by the Defense

Distribution Center (Memphis) and copies are located in the Depot’s four

information repositories. The locations include a pubhc library, the Community

Outreach Room located at the DDC (Memphis) offices at the Memphis Depot

Business Park, and the Memphis/Shelby County Health Department.

Make reports; available to the RAB has been established. Upon request, RAB

members may check out documents for review. Community members can make

appointments to review documents at the Community Outreach Room located at

the DDC (Memphis) offices at the Memphis Depot Business Park. Whenever

possible, the Depot provides RAB members with project documents on CD-Rom.

Establish various methods to disseminate information to the community. These

include the RAB, commumty mformation sessions, public meetings, bl-monthly

newsletters, fact sheets and maihngs as necessary. Environmental restoration

reformation such as BCT minutes, RAB minutes and the EnvlroNews are

available to stakeholders via the Internet.

6.3 DATA GAPS

This section summarizes unresolved issues pertaining to the determination and collection of data

needed to complete the Depot environmental restoration program.

6.3.1 BCT Action Items

The following BCT action 1terns should be addressed at the Depot to identify and fill data gaps

and continue the environmental restoration process:

Complete an enhanced bloremediatlon treatabihty study. This effort is to

determine appropriate locations and nutrients for the selected groundwater

alternative, enhanced bloremedlation.

Complete Long Term Operatmnal Area (LTOA) groundwater and sod sampling.

This effort is to provide sufficient data to implement the selected groundwater

remedy, including long-term momtoring, and to detenmne if additional sod

Defense Distribution Depot (Memphis) 6-2
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remedies are necessary to remove potential sources of groundwater

contamination.

Confirm locations and contents of Dunn Field disposal sites and conduct a zero-

valent iron pilot test.

Evaluate the results of this fieldwork prior to the design/implementation of the

preferred alternatives.

6.3.2 Rationale

Effectwe analysis of data gaps will facilitate the completion of FS and RD efforts so that

appropriate remedies can be identified, evaluated and implemented.

6,3.3 Status/Strategy

The risk assessment portion of the MI RI Report addressed base-wide contaminants such as

dieldrin and PAHs. The Depot completed the report in 1999, and the agencies and BCT approved

the report in January 2000. The Depot completed the FSs for soil and groundwater in 2000, and

the agencies and BCT approved both m July 2000. The MI Proposed Plan completed the public

comment period phase in October 2000. DLA, TDEC and EPA signed a Record of Decision

(ROD) for remedial actions at the MI that became effective on September 6, 2001.

As of October 2003, there are data gaps regarding sod and groundwater contamination at

specific locations on the MI. The BCT will resolve these gaps by collecting additional soil

samples at the PCP dip vat area (under a separate scope of work and a stand-alone work plan)

and by installing sentry/long-term monitoring wells to be identified in the MI RD. The Depot

completed groundwater data collectxon for the long-term operational areas at the MI in

December 2001. The BCT evaluated the data in 2002 and used the information to determine

strategies to locate sentry wells in the MI RD. The Depot continues to conduct an enhanced

bioremedtation treatability study in 2003. The BCT will use the results in the

design/implementation of the selected groundwater alternative.

In 2001, the Depot further evaluated groundwater at Dunn Field in order to assess the nature and

extent of a previously undetected dissolved off-site groundwater plume suspected to result from

a potential DNAPL. The Dunn Field RI Report completed in July 2002 included the results of

this effort. The Depot completed the SVE treatability study in 2001. The Dunn Field FS

Defense Distribution Depot (Memphis) 6-3
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completed in May 2003 included the SVE data. The Depot will conduct two pre-design

investigations at Dunn Field in 2003: Disposal Sites confirmation sampling and a ZVI pdot test.

The data from these pre-design investigations will be used m the Dunn Field Remedial Design.

6.4 BACKGROUND LI-VELS

The Depot completed a background sampling program. The data was used to establish screening

criteria. At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to background levels.

6.5 RISK ASSESSMENTS

At this time, there are no unresolved issues regarding nsk assessments.

The Depot completed the MI RI Report in 1999, and the agencies and BCT completed their

review and approved it in January 2000. The BCT and project team conducted several meetings

concerning the Durm Field risk assessment.

The Depot completed RI and SVE treatability study samphng at Dunn Field in 2001. The Depot

completed the Dnrm Field RI Report in July 2002 and the FS in May 2003.

6.6 BASE-WIDE REMEDIAL ACTION STRATEGY

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to the remedial action strategy. The BCT

followed a base-wide remedial action strategy to guide the ongoing environmental restoration

efforts at the Depot. For most areas identified as having a potential for contamination from

historical practices (CERFA Category 7), the Depot collected samples to confn-m the absence 

presence of contamination. The BCT has reviewed this data. The Depot completed the MI RI

Report, FSs for soil and groundwater, and Proposed Plan in 2000. DLA, TDEC and EPA signed

a ROD for remedial actions at the MI that became effecttve on September 6, 2001. The Depot

completed the Dunn Field RI Report in July 2002, the FS in May 2003 and the Proposed Plan in

May 2003. The Depot anticipates executing the Dunn Field ROD in January 2004.

6.7 GROUNDWATER INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION AND LONG TERM
GROUNDWATER MONITORING

At this time, there are no unresolved issues regarding the groundwater lntenm remedial action

and long term groundwater monitoring. The selected groundwater remedy in the MI ROD is
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enhanced bioremediation. This alternative consists of injecting nutrients/chemicals into the

groundwater to speed naturally occurring breakdown processes with long-term monitoring to

document contaminant levels, ensure there is no offsite migration of the contaminants, and

identify ifa more aggresswe approach is necessary. The Depot completed data collection for

long-term operational areas in December 2001, and the BCT evaluated the results in 2002. The

Depot completed the enhanced bioremediation treatability study in 2003, and the BCT evaluated

the results. The MI RD to be completed in 2003 will include results of both data collection

efforts. Another component of the MI ROD is land use controls restrxcting the installation of

drinking water wells, preventing residential and daycare operations reuse and for a boundary

fence around Parcel 3. A Land Use Control Implementation Plan will be included in the MI RD.

At this time, the Depot has completed construction of phase one and two of an interim

groundwater extraction system at Dunn Field. This system was designed to contain the plume of

chlorinated solvent groundwater contaminauon. Groundwater samples are collected on a regular

bas~s, and sampling data from the system was included in the Dunn Field RI Report. The 5-year

Rewew completed in 2003 indicated incomplete plume capture, but noted that the final remedy

for Dunn Field groundwater to be selected in 2004 will provide a remedy that addresses all risks.

The ROD for Dunn Field does not include expanding the groundwater extraction system.

In 2001, The BCT further evaluated groundwater at Dunn Field in order to assess the nature and

extent of a previously undetected dissolved off-site groundwater plume suspected to result from

a potential DNAPL The Dunn Field RI Report included results of th~s effort. The BCT evaluated

the use of SVE to clean up vadose zone contamination at Dunn Field. The Dunn Field FS

included results of the SVE treatability study. The Depot completed the Dunn Field KI Report in

July 2002 and the Duun Field FS in May 2003. The Depot will conduct two pre-deslgn

investigations at Dunn Field in 2003: Disposal Sites confirmation sampling and a ZVI pdot test.

The data from these pre-design investigations will he used in the Dunn Field RD.

6.8 EXCAVATION OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to the excavation of contaminated

materials. Environmental restoration activities at the MI are presently in the RD phase. One

area on the MI, south end of Building 949, was identified for excavation, transportation and

disposal offsite in the MI Proposed Plan. During development of the MI ROD, DLA elected to

conduct a removal actmn of lead contaminated soil from th~s area in response to DRC reuse

priorities. The ROD contains an explanation of significant differences regarding the removal
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action decision. The following removal actions excavated contaminated materials on the MI:

dieldrin impacted soil from the former military family housing area m 1998; PCB impacted soil

from Building 274 in 1998; metals impacted soil from the old paint shop and maintenance area

in 2000; and metals impacted soil from Building 949 in 2001.

Environmental restoration activities at Dunn Field are presently in the ROD phase. The Dunn

Field FS evaluated potential remedial alternatives, including excavation, to address individual

burial locations. The Depot completed the chemical warfare materiel removal action at Dunn

Field in May 2001. All materials removed from the CWM sites were sampled for chemical

agent and also HTRW materials. In 2002, the Depot completed a removal action of lead in soil

at the former pistol range on Dunn Field.

6.9 PROTOCOLS FOR REMEDIAL DESIGN REVIEWS

At this tune, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to the protocols for RD review.

Environmental restoration activities at the MI are presently in the RD phase. Environmental

restoration activities at Dunn Field are presently in the ROD phase. The BCT will follow

protocol requirements for the review of design documents as specified in the Federal Facility

Agreement, which is 60 days for primary deliverables. In addition, CEHNC will review design

documents according to their established internal review procedures for design reports prepared

either internally or by contractors. The final design documents will be made available to the

community in the information repositories.

6.10 CONCEPTUAL MODELS

The Depot continued to evaluate groundwater under the MI in 2003 as part of the enhanced

bioreme&ation treatabdity study. The study will confirm the most appropriate locations to

implement the enhanced bloremediat,on remedy. The MI RD will include the results of the

study. The data generated from the installation of numerous monitoring wells and soil borings in

2001 have refined the groundwater model significantly.

6.11 CLEANUP STANDARDS

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to cleanup standards.The BCT developed,

approved and implemented industrial worker risk-based cleanup goals for the majority of the MI.

The BCT developed, approved and implemented recreational reuse risk-based cleanup goals for
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the golf course and recreation area. These nsk-bascd cleanup goals will be implemented during

the remedial design/action process. The BCT will establish cleanup standards for Dunn Fteld in

the Dunn Field ROD, scheduled to be executed in 2004. The National Contingency Plan (40

CFR 300) establishes a risk range of lxl0 6 to lxl04, or from one in a million to one in ten

thousand, excess chance of developing cancer and a Hazard Index (HI) of less than 1 for non-

carcinogenic risks as the range where risk management decisions are allowed. For a risk that
-4 . . .

exceeds lxl0 or an HI of 1, remedlatlon is required to reduce the cumulative risk to an

acceptable level. A risk that does not exceed lxl0"6 or an HI of 1 is below the point of

departure, meaning that neither remediation nor risk management decisions are required. Risk

management decisions can be anything from no further action to engineering controls such as

fences or cleanup actions.

6.12 INITIATIVES FOR ACCELERATING CLEANUP

The project team has implemented the following initiatives for expediting response actions at the

Depot:

Regulatory Involvement. The BCT has been formed and meets regularly. The

BCT, in conjunction with the project team, provides a forum for the cooperative

development of short-term and long-term strategles for the investigation and the

restoration of the Depot. The BCT consists of representatives from DLA, EPA

and TDEC.

Defined Document Review Periods. The BCT generally adheres to the required

review schedule specified in the Federal Facilities Agreement of 60 days for

primary deliverables.

Functional Unit/Area Groupings. The installation restoration program sites and

BRAC subparcels on the MI were grouped into Functional Units to aid in the risk

assessment process. Installation restoration program sites and BRAC subparcels

on Dunn Field were grouped into Areas to aid m the risk assessment process.

Concurrent Environmental Restoration/CERCLA Phases. To expethte

restoration, the BCT conducts concurrent project phases including investigations,

feasibility studies and designs. The project team began preparing FSs for the MI

and Dunn Field prior to finahzatlon of the RI reports. Also, the project team will
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draft the ROD before the end of the public comment period for the Proposed Plan.

The BCT will address selected cleanup alternatives if the pubhc comments

warrant revi,;mg the alternative selection. Essentially, the BCT will always

initiate the next step m the process while finalizing the previous document or step.

Concurrent Reviews. The BCT has elected not to continue concurrent reviews

whenever possible. This time savmg effort has been shown to fragment and

otherwise deter progress.

Community Involvement. The Depot formed the RAB to revolve the

community in the restoration program. The RAB meets to discuss the status of

the environmental restoration program at the Depot. This effort has shown no

acceleration to the program

Risk-based Cleanup. The BCT agreed to use the EPA Region 9 RBCs or

background concentrations for screening goals. However, a full risk assessment

was performed and the results provided in the MI and Dunn Field RI Reports.

Innovative Contracting. Flexible contracting procedures have been

implemented. The most slgmficant of these is the Pre-Placed Remedial Action

Contract. This will expedite cleanup actions by avoiding many of the necessary

contractual processes that precede the award of a construction contract.

Removal Actions. The BCT focused on removal actions in 2001. The following

removal actions have been completed as of October 2003: dieldnn impacted soil

from the former military family housing units in 1998; PCB impacted soil from

Building 274 in 1998; metals impacted soil from the old paint shop and

maintenance area in 2000; chemical warfare materiel from Dunn Field in 2001;

metals impacted sod from the south end of Buildmg 949 m 2001; decontammated

Building 308 in 2001 ; lead in soil at the former pistol range on Dunn Field in

2002.

6,12.1 BCT Action Items

Complete and approve the Dunn Field ROD m 2004. Complete and evaluate results of the

Disposal Sites investigation and zero-valent iron pilot test and complete the RD for soil and
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groundwater at Dunn Field. Evaluate the enhanced bioremediation treatabdity study data for the

MI and complete the RD for groundwater at the MI.

6.12.2 Rationale

By utthzing initiatives for accelerating cleanup, the BCT wall accomplish restoration and

property transfer.

6.12.3 Status/Strategy

Continue utilizing imtlatlves for accelerating cleanup m the Depot’s environmental restoration

program.

6.13 REMEDIAL ACTIONS

Environmental restoration activities for groundwater at the MI are presently m the RD phase.

DLA, TDEC and EPA signed the MI ROD, and it became effective on September 6, 2001. One

area on the MI, the south end of Budding 949, was identified for excavation, transportation and

&sposal offsite. During development of the MI ROD, DLA elected to conduct a removal action

of metals contaminated soil from the south end of Bmldmg 949. The ROD contains an

explanation of significant differences regarding the removal action decision. The MI ROD also

calls for institutional controls, which are considered remedial actions. The Department of Army

and EPA continue to work the Land Use Control Implementation Plan, which will be included in

the MI RD. As of October 2003, no final remedial actions have occurred.

The Depot constructed the Interim Remedial Action for Groundwater at Dunn Field and began

operating it m late 1998. Additional groundwater contamination was detected to the south of the

southern most recovery well; so, the Depot installed four additional recovery wells in 1999 to

capture this southem edge of the plume. These additional wells are considered a second phase to

the Interim Remedial Action.

Environmental restoration activities at Dunn Field are presently in the ROD phase. The Depot

completed the chemical warfare materiel removal action at Dunn Field m May 2001. The FS

evaluated potential remedial alternatwes to address VOCs m soil and groundwater as well as

individual burial locations. The Depot completed the Dunn Field RI Report m July 2002 and the

FS in May 2003. The Depot provided the pubhc with the Dunn Field Proposed Plan and

conducted the public comment period starting m May 2003 and ending on July 15, 2003. The
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Depot anticipates executing the Dunn Field ROD in January 2004. The Depot will conduct a

Disposal Sites pre-deslgn investigation and a zero-valent iron pilot test for Dunn Field and will

use in the data in the Duun tqeld RD.

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to remedial actions at Dunn Field.

6.14 REVIEW OF SELECTED TECHNOLOGIES FOR APPLICATION OF EXPEDITED
SOLUTIONS

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to review of selected technologies for

application of expedited solutions. Environmental restoration activmes for groundwater at the

MI are presently in the RD phase. The Depot continued the enhanced bloremediatlon treatability

study in 2003 and will use the results in the MI RD. Environmental restoration activities at

Dunn Field are presently in the ROD phase. The Depot completed a SVE treatability study in

2001. The Depot will conduct a ZVI pilot test in 2003 and will use the results in the Dunn Field

RD. The project team anticipates SVE combined with ZVI for area treatment and PRB may

achieve on-site groundwater remedial action objectives in a relatively short time providing an

expedited solution.

6.15 HOT-SPOT REMOVALS

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to hot-spot removals. Environmental

restoration activities at the MI are presently in the RD phase. DLA, TDEC and EPA signed the

MI ROD that became effective on September 6, 2001. One area on the MI, south end of Building

949, was Identified for excavation, transportation and disposal offslte. During development of

the MI ROD, DLA elected to conduct a removal action of metals contaminated soil from the

south end of Building 949. The ROD contains an explanation of significant differences

regarding the removal action decision. The Depot completed the removal action in 2001. As of

October 2003, no final remedial actions have occurred.

The following removal actions have been completed: dieldrin impacted soil from the former

military family housing area in 1998; PCB impacted soil from Building 274 in 1998; metals

impacted soil from the old paint shop and maintenance area in 2000; CWM materials from Durra

Field in 2001; metals impacted soil from Bulldmg 949 m 2001; and decontamination of Building

308 in 2001.
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Environmental restoration activities at Dunn Field are presently in the ROD phase. The Depot

completed a removal action for lead in soil at the former pistol range on Dunn Field in 2002. The

Depot will conduct a Disposal Sites pre-design investigation m 2003. The BCT has agreed that

disposal sites may be removed dunng the investigation if the site meets specific conditions

defined in the work plan.

6.16 IDENTIFICATION OF CLEAN PROPERTIES

Clean properties were identified in the final EBS. In 2002, the Depot updated the environmental

condition of property map as environmental conditions have changed at many subparcels that the

BCT determined to be clean after reviewing prehminary sampling data. The clean properties

determination only applied to the buddings or the surface and shallow subsurface soils within the

subparcels. In some cases, the MI ROD requires enhanced bioremediation of fluvial aquifer

groundwater beneath these subparcels due to VOC levels that exceed Safe Drinking Water Act

maximum contaminant levels, or the MI ROD required institutional controls (ICs) due 

contaminant levels in sods that present unacceptable risk for residentml reuse. The BCT

concurred to change the affected clean propemes (Category 1) to either Category 4 as ICs have

been implemented via the Master Lease and Environmental Protection Provisions m MI FOSLs

or Category 6 as enhanced bioremediation of groundwater contamination has not yet begun. The

Depot will continue to update the environmental condition of property map as decisions are

made by the BCT so that an accurate visual portrayal of property available for transfer Is

maintained.

The MI RD will include enhanced bioremediaUon, sentry/long-term monitoring wells and a Land

Use Control Implementation Plan for the MI. A Department of Defense draft policy on land use

controls has been integrated into the BCT’s approach. The Depot requires a clearly defined

approach to ensure all parties that the steps necessary for land use controls and protective

covenants are in place. This wdl include the operations and maintenance of any necessary land

use controls that are passed along to future owners as deed restrictions.

6.17 OVERLAPPING PHASES OF THE CLEANUP PROCESS

As of October 2003, no remethal actions have been implemented with the exception of the

interim remedml action for groundwater at Dunn F~eld. The BCT has stressed to the support

organizations and contractors that some steps m the CERCLA process may be performed

concurrently. This is recogmzed as an approach that may shorten the schedule somewhat. In
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particular, the BCT has directed the Corps of Engineers to begin the RD phase prior to

completion of the Proposed Plan phase. Some of the decision documentataon may also be

drafted as soon as the most appropriate remedial alternative becomes apparent. If other issues

arise m the future, a strate~i to address each unresolved issue wdl be developed and

implemented.

6.18 IMPROVED CONTRACTING PROCEDURES

As of October 2003, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to improved contracting

procedures. The Corps of Engineers implements several contracting tools to assist in the

accomplishment of the environmental restoration work at the Depot.

6.19 INTERFACING WITH THE COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

The LRA was established as the MDRA and was replaced by the Depot Redevelopment

Corporation (DRC) m April 1997. The Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan was completed 

May 1997 and approved by AMC m September 1997. The BCT used proposed future reuse

scenarios from the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan and updates to these scenarios by the

DRC to determine the appropriate risk-based cleanup goals. The DRC attends BCT meetings

when appropriate to provide updates to reuse scenarios. Removal action decisions have resulted

from the DRC’s reuse priorities.

6.20 BIAS FOR CLEANUP INSTEAD OF STUDIES

At this time, there are no unresolved issues regardmg bias for cleanup instead of studies.

Whenever possible and supported by the requirements of the National Contingency Plan, the

EPA and DLA will select early cleanup rather than additional stu&es of potentially contaminated

sites. This approach will expedite early achievement of restoration goals and transfer of

property. The following removal actions have been completed: dieldrin impacted soil from the

former military family housing area in 1998; PCB impacted soil from Building 274 in 1998;

metals impacted soil from the old paint shop and maintenance area in 2000; metals impacted sod

from Building 949; chemical warfare materiel from Dunn Field in May 2001; and lead impacted

soil from the former pistol range at Durra Field in 2002.

The Depot completed the MI RI Report and FSs for sod and groundwater m 1999, and the

agencies and BCT approved them in July 2000. DLA, TDEC and EPA signed the MI ROD that
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became effective on September 6, 2001. During development of the MI ROD, DLA elected to

conduct a removal action of metals contaminated soil from the south end of Buildmg 949 m

response to the DRC’s reuse priority. The ROD contains an explanation of slgmficant

differences regarding the removal action decision.

The Depot collected additional groundwater data at the MI to 1) confirm that groundwater

conditions at the MI were adequately described in the MI RI Report and FS for groundwater, 2)

confirm and refine the conceptual model of the water-table aquifer beneath the MI, and 3)

determine appropriate locations for unplementing the selected groundwater alternattve, enhanced

bioremedlation. The MI RD will include the results of this fieldwork.

The Interim Remedial Action for groundwater at Dunn Field began operating in 1999, and four

additional recovery wells began operating in 2001. The Depot completed RI fieldwork for Dunn

Field in 2000; however, the Depot further evaluated groundwater at Dunn Field to assess the

nature and extent of a previously undetected dissolved off-s~te groundwater plume suspected to

result from a potential DNAPL. The Depot completed the sampling plan addendum fieldwork in

2001 and incorporated the data into the Dunn Field RI Report. The Dunn Field FS includes data

collected dunng the SVE treatabthty study at Dunn Field. The Depot completed the Dunn Field

ILl Report in July 2002, the Dunn Field FS in May 2003 and the public comment period for the

Proposed Plan in May 2003. The Depot will conduct two pre-design studies for Dunn Field: 1)

Dssposal sites investigation to confirm locations and contents; and 2) zero-valent ~ron pilot test.

The results will be included in the Dunn Field RD. The BCT concurred that disposal sites may

be removed during the pre-deslgn investigation if the sites meet certain conditions defined m the

work plan.

6.21 EXPERT INPUT ON CONTAMINATION AND POTENTIAL REMEDIAL ACTIONS

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to expert mput on contamination and

potential remedial actions. The BCT is committed to using expert input during the scoping,

execution and review of the individual environmental mvestigatmn projects and restoration

actions. Such expertise wall be drawn from CEHNC, CESAM, USGS, EPA, TDEC and

contractors employed to perform scopes of work on the various projects at the Depot during the

environmental investigation and restoration work
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6.22 PRESUMPTIVE R[-MEDIES

At this time, there are no unresolved issues regarding presumptive remedies. The EPA has issued

guidance on generic or presumptive remedies for a few specific contamination scenarios (e.g.,

one of the generic remedies for VOC contamination is soil vapor extraction). Presumptive

remedies are preferred remedial technologies for common categories of sites and are based on

past patterns of remedy selection and performance data. Presumptive remedies are expected to

reduce the cost and tune required to clean up slmdar sites by streamlining site investigation and

remedy selection Presumptive remedies are expected at appropriate sites. One potential

location for the use of a presumptive remedy of soil vapor extraction is the disposal area of Duun

Field. Based upon a sod gas survey performed in late 1998, it appears that the shallow soil vapor

is impacted with volatile organic compounds. The Depot completed a SVE treatability study in

2001. Based on the results of the treatabdlty study, SVE was a component of the preferred

alternative in the Dunn Field Proposed Plan.

6.23 PARTNERING (USING INNOVATIVE MANAGEMENT, COORDINATION AND
COMMUNICATION TECHNIQUES)

At this time, there are no unresolved issues with regard to partnering. The Depot fosters the

partnership with regulatory agencies, the Corps of Engineers and the commumty through

scheduled meetings and the document review process. These partnerships can accelerate

implementation of environmental restoration efforts by keeping key individuals informed,

soliciting their comments and addressing their concerns prior to unplementmg environmental

restoration activities. The BCT plans to continue its actwities and to encourage reformation

transfer. At this time, there are no unresolved issues with regard to partnering.

According to the RAB, DLA could do much more to disseminate information. However, the

RAB does not utihze resources provided by DLA m the information repositories. Community

Information and Avallablhty Sessions conducted within the community and at the Depot to

provide information on a one-to-one basis have resulted in hmlted attendance by commumty

members.
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6.24 UPDATING THE EBS AND NATURAL/CULTURAL RESOURCES
DOCUMENTATION

At this time, there are no unresolved issues pertaining to the updating of the EBS and natural and

cultural resources documentation. The Depot completed the final EBS in November 1996. Now

that the EBS is final, the installation status portions of the BCP will be updated on an annual

basis, as appropriate.

The Depot completed the final EA for Master Interim Lease, which includes natural and cultural

resources documentanon for the Depot, in September 1996. The Depot completed a final EA for

Disposal and Reuse in February 1998. AMC signed a Finding of No Slgmficant Impact

regarding disposal and reuse of the Depot on March 13, 1998.

6.25 IMPLEMENTING THE POLICY FOR ON-SITE DECISION MAKING

At this time, there are no major issues pertaining to =mplementing the policy for on-site decimon

making. The Depot actively fosters partnerships with the regulatory agencies, CEHNC, AFCEE,

contractors and the community through scheduled meetings and the document review process.
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Appendix C

Contains summaries of the following documents. Complete copies
located at Memphis Depot information repositories:

Dunn Field Interim Record of Decision

Parcels 35 and 28 Action Memorandum

Chemical Warfare Materiel Action Memorandum

Main Installation Record of Decision

Site 60 Action Memorandum
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REGION IV
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4WD-I~B

May I, 1996

c~d~ed Mill

Colond Michael J. Kennedy. Commander
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis. Tennessee 381 ]4-5210

SUBJ’:Concun’encc with Interim Record of Decido,. Operable Unit l
Defense Dism’bution Depot Memphis. T~mnesse~

Dear CoL Kennedy

The U.S. Envimnniental Protection AgenW (EPA) Region IV has reviewed the abnve
referenced decision documcr~t and concurs with the Interim P,,r, oanl ofDcolsion (IROD) for
groundwater a¢ Operable Unlt 1. Dunn Field. as supported by the R.©mediai lnvc~igatlon in
progr¢ss.

The se!ected remedy is Aherneaivc 8 in lhc IKOD. EPA concurs with the seh:cted remedy as
detailed in the IR.OD with the foIlow,,ng stipulation: It is umJer.s’fucM thai IRe sclecfedintertm
remedy for Operable Unit I maji Rot bc the fir/ol s’emcdial action to addrex¢ all mcdia polentlally
affected by past disposal pracllc¢.¢ at this unit.

This action is i~’otecdve o£haman health and the environm©nt, compIic~ with F.ederal and
Stau~ requirements t h~ are legally applic,,abl¢ or rcl¢vmt and appropriate to the remedial action
aad is cost cqi~cciy©,

Acting Director
We, re Management Division

cc: J’ordan English. Tc.nn~sse Department of Environment & Conservation

r-’,
Prtn[¢¢ orJ RocFclOd P,~per
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STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
MEMPHIS ENVIRONMENTAL FIELO OFFICE

SUITE E~45, PERIMETER PARK
2510 MT, MORIAH

MEMPHLR, TENNESSEE 38115-I 520

April 24, 1996

Commander
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
Atm: DDMT-DE (Ms. Christine Kartman)
2163 Airways Blvd.,
Memphis, Tennessee 3 8114-52 l0

R~: Concurrence for the Record of Dccisian for Into-ira Rcra=~al Action of the Groundwater
at Dunn Held (OU- l) at the Defense Depot site, Memphis, Shelby County., Tennessee,
April 1996. TDSF #79-736, cc 82

Dear Ms. Karmuan:

The T=messc¢ Division of Superfimd (TDSF) Memphis Field0ffic¢ (’blTO) has reviewed 
Interim Remedial Action Record of De.ion for the Groundwater at Dean Field, for the Defense
Depot site dated April 1996 referenced above.

The Tenn~se~ D~art~cnt of Environment and Coascrvation (’[’DEC) is in concurrence with the
selected remedy, a pump and ueat containment alternative, Alternative 8 asdescribed. TDEC has
been actively involved with the development of the alternatives as well as the selcctioa process
through closely coordinated project management among Base C[qsurc Team (BCT) members and
extended BCT members.

¯ /This concurrence is provided within the authonty of the Federal Facilities Agrccmcm (FFA) for the
Defense Depot, the Dffcnse Dq0amuent/State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA), and the
delegated powers of the Commissioner of TDEC as part of the President’s five step Base Cleanup
Plan (BCP) process.

Sip.cetely,

er, Director
Division of Superfund

SF. NCO
SF. MFO

Darm Spariosa

(-.

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Facilities Branch
345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30365
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Record of Decision

for ,Interi~i Remedial Action

of the

Groundwater at Dunn Field (OU-1)

at the

°a

Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, Tennessee

April 1996
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Executive Summary

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected interim remedial action (IRA) 
DDMT in accordance with the Comprcheasivc Fatvironmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of I980 (CERCLA). In 1992, after receiving a Hazard Ranking System
(HRS) score of 58.06, DDMT was placed on the National Priorities List by the
Environmental Protection Agency. The selected IRA provides for hydraulic control of a
contaminaat plume in groundwater beneath Dunn Field. Contaminants identified as those
of potential concern include volatile organic compounds, such as solvents used for
cleaning meehsnical parts, and metals. It is not intended as a permanent solution;
however, it is intended to be compatible with the final remedy.

DDMT and the involved regulatory agencies have been working to inform the community
about activities involved with the site since 1992 through press releases, mailings,
newspaper ads, and public meetings.

Eight alternatives, each consisting of groundwater extraction, groundwater treatment, and
disposal components, were evaluated. The alternative chosen as the.preferred alternative
consists of extraction on/offsite and discharge to a publicly owned treatment works
(POTW). This alternative assumes that pretre~Unent will not be necessary before
treatment at the POTW. If, however, chemical analyses indicate that pretreatment is
necessary, a pretreatment provision’is part of the contingency remedy.



1.1 Site Name and Location

Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT)
Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee

764 302

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document (Record of Decision [ROD]) presents the selected interim remedial action
(IRA) for theDDMT site, Memphis, Tennessee, developed in accordance with the
Comprehensive.Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorimtion Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U.S.C.
Section 9601 et seq., and to the extent practicable, the National Oil end H~-~ous Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 300.The DDMT is the lead
agen~ for the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RIFFS) process for the site. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (’rDEC) are the supporting regulatory agencies for the site. In accordance with 
CFR 300.430, the regniatory.ageccits have provided input during this process. The regulatory
agencies are provided with a draft IRA ROD for review and their comments are incorporated into
the final document. The U.S. EPA and the State of Tennessea concur with the selected interim
remedy.

1.3 Assessment of the Site

’ Actual or.threatened releases of hazardous substances from the DDMT site, if not addressed by
implementing the IRA selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, and the environment.

1.4 Description of Interim Remedial Action

This IRA provides for hydraulic control of a contaminant plume in groundwater beneath Dunn .
"Field (also called OU-I). Because the contaminated Fluvial Aquifer poses a potential threat to the
deeper Memphis Sand Aquifer, it is considered as a potential threat to human health and the
environment. Thus, the groundwater IRA is designed to provide a quick, interim response

". measure that wi[[ help prevent the possible contamination of the area’s drinking water supply. As
a contingency remedy, the IRA also includes a provision for pretreatment if necessary. As
described in the I]LA. Proposed Plan contained in the Administrative Record, follow-on activities
include monitoring the groundwater plume and its response to the IRA. Once the plume has been
fully characterized, subsequent action may be taken to provide long-term definitive protection,
including remedintion of source areas. To the extent possible, the interim action will not be
inconsistent with, nor preclude implementation of, the ekpected final remedy. RI/FS activities at
OU-2, OU-3, and OU-4 will address.contaminatien found within the. southwestern quadrant,
southeastern watershed and golf course, and not’them portions of the Main Installation,
respectively.
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This IRA addresses ordy Dunn Field. OU-2, OU-3, and OU-4 will be addressed in the remedial
documents for those OUs.

The major components oftbe selected IRA for OU-I include the following:

, ¯ Evaluation of aquifer charaoteristic~ which nmy include installation of a pump
test well

¯ Installation of additional monitoring wells to locate the western edge of the
groundwater plume

¯ Installation of recovery wells along the leading edge of the plume

¯ Obtaining discharge permit for disposal of recovered groundwater to the T, E.
Maxson Wastewatar Treatment Plant publicly owned treatment works (I’OTW) 
municipal sewer sFstem

¯ Operation ofthe system of recovery wells until the risk associated with the
contaminants is reduced to acceptable levels or until the final remedy is in place

F"~,

¯ Chemical analysis will be conducted to monitor the quality of the discha~e in
accordance with the dry discharge permit.requirements; the permit will include
parameters to be monitored and fi-equency.

1.5 Declaration

t""

This interim action is protective oflhuman health and the environment, complies with federal and
state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate, and is cost-cffentive.
This action is interim; it is not intended as a permanent or final remedy. However, it is intended .
to be ~ompatible with the permanent solution. It is not intended to be the permanent solution, and
uses alternative.treatment technologies to the maximum extent pra~cad for this interim respoflse.
Because this action does not cunsfitute the final remedy for this OU, the statutory preferenc~ for
remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility,~or volumes as a principal element
has not been entirely accommodated and will be addressed at the time of the final response action.
Subsequent actions are planned to address fully the threats posed by the conditions at this Off.
Because this remedy will result in b,,~rdous ~bstances remaining onsite above health-b~ed
levels, a review will be conducted to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment within 5 years after the commencement of this

. remedial action. Because this is an interim action KOD, review of the remedy will be ongoing as
DDMT continues to develop the final remedial action for OU-I.

4,,>7
CHRISTINE E. KARTMAN Date
Chief, Environmental Protection and Safety Office.
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Action Memorandum

Old Paint Shop and
Maintenance Area,

Parcels 35 and 28
Former Defense Distribution

Depot Memphis, Tennessee

C
Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanna Pennsylvania
Memphis Depot Caretaker Division

Memphis, TN 38114-5210

-@
September 1999

C
WOC99119(X~11 OOCt2A, BT



764 305

ACTION MEMORANDUM

Old Paint Shop and Maintenance Area

Parcels 35 and 28

Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

Site Status: Cl()sed Industzial Area
Category of Removal: Non-Time-Critical Removal Action
Ch-’RCLIS ID: TN4 201 002 0570
Site ID: Sites 29, 32, 88, 89

I. Purpose
The purpose of this Action Memorandum is to document approval of the proposed removal
action described herein for the paint shop and maintenance area at the former Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Memphis Depot or Depot) located along 2163
Airways Boulevard, Memphis, Tennessee 38114. The~Depot.is in Shelby-County.

II. Site Conditions and Background

A. Site Description

1. Removal Site Evaluation

The Memphis Depot is a former Defense Department supply depot. The Depot operated
from World War II until its closure in 1997. Since closure, the Depot has been operated by
the Memphis Depot Caretaker, a division of the Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanna,
Pennsylvania.

As part of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) activities, the Depot was divided into
36 parcels to facilitate assessment of the environmental condition of the property and to
determine if it can be transferred from government ownership for private- or public-sector
uses.

BRAC Parcels 35 and 28, located at the southwestern comer of the Depot, conta~-~the fo,mer
maintenance shop, grease rack, sandblast, paint shop, and storage facilities. The Depot
Redevelopment Corporation plans to develop the area as part of BRAC activities for future
commercial and industTial uses.

Chemical contamination identified in Parcel 35 and the southern portion of Parcel 28
primarily consists of contaminated surface soil, residue, and sediment remaining from past
operations in the area. Historical information, on-site inspection, and the results of surface
soil sampling from the parcels suggest that the following removal actions will be conducive
to permit transfer of the parcels for the planned future reuse.

¯ Remove residue, dust, and sediment that have accumulated in buildings associated with
past operations;

qL.i 

WOC99 t 190001.Ooc, r’~.Eff t
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Remove areas of contaminated surface soil identified by surface soil sampling inside the
perimeter fence of the Main installation; and

Remove potentially contaminated soil related to a sump and underground storage tank
(UST) locations at the former maintenance shop and grease rack facilities.

2. Physical Location

The Memphis Depot is a G42-acre area in the central section of Memphis, Tennessee,
approximately 5 miles east of the Mississippi River, 4 miles from the central business district
of Memphis, and approximately I mile north of the Memphis International Airport.
Airways Boulevard borders the Depot on the east and is the-primary access to the Main
Installation. Dunn Roa.d, Ball Road, and Perry Road serve as northern, southern, .and
western boundaries, respectively, of the Main Installation. Figure I shows the general
’location of the Depot within the Memphis area. Figure 2 shows the configuration of the
Depot and its location with respect to the surrounding sweets.

The Depot is located in an area of widely varying uses. Most of the land surrounding the
Depot is intensely developed. To the north of the Depot are rall lines of the Frisco ~ilroad
and nlinois Central Gulf Railroad. Large industrial and warehousing operations are located
along the rail lines in this area. A triangular area immediately to the north of the Depot,
bounded by Dunn Road, CastalJa Road, and Frisco Avenue, also contains several industrial
facilities. Formerly a residential neighborhood, the area is characterized by small
commercial and manufacturing uses with some single-family residences remaining.

Airways Boulevard is the most heavily Iraveled thoroughfare in the vicinity and is
developed with numerous small commercial establishments. Businesses along Airways
Boulevard are typical of highway commercial districts. Other commercial establishments
are located to the north, south, and west of the Depot. Most are small groceries or
convenience stores that serve their immediate neighborhoods.

The Depot is surrounded by residential development, including single- and multiple-family
residences. Numerous small church buildings and schools are located throughout the area.

3. Site Characteristics

Parcels 35 and 28 are located in the southwestern corner of the Depot (Figure 2).
Approximately 7.5 acres of the 12-acre area contained in Parcels 35 and 28 are located within
the perimeter fence surrounding the Main Installation (Figure 3). This area was industrial
where maintenance and repair activities were undertaken. Except for the grassy area at its
southern end, this portion of ParceLs 35 and .28 consists of industrial buildings, concrete and
asphalt pavements, and gravel surfacing.

Facilities within the Main Installation perimeter fence at this industrial area include:

¯ Building 1084 - A former maintenance shop, which aLso was used as a wood shop and a
pesticide storage area;

C
~ 1190001.K30C[2&Br 2



764 307

C , ¯ Building 1085 - A concrete slab from a former grease rack;

¯ Building i086- An industrial building formerly used as a preparation area, paint shop,
and storage area;

Building 1087 - An industrial building formerly used as a paint shop;

¯ Building 1088 - An industrial building with a former sandblast facility;

¯ Building 1089 =’A parH,ny enclosed warehouse where soma sandblasting occurred; and

¯ Buildings 1090 and 1091 - Small Quonset huts formerly used to store paint and other
supplies ’for paint shop operations. ""

The remaining 4.5 acres of Parcels 3’5 aztd 28 are located outside the perimeter fence. This
area is a grassed utility corridor, which provides a buffer zone between the Main
Installation perimeter fence and Perry Road.

The Depot is currently under the ownership of the Army and oparaiional control of the
Defense Logistics Agency. Parcels 35 and 28 will be transferred to the ownership of the
Depot Redevelopment Corporation for reuse.

4. Release or Threatened Release into the Environment of a Hazardous Substance, Pollutant,
or Contaminant

Surface soil samples (zero to 12 inches in depth) within the Main Installation perimeter
fence at the industrial area have a variety of contaminants associated with the former
functions of the area. The most freque-gtly detected constituents were metals (copper,
cadmium, lead, mercury, nickel, and zinc). Polycyclic aromatic hydz:ocarbons (PAHs)
(benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, and phenanthrene) were 
detected in significant quantities. In addition, the samples contained sparse concentrations
of ~;~]~atile organic compounds (VOCs) (acetone, methylene clfloride,’methyl ethyl ketone,
and toluene); phthalates (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and di-n~butylphthalato); and pestiddes
(p,p’-DDE, p,p’-DDT, and dieldrin). The cozlcentradons weTe distributed th_--’oughout the
parcels and were not concentrated in a particular area.

Concentxations of FAHs and lead exceeding U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region HI risk-based criteria for residential land use were detected in samples along Ferry
Road, within-the utility corridor west of the Main Installation p&d_meter fence. PAHs and
lead are common constituents of exhaust ga~es from mdtor vehides.JCohcantrations of
PAHs and lead from near-road samples adjacent to the paint spraying and sandblasting
operations are elevated relative to other samples near the road but away from these
operations. Therefore, although these constituents are commonly associated with burning
of gasoline, it is possible that they are also associated with the paint spray and sandblasting
operations. During the early stages of the removal action, additional sampling will be
performed to determine if the lead and PAH in surface soil within Parcels 35 and 28 have
been transported across the utility corridor toward Perry Road.

All of the industrial buildings within the fenced industrial area contain dust, residue, and
sediment from their past operations. Although sampling has been minimal within the
buildings, it is anticipated that constituents within the buildings will be similar to those



detected in the adjacent g’raveled areas. A 1993 survey of asbestos-containing materials
(ACM) at the Depot identified .the presence of esbestos-cca~taining roof flashing materials 
Building 1084 and asbestos-conteining insulation for the heating system in Building 1087.
Buildings 1086,1087,1088, and 1089 contained sandblast and/or paint booth facilities where
lead-based paint residue may be present. Noticeable areas of scaling or peeling paint also
are present in some buildings.

In addition, there are two subsurface areas within the fenced industrial area where known
or suspected sources of contamination are present. The first area is the former underground
storage tank (UST) location associated with the former grease rack, Building 1085. The UST,
which was removed in 1989, contained waste oil, and also may have contained various other
liquids containing petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls .~CBs!,
and me~s’.

The second area is a gravel-filled sump beneath Building 1084 that drained a former
maintenance pit. Potential contaminants in this area include petroleum hydrocarbons,
solvents, and metals associated with the maintenance operations.

The potential release mechanisms for surface and near-surface contamination include
~msport of contaminated surface soil or residues by surface water runoff, off-site tracking
of contaminated surface.soil or residues by vel~cles or persormel operating in the area, and
suspension and migration of contamination as dust. There is also a potential for downward
migration of conteminants from the previous UST and underground sump locations. The
likely exposures to these potential release mechanisms are from dermal contact Or ingestion
by an on site worker. Exposure to dust from the suspension and migration of contamination
is most likely when the site becomes disturbed during construction.

5. NPL Status

The Memphis Depot was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in October 1992, and
must fulfill requirements under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan 0xICP). 
Depot is under the jurisdiction of the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) and EPA Region 

A sitewide remedial investigation and leasibility study (R]/FS) is currently being prepared
for the Depot in accordance with CERCLA and NCP to evaluate human health and
environmental risk, and to screen for potential remedial actions.

Froposed removal actidns outlined in this Action Memorandum, however, are actions the
Memphis Depot decided to voluntarily pursue to remove readily accessible chemical
contamination in Parcels 35 and 28 to facilitate property transfer. Further remedial action
requirements, if any, will be determined by e record of decision following the RI/PS. The
proposed removal actions will not preclude remedial actions, if any are required, for other
environmental media.

3O8
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B. Other Actions

t. Previous Actions
UST records at the Depot indicate that removal of a 1,000-gallon underground waste oil
tank and in-place closure, of the underground hydraulic fluid tank for the former hydraulic
lift, were done in 1989 by the Memphis Dis~ct, U,S. Army Corps of Engineers. No records
of how the tanks were removed or ~:losed are available. Observations of the vertical inlet
pipe for the hydraulic fluLid tank, h qweve~, suggest that theUST was.dosecl by h’1||ng it with
sand, a common practice at that time. However, this has not been confirmed.

2. Current Actions --

No operational or remedial actions are currently ongoing in the vicinity of Parcels 35 and 28.

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

A. Threats to Public Health or Welfare
The expected land use of the area of Parcels 35 and 28 located within the Main Installation
perimeter fence is industrial and commercial Employees working within the industrial area
of Parcels 35 and 28 will be the primary individuals encountering contamination within the
area.

No risk assessment was conducted for the area. Instead, detected contaminant
concen~ations in Parcels 35 and 28"were coml~eci-~vi~ L-:idustrial scree~.ng ~iteria based
on background conc~ations, I}RAC Cleanup Team (BC0 screening values, and EFA
Region HI risk-based concenl~a(-ions (RBCs) corresponding to a Hazard Index (HI) of 1.0 
updated to, current (October 1998) values. Contaminants that exceeded the industrial
s~ criteria were aluminum, anlimony, arsenic, benzo(a)pyrene, iron, lead, and
phenanthrane. Of these, arsenic and benzo!a)pyrene are carcinogens. The remaining
contaminants are noncarcir/ogens.

Bo . Threats to the Environment
There is no undisturbed natural habitat within the site. The land use is highly developed
and industrial in nature, and little vegetai~on is pcesant. According to the "Environmental
Assessment for BRAC 95 Dmposal and Reuse of the Defanse D~stribution Depot, Memphis,
Tennessee by Tetra Tech, no endangered specms or wetlands are present m the area.

IV. Endangerment Determination
Contamination has been detected in excess of industrial screening criteria withixi the
industrial area contained in Parcels 35 and 28. The Memphis Depot has elected to perform
the following removal actions to remove readily accessible contamination so that the
property may be transferreC~ for future industrial use:

¯ Remove residue, dust, sediment~ and incidental ACM and lead--conta.inLng materials in
readily accessible areas of existing industrial Buildings in Parcels 35 and 28;



Remove surface soil to a depth of 12 inches in areas within the Main Installation
pm~’neter fence at the industrial area of Parcels 35 and 28 that had conmw~nant levels
exceeding the industrial ~reemng criteria/or the Depot;

If st~rface soils with PAIl and lead concentrations exceeding residential risk-based
criteria within the utility corridor are determined to be associated with operations
with~ Parcels 35 and 28, remove to a depth of 12 inches; and

Sample" and remove contaminated soil related to a mlmp and UST locations at Buildings
1084 and 1085.

These locations ere shown in Figrtre 4.

V. Proposed Actions and Estimated Costs

A. Proposed Actions
Three alternatives were developed for meel~g the removal actions described above. These
alternatives include:

Alternative 1 - Decontaminate Existing Metal and Masonry Buildings and Associated
Equipment for in-Place BRAC Transfer; Remove and Dispose of Wooden S~uctures,
Contaminated Soil, and Debris;

Alternative 2 - Decontaminate Existing Metal and Masonry Buildings for in-Place
BRAC Transfer; Decontaminate, Remove, and Dispose of Associated Equipment; and
Remove and Dispose of Wooden St~cuctures, Contaminated Soil, and Debris; and

¯ Alternative 3 - Decontaminate, Remove, and.Dispose.of All:Above-Grade Buildings and
Associated Equipment and Remove and Dispose.of, Contaminated.Soil end~Debris.

Alternatives were evaluated in terms of effectiveness, implementability, cost, ,and the
following removal action goals and objectives:

¯ Reduce potential risk to long-term site users to a level deemed acceptable by EPA and
TDEC;

¯ Be technically appropriate and feasible to accomplish using commordy accepted
cohstzuction practices;

¯ Minimize, to the extent possible, the volumes of materials that must be removed and
landfilled off-site;

¯ Have a reasonable and acceptable cost;

¯ Be implemented in an expedited manner to meet BRAC parcel transfer and leasing
schedules; and

¯ Involve minimal post-removal operational, maintenance, or monitoring requirements.

All removal action alternatives can be implemented and all can meet the stated removal
action goals and objectives. There is a potential for slightly greater effecLiveness with

_
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Alternatives 2 and 3, but this is offset by the increased work scope, disposal requirements,
and cost,

10
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Alternative 2 was initially recommended because it provides, at a reasonable cost, open and
fully decontaminated buildings thatcould be used for a variety of purposes. Upon further
consultation with the Depot Redevelopment Corporation, Alternative I was selected
because the proposed futuxe use requires that the existing sandblast and paint booth
facilities remain in place.

I. Description of Proposed Action

The proposed action (A]ternative 1) includes the following elements:

¯ Remove all loose dust, debris, and surface residue from the exterior of sandblast and
paint booth equipment to remain in place in Buildings 1086,1087, and 1088. Collect
confirmator/samples and com. pare analytical results with industrial screening criteria
for the Depot.

¯ Remove all loose dust, debris, and surface residue from the interiors of Buildings 1086,
1087,1088, 1089,1090, and 1091, including slabs, sumps, and drainage structures.
Collect confirmatory samples and compare analytical results with industrial screening
criteria for the Depot.

¯ Clean all loose dust, debris, and surface residue and remove and dispose of Building
1084 wooden structure and slab.

¯ Remove contaminated surface soil to a depth of 12 inches and perform confirmatory
sampling in areas inside the fenced industrial area where previous sampling indicated
the presence.of chemidal ~6htaminant levels exceddihg’the indu~sh-ial "~c’r~ehing’cri~e~ia
for theDepot. Collect confirmatory samples and compare analytical results with
industrial screening criteria for the Depot.

¯ Conduct confirn~.tory sampling of surface soil outside the perimeter fence along Perry
Road ¢o cd~irrn the belief that elevated P.~ILI and lead levels a~e not associated with past
industrial adtivities in Parcels 35 and 28. Remove co~t~minated’s0il outside the
perimeter fence only ff the confu’matory samples suggest that this zs not the case. Soil
exceeding residential risk-based criteria will be removed.

¯ Sam.pla and &moye contaminated soil related to the sump and UST tocations at
Buildings 1084’arid 1085. Collect conRrmatory samples and compare analytic~ results
with industrial scTeening criteria for the Depot.

2. Contribution to Remedial Performance

The proposed removal action will remove residual contamina~on (e.g.: conizminated
Surface soft, surface residues, debris, and dust) to the extent necessary to’facili~te transfer of

the property for further indusbrial or commercial reuse. It will also r~mpve the potential risk
of subsurface contamination in identified areas (e.g., sump area and D’ST location at
Buildings 1084 and 1085) where such soils could present a hazard for future development in
those areas or a potential source of groundwater contamination.

Removal of the soil will sup=port a No Further AcUon determination for Installation
Restoration Program sites in Parcels 35 and 28. Evaluation of potential groundwater
remedial action will be performed as part of the CERCLA RI/I=S for these sites.

WD(~911g~o|.OOC~/LeT 12



3. Description of Alternative Technologies

On-site and off-site treatment alternatives to landfilling may be potentially viable from a
technical perspective, but the relatively small volume of soft (less than 1,200 cubic yards)
and the low cost of landfill disposal (approximately $20 per cubic yard) at a local industx’ial
landfill suggest that treatment options would not be cost-effective. As a result, no treatment
alternatives to landfin disposal were considered.

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

The proposed removal action is based on removal action requirements and an alternatives
evaluation documented in the Draft-Final Former Defense Di .strfl~tion Depot Memphis,
Tennessee, Engineering Evaluation/C.ast Analysis (EE/CA), Old Paint Slurp and Mainter?an~ Area,
Far~ls 35 and 28, dated̄ April 1999, and information and decisions made subsequent to "
publicatio~t of that document. A final EE/CA document is currently being prepared to
document these changes. Appendix A, Responsiveness Summary, lists all comments made
by the public during the 60-day public comment period and provides the agency’s
responses.

5. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)
The following list of ARARs was developed on the basis of the proposed scope of work for
the removal action and known or suspected conditions at the site:

¯ Contaminated soil and debris will be screened to determine if they are characterized as
hazardous waste. Waste will be characterized as hazardous if the appropriate analysis
determines that the wastes are reactive, ignitable, corrosive, or toxic as described in
40 CFR 261 Subpart D.

¯ Applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administzation (OSHA) health and safety
regulations will be followed during the removal operations. Workers performing the
removal will be properly trained and under appropriate medical supervision.
Appropriate personal protective equipment (PPh0 will be used and safe work practices
will be followed.

ACM will be packaged in leak-tight containers and disposed of in accordance with the
appropriate OSHA, EPA, and Memphis/Shelby County Health Depa~taLent/Pollution
Control Division requirements.

Lead-based paint will be managed in accordance with the appropriate OSHA and
Memphis/Shelby County Health Depall~,ent/Pol]ution Con~ol Division requirements.

PCB-contaminatsd materials, if any, will be managed in accordance with the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA). PCB-contaminated materials that contain a PCB
concentration of 50 parts per million or greater will be disposed of at a TSCA-permitted
incinerator or a TSCA-permitted chemical landfill.

Soil surrounding former USTs will be removed to achieve the TDEC cleanup levels for
petroleum contamination. In addition, soil will be subjected to the full scan of chemical
analyses to identify other constituents that may be present. These constituents will be
removed, as necessary, to the corresponding industrial cleanup standards. C ~
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¯ Water pollution conl~ol requirements of the federal Clean Water Act and National
Poliutant Discharge Nimlnation System (NPDES) and applicable state and county
requirements will be.~ followed,during all construction and, decontamination operations.

¯ Applicable NC~ requirements, including public comment period provisions, will be
included as applicable.

6. Project Schedule
The Mobile District, U~. Army Corps of Engineers, has procured a contractor for cleanup
actions at the Depot. The removal action for Parcels 35 and 28 is scl~eduled to be the first
action under the contact, - -

Current projections indicate that the worl~ will beg~ffdu-dng"the fall of 1999: It is estimated
that approximately 3 months wilI be required to complete the removal action once the
contractor is on-site.

B. Estimated Costs
The conceph~Mevelcost estimate for the proposed removal action is $871,000. This cost
estimate includes a direct capital cost (fob e~xample, cost for const~’uction, construction
oversight, transportation, and disposal) of $792,000 and an indirect cost (for example, fees
for engineering and design, legal, and licenses) of $79,000. Indirect costs are assumed to be
about10 percent of the direct costs. Conceptual-levelcost estimates are order-of magn/tude
cost estimates made wifllout_detafled, engineeri~..g da~ and include es.t~, tes 9f major cost
components and quantities, typical costs from similar work, cost curves, and scale-up and
scale-down factors or ratios. It, is normally expected that estimates of this type would be
accurate to within plus 50 percent to minus 30 percent. The actual cost will be developed as
the final design is completed and a better estimate of actual work items for the selected
al~malive has been developed.

No long-term operations and maintenance costs were included in the cost estimate because
contaminants will be removed and no cap systems, trealment systems, etc., will be required
to augment the removals.

VI. Expected Change in the Situation Should Action Be
Delayed or Not, Taken

As long as surface soil contamination and debris and dust in the buildings remain, there is a
potential for migration of surface contaminants via surface water drainage or dust. The
presence of contaminant-laden dust and residue in the buildings poses a potential hazard to
people entering those buildings.

The potential for downward migration of contaminants from the old UST location at
Building 1085 is dependent upon the presence and concentrations of contaminants
remaining in that area. The pit area beneath Building 1084 is currently coverdd with a
concrete slab and roof. Little, if any, migration of contaminants from that area is
anticipated.
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The potential for downward migration of contaminants from the old LIST location at
Building 1085 is dependent upon the presence and concentrations of contaminants
remaining in that area. The pit area beneath Bui]ding 1084 is currently’ covered with a
concrete slab and roof. Little, if any, migration of contaminants from that area is
anticipated.

VII. Outstanding Policy Issues
The work is being funded fully by "(he Defense Logistics Agency. No policy issues
concerning cost sharing or EPA funding are involved’for i11e i e~i~oval action. ,.°

VIII. Enforcement
The proposed removal action is a non-time-c~ical removal acdon voluntarily being
.undertaken by DLA. It is not an enforcement action; however, review and oversight of the
removal action by TDEC and EPA are expected. Because it is a voluntary action, an
Enforcement Addendum is not required.

IX. Decision
This decision document represents the selected removal -action for Parcels 35 and ’28 and the
former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee, developed in accordance with
CERCLA as amended, and is consistent with the NCP. The decfsion is.based.on-the
administrative record for the site.

Conditions at the site meet the NCP section 300.415(b) (2) criteria for a removal action and 
approve the recommended removal action.

~,~l. KENNEY /

Captain, SC, USN ,~-

Commander
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Engineexing Evaluation/Cost Analysis
for the Removal of Chemical Wazefaze Mateziel

Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

ADDENDUM 1
SITE NUMBERS TO AREA NUMBERS

The EE/CA for the removal ofchemical warfare materiel at the former Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis refers to potential CWM burial pits and trenches as "areas."
These areas were referred to as sites in previous documents and on figures and maps. The
areas identified for investigation under this EEICA correlate to the site numbers as follows:

Areas A-1 and A-2 correlate to Site 24. These two areas were identified as the
suspected locations of trenches and/or pits where leaking German bombs containing CWlvi
were drained, neutralized, destroyed, and buried. The geophysical investigation, ASR
review, and aerial photo study confirmed that activities took place in these areas that could
have included the disposal of CWM in.trenches/pite on Dunn Field. The findings of the
EE/CA recommend that removal actions be implemented for A-1 and A-2.

Area B-I correlates to Site 86 and Site 9. Area B-1 was described in the Archives
Search Report (ASR) as two long trenches that were used for the disposal of XX-CC-3
Impregnite, DANC, Chlorinated Lime and RH195. The ASR also states that these areas
were used to dispose of food supplies and such. Maps that were used to record these
disposals show the trenches containing food supplies and ashes and metal refuse. In
addition to these activities, another trench listed as Site 18 is located next to Site 86 and
may actually cover part of Site 86. Site 18 contains refuse from a plane crash and was
buried in 1984. The geophysical investigation identified the areas where these trenches are
located. However, based on the lack of data supporting the disposal of CWM in these
trenches, Area B-1 is not recommended for removal action.

Area B-2 correlates to Site 1. Area B-2 is a pit where Chemical Agent Identification
Sets were buried in 1955-1956. Broken sets were reportedly buried 5 or 6 times by placing
them in a pit and covering with dirt. This pit was marked on maps as Site 1 and dated as
22 July 1955. The existence and location of the burial pit is doumented in the ASR and an
USATHAMA report (Installation Assessment of Defense Depot Memphis, TN, Report No.
191, March 1981). Area B-2 is recommended for removal action.

764 317

SITE CORRELATION TABLE
EEICA Site Number RI/FS Site Number New Site Number

A-I (Mustard bomb burial trench) 24 24-A

i A-2 (Chlorinated lime pits) 24 24-B
B- I( Food stuff burial trench) 9&86 9 &86
B.2 (CAIS burial pit) 1 1
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ACTION MEMORANDUM

Removal of Chemical Werfare Materiel

Parcel 36

Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

Site Status: Closed Industrial Area
Category of Removal: Non-Time-Critical Removal Action
CERCLIS ID: TN4 201 002 0570
Site ID: Sites 1, 9, 24, 86

I. Purpose

The purpose of this Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA) Ac~ion
Memorandum is to document approval of the proposed removal action described herein for
Sites 1, 24A, and 24B Areas A and B of Dunn Field at the former Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, Tennessee (Memphis Depot or Depot) located at 2165 Airways Boulevard,
Memphis, Tennessee 38114. The Depot is in Shelby County. The action is required by and
is being taken pursuant to the Department of Defense Ammunition and Explosive Standard
(DoD 6055.9) Chapter 12, paragraph 3.2 regarding Land Disposal. This parcelis subject 
future trensfer from the federal government per the Base Realignment and Closure Act,
1995.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is the lead respondent under the
Defense Environmental Restoration Program end the Defense Logistics Agency is the lead
agency under the USEPA Federal Facilities Agreement. Based on the results of the
completed EE/CA, the excavation and removal alternative is rocommended/or the sites
identified as potentially containing chemical agent. Excavation and removal of chemical
waffle materiel (CWM) will ~li~-.~te the possibility of exposure and hazards to the public
and the environment from CWM at hhe suspected burial pits and t~enches. It is the only
alternative that fully meets the remedial objective:, to ensure that exposure to any level of
CWM does not occur in the future, The ]~/CA was prepared to document the potential
alternatives that were analyzed and to recommend the appropriate alternative for the site.
The State of Tenr~s~ and USEPA have FarticiFated and are in agreement zoith the eelected remedy,,

The administrative record for this site is located at the Memphis Depot. Additional
information repositories that include copies of the administrative record are: the
Memphis/Shelby County Health Department in Memphis, TN; the Memphis/Shelby
County Public Library, Main and Cherokee Branches, and in the Memphis Depot
Community Outreach Room.

IWY) 2$~I~ACT-M BMO~CTM EM O~.DOC
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II. Site Conditions and Background

A. Site Description
1. Removal Site Evaluation

The Memphis Depot is a former Defense Department supply depot The Depot operated
from World War ]I untilits closure in 1997. Since clo~ure, the Depot has been operated by
the Memphis Depot Caterer, a division of the Ddense Distributi(m Depot Susquehanna,
P~msylvania. As part of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) activities, the Depot was
divided into 36 parcels to assess the environmental condition of each parcel end to
determine if it can be transferred from government ownership to private or public-sector
uses. Dural Field is parcel number 36.

The history of ~ disposal at Dunn Field begen in July 1946 when 29 musterd-filied
C_~n~un bomb casings were destroyed and buried. Most likely these bomb casings were
filled with sulhtr mustard. These bomb casings were part of a railroad shipment en route
horn Mobile, Alabama to Pine Bluff, Arkansas.’ Records indicate that some of the bomb
casings were leaking end had resulted in the contamination of the rail lines and h~.ight cars
that contained the munitions. Prior to reaching Pine Bluff, three reilcars were identified as
containing leaking monitions and these cars were t~aneferred to the Memphis Depot for
proper handling. These railcars were staged in the Main ins~llation area for unloading and
decontamination. As the bomb casings were unloaded ~rom the railesrs, those found to be
leaking were taken to a pit, containing a bleach (chloride of lime) solution, that was
constructed at Dram Field for drsinmg of the mustard. Reports indicate the drained bomb
casings were then destroyed and buried in a shallow t~ench in case any of the bomb casings
contained a burster charge. A total of twenty-fou.r 500 kilogram and five 250 kilogram
bombs were destroyed. These two sites are in Area A.

During the eerly to mid 1950s, Chemical Agent Idantification Sets (CAIS) were buried in
Dunn Field. These sets were used by the military to train soldiers to identi/y chemical
agents in the field and were probably K951/K952 sets that contained small glass ampoules
of mustard, lewisite, and cldoropicri~ mixed with ddoroform~ Set KgS1/K952 also
included an ampoule of concentrated phosgene. At least six sets were buried at Dunn Field.

stocks found to be l~dng or broken during periodic inspection were reportedly
buriedin Donn Field. The chloroform was included in the ampoul~%s a solvent Bach of
theam~o-ules, with the exception of phosgene, contained en)-Rhere from 0% to 50%
chlorefdrm. This site is in Area B,

The investigation at Dunn Field included an erchives and literature search, interviews with
former Memphis Depot employees, aerial photograph study, gaophysical investigations,
soil borings and sampling, groundwater well installation and sampling, sampling dsta
analysis, end a streamlined risk evaluation (both human heelth and ecological). Three
locations in Areas A and B were identified as potential CWM burial pits and trenches.

was not found in any of the soil or groundwater samples collected around the
geophysical anomalies that are the burial sites. The results of the risk evaluation indicated
that no adverse effects to human or ecological receptors are expected from exposure to
environmental media outside of the burial pits or trenches. However, it is assumed that

1:17} 22~AC’F-ME MOV~TM EMO2.DOC
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chemical agents are present in the pits/trenches and that exposure to these materials would,
by definition, present an unacceptable risk to receptors.

2, Physical Location

The Memphis Depot is a 642-acre area in the central section of Memphis, Tennessee,
approximately 5 miles east of the Mississippi River, 4 miles from the central business dish’ict
of Memphis, and approximately I mile north of the Memphis International Airport.
Airways Boulevard borders the Depot on the east and is the primary access to the Main
Installation. Dunn Road, Ball Road, and Perry Road serve as northerr~ southern, and
western boundaries, respectively, of the Main lus~]l*|ion. Figure I shows the general
location of the Depot within the Memphis area. Figure 2 shows the ~ation of the
Depot and its location with respect to the surrounding streets.

The Depot is located in an area of widely varying uses. Most of the land surrounding the
Depot is intensely developed. The area immediately east of Durra Field bounded by Hayes
Road, Durra Road, Castalia Road, and Persons Avenue is resident*]. The area north of
Dunn Road and between Dunn Field and Donn Elementery School is part residential and
part industrial. To the north of the Depot are rail lines of the Frisco Ea!road and nl;~ois
Central Gulf Pnlb~ad. Large industrial and warehousing operations are located along the
rail lines in this area. A trieng,_,_!_~,’ area immediately to the north of the Depot, bounded by
Dann Road, Cas’~"~ Road, and Frisco Avenue, also conts,ins several industrial facilities.
Formerly a residential neighborhood, the area is characterized by small commerces! and
manufacturing uses with some single-family residences remaining.

Airways Boulevard is the most heavily traveled thoroughfare in the vicinity and is
developed with numerous small commercial establishments. Businesses along Airways
Boulevard are typical of highway commercial districts. Other commerce! establishments
are located to the north, south, and west of the Depot. Most are small grocery or
convenience stores that serve their immediate neighborhoods. The Depot is surrounded by
residential development, including single- and multiple-family residences. Numerous
schools and small church buildings are located throughout the area.

3. Site Charactedat|¢~

Dunn Field is located to the north of the Main Installation (north of Dunn Avenue) and was
used in the past for bulk mineral storage and waste disposal It was ,divided into four areas
for the purpose of the EE/CA (Area A, B, C, and D [Figure 3]). Areas A and B ere the only
areas where CWM disposal was documented in the past. The majority of Areas A and B are
covered with grass that is mowed regularly. Areas A and B are approximately 1.9 acres in
size and the topography is characterized by fiat to gently rolling slopes and hills.

The Depot is currently under the ownership Dept. ~-,ent of Army and is operated by the
Ddense Logistics Agency. Dunn Field will be transferred to the ownership of the Depot
Redevelopment Corporation or sold through public sale for reuse.

1:173228JtACT-MEMOV~CTM EMOZDOC
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4. Release or Threatened Release Into the Environment of a Hazardous Substance, Pollutant,
or Contaminant

Soil and groundwater samples were collected during the EE/CA for Dram Field. Soft
samples were collected between 0 and 15 foot depths. Groundwater samples were collected
from six new wells instelled directly downgradient of the suspected burial pits and two
existing wells. 45 soil samples and eight groundwater samples were collected and analyzed.
The following paragraphs describe the laboratory results from these samples.

Twenty-two metals were detected in site surface soil samples. TbaI11um was the only metal
not detected out of those for which analysis was conducted. These detections are
comparable to natural background conditions. Three explosive compounds were detected
at trace levels in surface soils. These included 2,4,6-trinltrotoluene, HIvD( (octehydro-l,3,5,7- --
tetranitro-l,3,S,7-tetrazorine), and RDX (hexahydro-L3,S-trinitro-l,3,S-tri~zlne). These
compounds were detected in two samples. No ~ or breakdown products were detected
in any surface soil samples.

Twenty me~!s were detected in subsurface soil samples. These detections are comparable
to natural background conditions. Of those metals analyzed, cadmtumb silver, and tb:~llh.tm
were the only metals not detected. Two explosive compounds were detected at trace levels
in subsurface soils. These included 2,4,6-trinilzotoluene and RDX. The compound 2,4,6-
trinitrotoluene was detected in three samples. RDX was detected in one sample. No CWIvl

or breakdown products were detected in any of the substuface soil samples.

Thirteen metals were detected in site groundwater samples collected from wells ~--56 to
MW-61. These included: aluminum, antimony, arsenic, barium, chromium, cobalt, copper,
iron, lead, manganese, nickel, vanadium, and zinc. These detections are comparable to
natural background conditions. Due to the conservative nature of the data validation
process, fourteen explosive compounds were estimated at the reporting limit in the sample
from MW-56. These explosives may or may not have been present in the sample, but were
certainly no, higher than the reporting limiL These compounds were not detected in any
other groundwater sample. No other constituents were detected in groundwater.

5. NPL Status
The Ivlemphis Depot was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in October 1992~ and
must fulfill requirements under the Comprehensive Environmental R~,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Cuntingancy Plan (NCP). 
Depot is under the jurisdiction of the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDBC) and EPA Region 
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Figure 3. Site Map

I :V/32283V’~CT- M EMO~,CTM EM O2.DOC



r.
32

O0~H F1ELO, PAR~P. 36

A site wide Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) is currently being
prepared for the Depot in accordance with CERCLA and NCT to evaluate human health
and environmental risk~ =rod to screen for pot~ntlal remedial actions.

The proposed removal action outlined in ~ Action Memorandum, however, is proposed
voluntarily by the Defem~e Logistics Agency to remove suspected CWM at Dunn Field to
eliminate potential risks to human health and the environment and to facilitate property
mmsfer. Further remedialaction req ’u~ents/or other sites on Dram Field and o~er
potential contaminants, ffany, Wig be de t#rmined by a record of decision following the
RI/FS. The proposed removal act~ion will not preclude remed~M actiorLs, if any are required,
for other environmental media or sites.

B. Other Actions

1. Previous Actions

No previous actions have been undertaken to address the suspected CWM at Dunn Field.

2. Current Actions

Currently, a Remedial investigation at Dunn Field is in progress and a groundwater
recovery system is in operation along the western and northern edges of Area B. However,
these actions are unrelated to the CWM investigation.

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

A. Threats to Public Health or Welfare
A streamlined risk evaluation was conducted for the areas directly adjacent to suspected
CWIVl burial pits. The rial~ evalda "t~n~clutled a human health risk evaluation (HHRE) and
an ecological pre "luninary risk evaluation (PRE). Potential exposure for both current and
future human receptors to groundwater, an. d soil at Dunn Field was evaluated in the HHRE.
Chemicals that were founcl in soLl~’d=gr="o~undwatez; s~I~l~ ~,ere’e,;’aluatad as potehtial
risks to these human and ecological receptors. Constituents of Concern (COCs),idantified
from the HHRB included lead in surface soil (0-1 foot); lead, chromium, and iron in mixed
surface and subsurface soft (0-11 feet); and nitrobenzene, aluminum,’ iron, and manganese 
groundwater. Based on the risk anat,’ =that, indicated. . safe levels and the.,~ct, that these

COCs are not CWM related, none were identifzed as COCs to be removed- Therelores
adverse effects to current and future human receptors resulting from exposure to site media
are not expected to occur in the ~-’eas directly adjacent to rite suspected CWM burial pits.

B. Threats to the Environment
An ecological PR~ including a si~ walk, a visual inspection, and soft screening, was
conducted at Dunn Field’. Chemical con~pounds in surface soil (0-I foot) and mixed surface
and subsurface soft (0-11 feet) wereevaluated and the ecological site characterization
indicated it is highly unlikely that wildlife populations would be sust~ed at Dunn Field or
in the surrounding axea. No significant impacts to ecological populations are expected from
CWM or CWM byproducts in the areas directly adjacent to the suspected CWM burial pits.

1:~,732283U~CT-M E MOnA CTM EMO2.DOC 8
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IV. Endangerment Determination
Although soil or groundwater samples were not collected directly beneath or within the
suspected CWM bur~ pits, it is essumed that CWM exisis in these areas and ~ ~e, by
definition, tox/c to human and ecological receptors. These wastes will result in an
unacceptable risk ff left in place. Therefore, removal actions are necessary to reduce or
eliminate the potential CWM risk posed by these wastes The locations o~ the removal areas
are shown on Figure 4.

V. Proposed Actions and Estimated Costs

A. Proposed Actions
Four alternatives were evaluated for the re~aoval action at DurLn Field. There alternatives
include:

¯ AlternaUve 1 - No ~u’ther aclio~

¯ Alternative 2 - Institutional controls;

¯ Alternative 3 - Capping; and

¯ Alternative 4 - Excavation and Resmoval of CWM.

Alternatives were evaluated in terms of effectiveness, implementability, cost, and the
following removal actlOn goals and objectives:

¯ Reduce or eliminate any che~ir~! risk posed by CWM that r~mains at Sites 1, 24A~ and
24B in Dunn Field;

¯ Remove any OE found in the suspected CWM burial pits;

¯ Recommend a response that is consistent w/th the intended future land use of the site;

¯ Have a reasonable and acceptable cost; and

¯ Be implemented in an expedited manner to meet BRAC parcel ~ and leasing
schedules.

Alternative 4 is the only alternative that fully meets the removal action goals and objectives,
including the Departm~t of Defense Ammunition and Explosive Standard (DoD 6055.9).

1. Description of Proposed Action
The proposed action (Alternative 4) includes the following elements:

¯ Excavating and off-site disposal of the material contained in the three areas shown on
Figure 4; and

¯ Confirmatory soil sampILng.

9



2. Contribution to Remedial Performance

The proposed removal action w~J] remove the source of contendnaUon (e.g., pit contents and
contaminated soil) to the extent necessary to facilitate transfer of the property for further
industrial or commercial Ruse. It will also remove the potenl~l risk of exposure to
subsurface contaminatica~ in the areas of concern where such soils could present a hazard
for futoxe development c¢ a potential source of groundwater contamination. Removal of
the suspected CWM will suppo~ a No Further Action determination for Ins~1!~tion
Restoration Program site; 1, 24A, and 24B.

3. DesorlpUon of Altsmatlve Technologies

On-site treatment of CWM contaminated soils was not evaluated due to the nature of the
suspected contaminants ;~nd community issues. The objective of the removal action is to
eliminate any potential exposuJre to CWM in the future. The proposed removal action,
excavation and off-site disposal, may include either landfilIing or treattnent of contaminated
soil at a regulator approved facility.

4. Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysts (EFJCA)

The proposed removal action is based on removal action requ£rements and an alternatives
evaluation documented in the Enginecdng Evaluation~Cost Analysis (EF-4CA), for the Reraoval 
Chemical War, re Materiel, Former Defense Distribution Depot, Memphis Tennessee, dated June
1999, and information and decisions made subsequent to publication of that document. An
information session/media day was held on September 19,1998 in which the public and.
media were invited to a forum describing the findings of the field activities performed at
Dunn Field and other areas of Memphis Depot. Approximately 40 citizens attended and
concerns were mainly about the danger posed by CWM. A publlc nolice/comment period
on the EE/CA and the proposed removal action took place from June 10 to August 9,1999.
A public meeting to receive comments and a community i~ormation session were held on
June 17,1999. Approximately ten citizens attended this event. Appendix A, Responsiveness
Summary, lists all comments made by the public during the 60-day public comment period
and provides the agency’s responses.

5. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

The following list of ARARs was developed on the basis of the proposed scope of work for
the removal action aftd known or suspected conditions at the site:

¯ Contaminated soil and debris will be screened to determine if they are characterized as
hazardous waste. Waste willbe characterized as hazaxdous if the appropriate analysis
detemdJnes that the wastes are reactive, ignitable, corrosive, or toxic as described in
40 CFR 261 Subpart D.

¯ Applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) health and safety
regulations will be followed during the removal operations. Workers performing the
removal will be properly trained and under appropriate medical supervision.
Appropriate personal protective equipment will be used and safe work practices will be
followed.
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. Water pollution control requirements of the federal Clean Water Act and National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and applicable state and county
requirements will be followed during all construction end decox~,,~nallon operations.

¯ Applicable NCP requirements, including public comment period provisions, have been
followed.

6. Project Sohedule
The US. Army Fmginsering Support Center, Huntsville, has p~ a contzactor for CWM
cleanup actions at SRes 1, 24~L, and ?AB. Currant projections indicate that the work wRl
begin during the spring of 2000. It is estimated that three to six months will be required to
complete the removal action once the contractor is on-site.

B. Estimated Costs
The conceptual-level cost estimate for the proposed removal action ranges from $3.2 to $5.9
miRion. These costs are high and low esthnates based on the amount of soil excavated and
how it is characterized (Le., CWM contaminated or HTRW contaminated). This cost
eslimate includes a direct capital cost (cost for transportation, and disposal) of $1.8 to $4.4
million and fixed costs (fees for subcontracts, tzavel and per diem and labor) of $1.4 win;on.

Conceptual-level cost estimates are order-of magnitude cost estimates made without
detailed engineering date and include estimates of major cost components and quantifies as
well as typical costs from similar work. It is normally expected that estimates of this type
would be accurate to within plus 50 percent to minus 30 percent. The actual cost willbe
determined upon the award and completion of the removal action to a contractor.

No long-term operations and maintenance costs were included in the cost estimate because
contaminants will be removed and no cap systems, txeatmant systems, etc., will be required
after the removal action is complete.

Vl. Expected Change in the Situation Should Action Be
Delayed or Not Taken

As long as suspected CWM remains in place at Dunn Field, there is a potential for exposure
to the CWM in the burial pits and t~enches and potential for migration of subs~face
contaminants via infiltration and leaching of rainwater. However, recent sampling results
indicate that migration of contandnants from the burial pits is not occurring. The Defense
Logistics Agency can not absolutely prevent exposure to CWM after the prope, ;y is
tmnderred if the removal is not conducted.

VII. Outstanding Policy issues
The work is being funded fully by the Defense Logistics Agency. No policy issues
concerning cost sharing or I~PA funding are involved for the removal action.

327
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VIII. Enforcement
The proposed removal action is a non-~me-crRical removal action voluntarily being
undertaken by the Defemm Logistics Agency. It is not an enforcement action; however,
review and oversight is provided by TDEC and EPA.

IX. Decision
This Action Memorandum represents the selected removaI action for Sites 1, 24A, and 24B,
in Areas A and B of Dunn Field, part of the former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis,
Tennessee. The United States Army Corps of Engineers is the lead respondent under the
Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the Defense Logistics Agency is the lead
agency for actions under the USEFA Federal Facilities Agreement. This Action
Memorandum was developed in accordance with CERCLA as amended, and consistent
with the NCP. The Deparh,ent of Defense Ammunition and Explosive Standard (DoD
6055.9) requires the action. The decision is based on the information in the administxative
record for the site,

Conditions at the site meet the NCP section 300.415(Io)(2) criteria for removal action and I
approve the proposed removal action.

.EY /
, USN

Commander

i :~7322~,~.CTdd EMO~,.CTM EMO 2. DOC 13
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1.0 Declaration

1.1 Site Name and Location
Memphis Depot
Main Iztst.th~oz% Functional Units (bUs) I through 
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee
US, Environmental Prot~cHon Agency (EPA) Identification Number (ID): TN4210(T20570

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose
This decision document presents the selected remedy for the Main Installation (M.I) of the
Memphis Depot, in Memphis, Tennessee. This acHon was chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to the
extent applicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Po]lutio~ Contingency Plan (NCP). This
decisioa is based upon the Administrative Record for the MI, including EPA Policy, Land
Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Proc~s (OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-04). This policy
provides for consideration of the likely future land use of the Memphis Depot when
selecting the remedy.

The State of Tennessee Deparlment of Environment and Ccaxservation (TDEC) and EPA
concur with the selected remedy.

1.3 Assessment of the Site
The response action selected in this Record of Dd:ision (ROD) is necessary to protect human
health and welfare, and the environment. The selected action will prevent imminent or sub-
stantial danger from actual or tlu’eatened releases fzom the MI of pollutants, contaminants,
or hazardous substances.

1.4 Description of the Selected Remedy
The selected groundwater and surface soil remedy addresses the remediation of surface soil
and groundwater contandnatlon, which will allow the transfer or lease of the M1 property
for its intended land use (industrial and recreational). The selected sttrface soll remedy
consists of land use controls for FUs I through 6, coupled with excavation, ~ansport, and
off-site disposal of an estimated 7,200-R2 area of surface soil in FU4. The selected
groundwater remedy for FU7 is enhanced bioremediation, which includes land use controls
and long-term monitoring. The selected remedy applies to the MI portion of the Memphis
Depot and does not include Dunn Field (Operable Unit 1), located to the north of the MI.

R~.2 1,1



The remedial investigal~on (KI) and feasibility study (FS) for Durra Field are sched~ded to 
completed in 2001 and the final ROD in 2002.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

¯ Excavation, transpc,rtation, and off-site disposal at a permitted landfill of an estimated
7,200 ftz of surface soil containing lead concentrations equal to or greater than 1,536 milli-
grams per ldlogram (mg/kg) near the southeast comer of Building 949 in FU4.

¯ Deed restrictions and site controls, which include the following:

- Prevention of residential land use on the MI (except at the existing Housing Area).

- Daycare restriction controls.

- Production/consumptive use groundwater controls for the fluvial aquifer and for
drilling into aql~ers below the fluvial aquifer on the ]VII,

- Elimination of casual access by adjacent off-site residents through maintenance of a
boundary fence surrounding FU2.

¯ Enhanced bioremedlation of chlorinated volatile organic compounds (CVOCs) in the
most contaminated part of the groundwater plume.

¯ Long-term groundwater monitoring to document changes in plume concentrations and
to detect potential plume migration to off-site areas or into deeper aquifers.

¯ 5-year reviews of the selected alternatives.

The land use controls (deed restrictions and site controls) that are included as part of the
selected remedy provide additional layers of protection above the existing land use and
groundwater controls as established by the:. (1) City of Memphis and Shelby County zoning
regulations; (2) Federal Property Management Regulations; and (3) Ground Water Q,~lity
Control Board for the City of Memphis and Shelby County.

No source materials on the MI are "principal ttueat wastes" as defined by EPA guidance.
Surface and subsurface soils across the M1 are not considered to be prindpal threats. No
evidence of non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL) has been discovered on the MI. Although
contaminated groundwater poses a risk, it is not considered a principal threat.

1.5 Statutory Determinations
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
Federal and State xeq~firements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, is cost,effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treat~nent
(or resource Rcovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable, The selected remedy
allows the entire MI to be available for the anticipated htture land use.

The.selected remedy for groundwater contamination at the MI satisfies the statutory
preference for treatment. The selected remedy for surface soil contamination at the MI does
not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy.
However, the remedy for surface soil was chosen for the following reasons:

pm.2 1,2
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Deed restrictions and site controls canlbe implemented quickly.

¯ Deed restrictions and site controls provide additional layers of protectiveness above
existing land use restrictions and controls.

¯ Excavatian and off-site disposal provides permanent risk reduction at the ]vii through
removal, i

¯ The remedy will allow the property t~ be used for industrial and recreationalland use,
and does not preclude future respons~ actions, if warranted.

¯ The remedy is cost-effective at achieving anticipated industrial (and recreational) land
use critezia. I

The remedy will result in hazardous subs~tances, pollutants, or con~ts remaining on-
site above levels that allow for unlimited ~e and unrestricted exposure; therefore, in
accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA and NCP §300A30(f)(5)(iii)(c), a statutory 
will be conducted within 5 years of initiation of remedial action, and every 5 years there-
after, to ensure that the remedy continu~ to be protective of human health and the

levels will remain in groundwater beneath the
~is remedy. Because hazardous substances are to
A), TDEC, and EFA recognize that Natural
drns, in accordance with CERCLA, may be
ss restoration or rehabilitation of any r~tural

whether such injuries have occurred. In theresource injuries that may have occurred,
interim, neither DLA nor TDEC waives any rights or defenses each may have under
CERCLA, Sect. I07(a)4(c). 

1.6 ROD Data Certification Checklist
Theof liowing information is included in ~hl e Decision Summary section (Section 2) of this
ROD. Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record for the ML

¯ Current and reasonably anticipated ~ture land use assumptions and cu~Lent and
potential future benefid~! uses of gro~dwater used in the baseline risk assessment and
ROD (page 2-15). 1

Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective ccccantrations (page 2 

¯ Baseline risk represented by the COCs (page 2-21).

¯ Clean-up levels established for COCsland the basis for these levels (page 2-24).

¯ Key factor(s) that led to the selection ~f the remedy (page 2-40).

¯ Estimated capital costs, annual operation and maintenance (o&M) costs, total present
worth costs, discount rate, and number of years ove~ which the remedial cost estimates
are projected (pages 2-46 to 2-47).

enviromnent.

Hazardous substances above health-base,
Memphis Depot after implementation of
remain, the Defense Logistics Agency (D1
Resource Damage Assessment 0VRDA) r
applicable. This document does not addr
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¯ Pote~H~! land and b, roundwater use that will be available at the MI as a result of the
selected remedy (l~ige 2-48).

The~e are no source materials constituling principal threats on the MI~ therefore, rids topic
will not be addressed.

1.7 Authorizing Signatures

For this document, DLA is the prime signatory while EPA and TDEC concur with the
findings of the ROD.

Captain, SC, USN
Commander

Richard D. G~een, Director
Waste Manasement Division
US. Environmental Protection Agency,
Resion 4

Date

Date

~t

and Conservation

{

F~w,2 H

i i
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ACTION MEMORANDUM

Former Pistol Range

Site 60

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis), Dunn Field

Site Status: Closed Pistol Frring Range
Category of Removal: Non-Time Critical Removal Action
CERCLIS 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 Pistol Range at the Dunn Field of
the Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) (also referred to the Memphis Depot) located 
2613 Airways Boulevard, Memphis, Tennessee, 38114. The Memphis Depot is in Shelby
County.

II. Site Conditions and Background

A. Site Description

1. Removal Site Evaluation

The Memphis Depot (formerly known as Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee
and referred to in this document as the Depot) is a former US Defense Department supply
depot. The facility was in operation from World War II until its closure in 1997. The Depot is
divided into two major units - the Main Installation and Dunn Field.

Dunn Field was divided into three separate areas as part of the Dunn Field Remedial
Investigation (RI) to assist the investigation of previous activities (CH2M 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 withm Site 60 and 85 primarily consists of contaminated surface soil.
Historical reformation, on-site inspection, and the results of surface soil sampling 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 planned future unrestricted use:

¯ Remove brush, trees, and overgrowth from the former backstop area and the metal
target racks and associated support system;

Al1_~ ~160492~TASK EC 01 - EECA FOR PISTOL RANGE~ACTION MEMORANDUMIREV ftREV 1 ACTION MEMORANDUM DOC 1
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¯ Demolition of Building 1184, including the pistol stand, and concrete slabs that are in 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 in Memphis, Tennessee (Figure 1), consists of approximately
642 acres and includes the Main Installation (MI), which includes open storage areas,
warehouses, military family housing, and outdoor recreational areas, and Dunn Field,
which includes former mineral storage and waste disposal areas. The major features of the
Depot are shown in Figure 2. The Depot lies approximately 5 miles east of the Mississippi
River and just northeast of the Interstate 240-Interstate 55 junction in the south-central
portion of Memphis, approximately 4 miles southeast of the central business district and one
mile northwest of Memphis International Airport (Figure 1). Airways Boulevard borders the
MI portion of the Depot on the east and provides primary access to the MI. 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 land, is immediately adJacent,
across Dunn Avenue, to the north-northwest portion of the MI. Dunn Field is bounded by
the Illinois Central Gulf Railroad and Person Avenue to the north, Hays Road to the east,
and Dunn Avenue to the south. Dunn Field is partially bounded to the west by: (1) Kyle
Street; (2) Memphis Light Gas and Water (MLGW) powerline corridor (which bisects 
Field); (3) undeveloped property; and (4) a commercial trucking facility (Figure 

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
using historical aerial photography, which 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 training. No additional information is available
about previous uses of this area. There is no documented evidence 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 Installation 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 Building (Building 1184) that served as an office and
control point for Site 60 and is located immediately adjacent to the pistol stand and Site 60
area (see Figure 4). Reportedly during activities at Dunn Field, this building also served as 
location for temporary storage of pesticide containers. No additional information is
available about previous uses of this area. Building 1184 is no longer used for temporary
storage of pesticides.

ATLW ~160492WASK EC 01 - EE_CA FOR PISTOL RANGE~ACTION MEMORANDUM\REV I~REV 1 ACTION MEMORANDUM COC 2
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4. Release or ThreaLtened Release into the Environment of a Hazardous Substance,
Pollutant, or Con~tarninant

At Site 60 and the adjacent Site 85, 6 surface soil samples were collected during the RI and
analyzed for pesticides, PCBs and metals. Soil from the pistol range was sieved onsite
during the sampling event, verifying the presence of lead bullets and casings. Of the 6
surface soil samples analyzed for lead, 5 samples contained lead concentrations that
exceeded the background value of 30 milligrams per kilogram (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 soil samples from the Pistol Range include beryllium, cadmium,
chromium, copper, and zinc. A total of four pesticides were detected in six surface soil
samples from Sites 60 and 85: DDT, DDD, dieldrin, and endrin. Figure 8-5 in Section 8 of the
Dunn Field RI report (CH2MHILL, July 2002) presents the locations within the Northeast
Open Area where samples were collected for pesticides analysis, and highhghts the
pesticides with concentrations above background or with any detectable concentration if no
background concentration is available.

The Dunn Field RI report stated that dieldrin, 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 buildings, and a wide range of variability was observed (CH2M HILL,
1999, Main Installation RI Report). The Dunn Field RI report also stated that the high
dieldrin concentrataon near the Former Pistol Range (6085D) may result from increased
application in this area because of frequent activity and is not indicative of releases
specifically from pesticide handling at Site 85.

PCBs (Aroclor 1260) were detected in 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 National Priorities List (NPL) in October 1992, and
must fulfill the requirements under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). 
Depot is under the jurisdiction of the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) and EPA Region IV.

A sitewide remedial investigation and feaslbtlity study (RI/FS) have been finalized (July
2002) or submitted for review (August 2002), respectively, in accordance with CERCLA 
the NCP to evaluate human health and environmental risk, and to screen for potential
remedial actions.

Proposed removal actions outlined in this Action Memorandum, however, are acbons the
Memphis Depot decided to voluntarily pursue to remove readily accessible chemical
contamination at Site 60 to facihtate property transfer. Additional remedial action
requirements are not expected for the Northeast Open Area, based upon the results of the
risk assessment conducted as part of the RI.
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B. Other Actions

1. Previous Actions
Previous removal actions at Dunn Field have included removals outside of the Site 60 area.
These activities were conducted as non-time critical removal actions under CERCLA. An
EE/CA was performed by Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. in June 1999 to: (1) assess
whether CWM contamination was migrating from the CWM disposal pits at Dunn Field; (2)
analyze risk management alternatives; and (3) recommend feasible CWM remedial
alternatives for contaminants found to be present. The recommended alternative for the
three identified areas of concern at Dunn Field was Alternative 4, excavation and removal of
CWM. UXB International, under contract with USACE - Huntsville, conducted the removal
action from mid-2000 to mid-2001 at Sites 1, 24-A, and 24-B.

Other surface soil removal actions have occurred at the MI, including removals at Parcels 35
and 28 (in 2000), Building 949 (in 2001), the former cafeteria area (in 1998), and the housing
area (in 1998). The Building 949 removal action on the MI involved removal of lead
contaminated soil down to one foot, similar to the activity for Site 60. In each case,
excavation and removal of the contaminated material was the remedial method. This
method was preferred over others because of the low amount of material to be removed and
remediated. Other methods were found to be too costly because of equipment and time
requirements. Cleanup limits for these projects were based on risk-based criteria.

2. Current Actions

There is a groundwater extraction system on the western perimeter of Dunn Field that has
been in place and operational since 1999. There will be no concurrent soil actions on Dunn
Field.

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.

Lead contamination in surface soil is the greatest potential concern to human health. The
maximum recorded lead concentration in surface soil at the Northeast Open Area is 2,100
mg/kg, with an estimated arithmetic mean of 196 mg/kg. The maximum concentration was
detected in sample Location 6085D from Site 60. All lead concentrations for Site 60 and the
entire Northeast Open Area, except the maximum, are below a residential exposure-based
screening level of 400 mg/kg and an industrial worker exposure-based target concentration
of 1,536 mg/kg (CH2M HILL, July 2002). The lead is possibly associated with spent bullets
in the firing range, as the elevated concentrations were limited to this area. The maximum
observed lead levels at the stte are expected to pose health hazards for any of the receptors
mentioned because both screening levels have been exceeded.
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B. Threats to the Environment
According to Section 9 - Baseline Risk Assessment of the Northeast Open Area, within the
Dunn Field RI, the only potential threats to the environment were from concentrations of
dieldrin and chromium. The risk was based on the American Robin as the target receptor.
The risk assessment stated that it is unlikely that the robin would forage exclusively within
the bounds of the Northeast Open Area, or that dieldrin and chromium would be uniformly
distributed in surface soil, or that these chemicals would be 100 percent bioavailable in
organic soil. In addition, the dietary components of the robin were conservatively estimated
to support a worst case exposure to dieldrin; however, its actual diet is likely 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 evaluation, the risk assessment concluded that no further
assessment of ecological risk associated with contaminants at the Northeast Open Area was
warranted.

IV. Endangerment Determination
Contamination has been detected in excess of residential screening criteria within the Site 60
area. The Memphis Depot has elected to perform the following removal actmns to remove
readily accessible contamination so that the property may be transferred for future
unrestricted use:

Clearing and grubbing of the bushes and trees that have grown in and around Site 60.

Removal of up to 12-inches of soil for all areas of contaminated surface soil within the
perimeter of Site 60 where previous sampling suggests the presence of surface soil
contamination in excess of residential screening criteria.

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

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

V. Proposed Actions and Estimated Costs

A, Proposed Actions
To 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 60 was not
necessary. Instead, this removal action would be based upon previous, similar EE/CA and
feasibility study actiwties at the Memphis Depot, especially those conducted for Parcels 35
and 28 and the surface soils on the Main Installation (e.g., Building 949) in Functional Unit
(FU) 4. The documentation and activities for those two removals were used as the basis for
selection of the remedial alternative at Site 60. Sections 3, 4, and 5 of the final EE/CA
document for the Old Paint Shop and Maintenance Area, Parcels 35 and 28 (CH2M HILL,
August 1999) identify, analyze, and compare the alternatives. The method recommended as
the primary remedml alternative included excavation and removal of surface soil
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contamination in excess of risk-based industrial and residential screening criteria. The
excavation and removal method was selected because: (1) this alternative would effectively
meet risk-based cleanup criteria and decrease residual effects; (2) the alternative 
technically appropriate and feasible; and (3) costs were acceptable. The MI Soils Feasibility
Study (FS) (CH2M HILL, July 2000) 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 identified excavation, transportation, and off-site disposal as being protective of
human health and the environment via contaminant reduction to industrial worker
exposure levels acceptable to appropriate land use. The alternative was also found to be
permanent, timely in implementation, and cost-effective. Further, the MI Record of Decision
(ROD) (CH2M HILL, September 2001) provided that, for Building 949, excavation 
removal is the preferred alternative for remediation due to its expediency, permanence, and
moderate cost. The reader is referred to these documents for specific information related to
the alternative evaluation and selection process

As identified by the BCT, the one objective that is to be accomplished by this non-time
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 actions,
and successful implementation of those previous removal actions, excavabon,
transportation, and offsite disposal of all contaminated surface soil and debris at Site 60
(including the removal of Building 1184 [Site 85]) was selected by the BCT as the most
effective 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 in and around Site 60.
Removal of roots from former tree locations and removal of potentially contaminated
soil from the root balls.

In-situ soil characterization sampling for lead constituents across Site 60, based on a grid
pattern deteremined by the RA contractor, prior to excavation resulting m direct load-
out of the material when mobilization occurs.

Removal of 12-inches of soil for all areas (except Area C in Figure 5) of contaminated
surface soil within the perimeter of Site 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 of up to 24 inches of surface soil 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 emplacements including
the pistol 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.

ATL~P 1160492~TASK EC 01 - EE_CA FOR P~STOL RANGE~ACTION MEMORANDUM~REV I~REV t ACTION MEMORANDUM DOC 6
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Replacement of excavated areas (primarily Areas A and B) with clean (laboratory
tested), backfill soil The source of this soil is the backstop area.

Engineering controls to minimize fugitive dust and stormwater releases as well as all
water related to decontamination procedures.

2. Contribution to Remedial Performance

The proposed removal action will remove residual surface soil contamination to the extent
necessary to facilitate transfer of the property for unrestricted use. Removal of the soil will
support a No Further Action determination for surface soil for Site 60 and the Northeast
Open Area within the upcoming Record of Decision document for Dunn Field. Action will
be required for groundwater underlying Dunn Field and some subsurface areas of the
Northeast Open Area may be targeted for soil vapor extraction as part of the Dunn Field
Remedial Action for subsurface soil.

3. Description of Alternative Technologies

Onsite and offsite treaUnent alternatives to excavation and removal may be potentially
viable from a technical perspective, but in consideration of previous removal actions at the
Memphis Depot and the relatively small volume of soil and low cost of landfill disposal,
other treatment options would not be cost-effective. As a result, no treatment alternatives to
landfill disposal were considered.

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

The proposed removal action is based on removal actzon requirements and an alternatives
evaluation documented in the Final Memphis Depot Dunn Field Engmeerzng Evaluatzon/Cost
Analysis, Former Pistol Range, &te 60, dated July 2002, and information and decisions made
prior to publication of that document.

5. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The following list of applicable or relevant or appropriate requrrements (ARARs) was
developed based on the scope of work to be performed during the removal action:

¯ The excavation and disposal of soil that contains RCRA-restricted waste may trigger the
RCRA land disposal restrictions (LDRs). In general, RCRA’s LDRs were established for
waste streams that differ significantly from Superfund wastes. Because the LDRs are not
based on treating wastes that contain soil and debris, a treatability variance may be
appropriate. Under a treatability variance, alternative treatment levels based on data
from actual treatment of soil, or best management practices (BMPs) for debris, become
the "treatment standard" that must be met. To determine if the soils are to be disposed of
in a hazardous or solid waste landfill, a toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP)
test is conducted on representative soil samples to determine if a waste is characterized
as hazardous per Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 261 Subpart C (40 CFR
261C). The excavation and off-site disposal of soil and debris that contain a RCRA
hazardous waste must comply with transporter regulations under 40 CFR 263C). 
transporter under Subtitle C is defined as any person engaged in off-site transportation
of hazardous waste within the United States. Such transportation requires a manifest
under 40 CFR 262.
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Applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) health and safety
regulations will be followed during removal actions. Workers performing the activities
will be properly trained and under appropriate medical supervision. Appropriate
personal protective equipment (PPE) will be used and appropriate safe work practices
will be followed. This includes OSHA 29 CFR 1926.62, which also addresses when
employees must follow mandatory hand-washing procedures and when full-body
showers are required, and when employers must make available medical exams for
workers as well as testing for blood lead levels. There are provisions for removing
workers with high blood lead levels from jobs involving lead exposure.

¯ Lead contaminated materials, if any will be managed in accordance with appropriate
OSHA, EPA, State of Tennessee and Memphis and Shelby County Health
Department/Pollution Control Division requirements.

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

¯ Emissions to air during excavation and/or on-site treatment may require compliance
with the substantive requirements of Tennessee Rule 1200-3-1, which includes
requirements for the control of fugitive dust ennssions, among others.

6. Project Schedule

The US Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, currently has a remedial 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 document.

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. Estimated Costs
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, mobilization, excavation, transportation, and disposal) of
$240,000 and indirect costs as project management and contingency for $60,000. Indirect
costs 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 estimates 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, compebbve market conditions, final project costs, implementation schedule,
and other variable factors. As a result, the final project costs will vary from the estimates
presented hereto.
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VI. Expected Change in the Situation Should Action Be
Delayed or Not Taken

As long as surface soil c ontaminaUon at Site 60 remains, there is potential for migration of
surface contaminants via surface water drainage or dust. The 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 Logistics Agency. No policy issues
concerning cost sharing or EPA funding are involved for the removal action.

VIII. Enforcement
The proposed removal action is a non-time critical removal action voluntarily being
undertaken by the Depot. It is not an enforcement action; however, review and oversight of
the removal action by TDEC and EPA are expected. Since it is a voluntary action, an
Enforcement Addendum is not required.

IX. Recommendation
This decision document represents the selected removal action for Site 60, and the Memphis
Depot, deveIoped in accordance wzth CERCLA, as amended, and is consistent with the
NCP. The decision is based on the administrative record for the site.

Conditions at the site meet the NCP Section 300.415(b) (2) criteria for a removal action and 
recommend approval of the proposed removal action.

R.J. RITCHIE
Captain, SC, USN
Commander

(Date)
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Appendix D

Contains summaries of the following documents. Complete copies
located at Memphis Depot information repositories:

Findings of Suitability to Lease 1 through 8

Findings of Suitability to Transfer I and 2
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¯
FIBDING OF SUITABTLrI~ TO LEASE

t~OSL)
DEFENSE DIffI’RIBUTION.DEPOT MEMP~ ’

APRILI997

I. INTRODUCTION

In my cap=ity as Depm,7 A~:-~ Se~taW of the Anny for Environment, Safety, and
Occupational Heath, I have dete~m;-ed ~.* ceftaia parceb eoaslstiug of 48 buildings at Defense
.Diminution Depot Memphis, 13mne~ee (DDMI) are sultabIe for lease to the Memphis Redevdopment
Agea~ (MDRA). Thts pmpeay.is ~le fer le~e for like use wlthout posing a thre~ to human health
and.the env/~o-~e~ The parlx~e~ofthisYmd~g Of~uitability To .Lease (FOSL) is to -do~u~ent
ea,c~onme atalIy-re~tted ~qdin~ for the proposed lease property and pre~nt tt~ restrictions as specified
in the ~hed environmeaml protection provisions. ".

2. PROPERTY DESCR.WI’ION

A site r.,,p of the proposed lease buildings is at a~closufe 1. Inform~on regardlnZ each
buitd~ addressed in th~ FOSL is included in Table I, enclosure 2.

3. REGULATORY COORDINATION

The Tenhcsscc Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IV were honied of the initiation of the FOSL.
Regulatory comrncn~ received during the FOSL development were reviewed and incorporated
into the document at enclosure 3. All comments received from TDEC and the EPA during review
were raso[ved end incorporated into the’FOSL.

4. EXISTING ORDERS/AGF~’~-MENTS

On Octobe~ 14, 1992, the EPA placed DDbf’r on the National Pdority List (NPL) for .
envi~-~al restoration. DDMT I~.,: since ent,.~cd in,,, a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA)
With tho T’DEC andthe’F.,PA. The’FFA/es’tablished regulatot~ coordination, pt’ocedm~-aad a
schedule for environmental investigation ~nd restoration activities.

5. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE

The chriS-mental impacts bsso~ted with leasing the subject facilities Imve been
adequately anal~ in accordance with the National EnvimnmentaI PdHcy Act (NEPA). The
results of this ,,-,dysis have bc~t documented in the Fi..! Environmental Assessment for Master
,Interim Lease, Defense Distn’bufion Dep~ Mempl~i% Tennessee, dated September 1995.

%"

The proposed use of this.l~openy is consistent with the Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis Re~e plan~:.,The .eavlmnmer/tal effects of the reuse, activit/e~ antloipated under the proposed
lease were determined to not be significant. The proposed lease will not have an adverse effect on
human health and q~e environment.
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6. EN3/IR.ONMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY FINDINGS
" ~ detemilnafion of the environmental condition of the facLlit/~ has beea made in.the

form of a Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) evaluation, and
I~+nvironmental Baseline Survey (EBS), dated September [996. The information provided is 
result of a complete search of agency filas during the development of the EBS. The EBS
documents the environme~tel condition of the property bLq, S offered for lease with regard to the
~orage, release, or disposal of ;l~rdous substances and petroleum products.

6.1 ~vlto-mental Condition of Propct-ty Categorie~

The property addressed by th;.~ FOSL, is classified as Department of Defense (DoD)
~vironmantal Condition ofPropezty (ECP) Categodas 1, 2, 3, and 4. The f~mlitias eze listed
according to the appropriate ECP Categories.

Category 1 I: Areas where stbrage, release, or disposal ofhazardens substenc~ or
petroleum hP~ occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent areas).

Category 21: Areas where only storage of pe~oleum products has occurred, but no
release, disposal, or migration h~ occured.

Category 3: Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardons substances has
occurred; and at concentrations t.hat do not roquire a removal or remedial response.

Category 4: Areas where release disposal and/or migration ofh,~ous sqbstances has
occurred; and all removal or remedial actions to protect+human health and the
environment have been taken.

¯
¢

The EBS determined that the following 38 facilities arc coaslde~d to be ECP_Category I:
1, 2, 7, 8, 9, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 129, 139, 144, 145, 155, 176, 178, 179, 181,183, 184, 193, 195,
196, 198, 252, 270’ 271,360, 459, 727, 754, 755, 756, 787, 795, T860, $995.

6.2 ~A--rdous Substances

The EBS detcrm;-ed that 11 ofth~ buildings I~ing offered for lease co.tin areas
comlde~.d m ECP Categories 2, 3, and 4, Thcro is ovkl~e~ that h~-,~lous substances or
petroleum products were stored and reJ+eased at 12.areas withid or outside buildings: 2~0, 470,
489, 490, 560, 670, 68-5, 689, 690, 753, and 756. Releases were the re~flt of spills inside the
Tm,~a;.o.+,;, except building "/56 which had a fuel tank outside. The mlm~_.,m were rm~dtut~ in
accord,nee with federal, state, and local regulations. Altho,,$h h.mm+,’dom subb’tances were stbred

. or roteased in the subject facilities, these facilities’can be leased without t’~k to humaxt health or
the environment and without interference to the.envimnmeutal restoration process. Ho "ufication
ofhm,Ardous substance and petroleum product storage, release, or.disposal on the property ~hall
be provided in the lease documents as required by DoD FOSL Guidance, and is at Table 2,
enclosure 4,

I~emlr~ In ~ FYg? appmpfiallons Act tutve since changed, lh+ dcfinido~ of eat~orics+l end 2 to allow the Inclmton of foreac+ ~Lts .......
seb~tL, tee and F¢tmlcum product $tot~c grca~,

348
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6.3 Asbestos

Asbestos surveys Mac.am asbestos contA;-;-S mstc~:,r~ am In=scat in all of the
buildings proposed for lease w’Rh the exception of Buildlngs 24, 25, 193, 360, aud 560. The

buildings me~’t all local, state., and federal regulations .for asbestos a~d do not pose a threat to human
health or the environment. The l¢~se wiIl include the asbe~tas warning and covcn~mt included in the
FJlvlronm~ta[ ProttctiOn Provisi~ns of this FOSL.

6.4 Lct~.Based Paint (LBP)

Based on their age (construction prior to 1975), all ofth, buila;,~ lX-Oposecl for
~ are "assumed to contain le.ad-bascd paint with the ~¢¢ptz’on of Bull "dings 360 and 560. Th~
le~.~ will include the lead-based paint wamin8 and covenant ~clade~[ in the Eavlror mental Protection
Provisions ofthls FOSL.

6.5 Unexploded Orcln~-ce

None of the buildings or surrounding land proposed for lease arc known to have.
unexploded ordmmcc present.

7. FINDING 0F SUITABILtt YTO LEASE

On the basis of the above results fi’om the she-specific EBS and subsequent
investigations, certain terms, conditions, reservations, restrictions, and notifications arc required
for the proposed lease. Environmental Protection Provisions ~ at enclosu~ 5 and will be
included in all leaso documents. The subject property may be used by the Lessee pursuant to the

terms and conditions spec/fied in the le~e, including the ,use resUictions deta/led in the enclosed
F2tvironmental Protection Provisions, without posing a thrdat to human health and the environment or
inteffct~ncc with cnvironm¢ntal remediation effort.t, Notificafioas ofb~dous substance storage,
tele, ase, and disposal on the property shall be provided in the lease documents, as required under
DoD FOSL Guidance..

Based on the infornm~n detail" ed in the EBS and mfemn~ dted th~ze~n, I have
concluded that all D~’tment of Defense mqukements to reach a F~dlnZ of SuitabiliW to Lease "

have been fully met for the subject properties.

4 Enclosures

./

"~ Raymond 3. Fatz

Deputy Assistant’Secretary of the Atrny
(Environment,Saf~y, and Oczupatlonal Health)

OASA(I,L&~

4
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FINDING OF SUITABII.IT~ TO LEASE .

(FOSL)

Parcel 5.1, Parcel 5.2, Parcel 30.1

I

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

(FOSL Number 2)

November 5, 1997
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I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Lease (FOSL) is to document the
environmental suitability of certain pareeIs of property at Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, Tennessee for leasing to the Depot Redev~opment Corporation consistent with
the Department of Defense (DOD) and Army policy. In addition, this FOSL identifies use
restri,Ydons as specified in the text and attached Environmental Protection Provisions
(enclosure 4) necessary to protect human health or the environment and to prevent
interference with any existing or planned environmental restoration activities. U~es of the
property_ will be restricted to li~.ht industry, storage, sortin~ ooemfions, receivin~
packaging and shipping, support ~ctivifies. mechanical short to sun nort material handiin~
equipment, recreation, welfare activitles..tralnln~, education, and o~eral office.

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed property to be leased consists of 3.39 acres that include three
buildings. The three buildings are identified as Building 274 ("J" Street Cafeteria), Bui[ding
T272, and Building 925. A site map of the property proposed to be leased can be found at
enclosure 1.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION 0]~ "I’H V: PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based
on the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Report, dated
December 5, 1996 and an Environmeatal Baseline Survey 03BS), dated November 6, 1996.
The information provided is a result of a complete search of agency files during the
development of the CERFA Letter Report and F_eBS. The following documents also
provided information on environmental conditidas of the property: Final Remedial
Investigation Report (Law Environmental, August 1990), Final Environmental Assessment
for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech, September 1996), Remedial Investigation Soil
Sampling Letter Report (CH2M Hill, May 199T), OU - 3 and OU - 4 Field Sampling Plam~
(C_M2M I-~ September 1995), RCRA Favilities Assessment (A.T. Kearnay, Ia¢., January
1990), and the Installation Assessment (U’SAEHA; March 1981).

3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The properties that are being considered for lease are classified as (DOD)
Environmental Condition of Property (ECP) Categories 3, 4, and 6. The ECP Categories
for the specifio buildings and/or parcels are as follows:

ECP Category 3:
ECP Category 4:
ECP Category 6:

Parcel 5.1 to include Building T272
Parcel 30.1 thitt is Building 925
Parcel 5.2 to include Building 274

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in
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Table 1 - Description oft~roperty (enclosure 2).

3.2 Storage, Release, Treatment or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

It was determined that no hazardous substances were stored, released, or disposed
in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantifies in Building T272. Accordingly,
there is no need for any notification ofl3~7~rdous substance storage, release, treatment, or
disposal for this building.

It was dete~n;ned that even though no hazardous substances were released or
disposed in Building 274 in excess of the 40 CI~ Part 373 reportable quantities, there was
a possl’ble previous spill involved with this are~ Building 274 was ennstmcted on a.former
trnn~former storage area. Prior to construction of the cafetede, a spill probably u(~mrred in
thi~ area as evidenced by the information obtained fi’om the CH2M IT_all.sampling conducted
in 1997. One out of five samples ~ken indicate a level of PCB’s in the grassy area
immediately surrotwd;n~ the cafeteria slightly above the R.~,ideatiel Risk Based ~-.
Con~tratlon (RBC) for soil ingestion (1.39 mg/k8 vs 0.83 mg/kg). DDE, DDT, 
and Dieldrin levels found in the five samples were all below the RBC for sod ingestion~

It was determined that even though no hazardous substances were released or
disposed in Building 925 in excess of the 40 c1q¢. Part 373 reportable quantities, there was
a previous spiU involved with this area. The release of hazardous substances was
remediated at the time of the release as an emergency response. Building 925 was
previously known as X - 25, an open storage area where flawm~ble n3ateriaIs and petroleum
products were stored in an earthen and then concrete bermed area. At one time the
concrete bermed area was covered with a fabric tension ~ucture that was called a
spandome. This building was labeled BtfiJdln$1"925., On January 19, 1988, during a period
ofinelement weather (wind/rain), the spandome collapsed resulting in a release 
b=7~rdous substances in the bermed area. In order to safely remove the collapsed laminate
roof and associated steel girders, the barmed area needed to be emptied. Two tanker trunks
with pumps removed approximately 36,000 gallons of product and rain water that had
ac~,m, lated. The following is a list of the impacted products and the 40 CFR Part 373
reportable quagfity associated with them: Toinene (1,000 pounds), Xylane (100 pouncls),
Methyl Ethyl Ketone (5,000 pounds), Methyl LsoButyl Ketone (5,000 pounds), Acetone
(5,000 pounds), and Isupropyl Alcohol (5,000 pounds). Itwas later determined 
approximately 325 gallons of product had been spilled although the exact proportions are
now unknown. Therefore, a worst case scenario would assume that it was possible for
Xylene to exceed the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantity of 100 pounds (13.92 gallous)
and/or Toluene to exceed the 40 CFR. Part 373 reportable quantity of 1,000 pounds (137
gallons).

Temporary Building 925 was replaced in 1993/1994 with Building 925. While
Building 925 stored hazardous materials (a~.toue, methyl ethyl ketone, methanol, ethanol)
and petroleum products, it was determ;ned.~that there was no evidenc~ of any release or
disposal in excess of 40 CFKPart 373 reportable quantities. A smmrtary of the buildings in
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whinh hazardous substan~s were stored, released, or disposed in excess of 40 CFR Pert
373 reportable quantifies is provided in Table 2 - Notification of Her~rdous Substance and
Petroleum Products, Storage, Release, or Disposal (enclosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

5.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum or Petroleum Products

There is no evidence that any petroleum or peUeleum products were stored,
released, or disposed at the properties listed in this FOSL except for’the area involving
Building 925. Building 925 was built on the former earthen and then tone,fete bermed area
of X - 25 end Building "1"925. There is no evidence that. any petroleum or petroleum
products’were released or disposed in this area. The Janumy 19, 1988 spill did not contain
pe~oleum products. A ~lmnmry of the buildin~ or area in which petroleum or petroleum
products were stored, released, or disposed is provided in Table 2 - Notification of
H~7~rdous Substances and Petroleum Produ~s Storage, Release, or Disposal (enclosure 3).

-&3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

The EBS and visual site inspection (VSI) reported or identified no underground
storage tanks and no above-ground storage tanks on the property listed in this FOSL.
There is no evidence of petroleum contamination st these sites.

3.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

There are no PCB containing transformers or other PCB containing equipment
located on the property listed in this FOSL. However, Building 274 was built on the
location of a former storage area for electrical U’anfformers that contained PCB’s. During
the Installation Assessment conducted in March 1981, two transformers were observed in
the storage area. Testing of the fluid in the transformers indicated concentrations of less
than 50 parts per million of PCBs. The site’s date of initial operations is unknown but’
as~med to be prior to 1981. Activities ceased in the mid-1980’s because of the
constroction of the new DDlvlT’cffetefia.

Surface soil sampling in the grassy areas surrounding Building 274 revealed one out
of five samples indicating a slightly elevated level of PCB (Amelor - 1260) above the
residential risk-based concentration for soil ingestion (1.39 mg/kg vs 0.83 mg/kg). There is
Do ~rface exnosum This site is acandidate for an early removal action or Baseline Risk
A~sessment to support a Record of Decision for He Further Action. A restriction
associated with this Building will be that no digging (sell distuthance) will be ailowed in any
of the grassy areas surrounding the "Y’ Street Cafeteria without the express permission of
the Government.

The lease will inelude the PCB notification provision included in the Environmental
Protection Provisions (enolosure 4).
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3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing, Deoember 1993 and
January 1994) indioate a~estns containing materials (ACM) are present in Building 274.
The tile mastio contained 3% to 5% chrysotUe, The ACM does not currently pose a
threat to human health or the environment because there is no friable asbestos. The lease
will include the asbestos warning and covenant inoinded in the Envlronmental Protection
Provisions (enclosure 4).

5,6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

Based on the age of Buildings 925 and 274 (construoted after 1978), they are
presumed to contain no lead-based paint. The construction date of Building 1"272 (lumber
storage shed) was 1942, and therefore it is presumed to contain lesd-b~sed paint.

No residential use is to be permitted under the;erms of the lease.

The lease will include the lead-based paint warning and covenant included in the
Environmental Protection Provisions (enclosure 4).

3.7 Radiological Sources or Contamination

There is no eyidence that the Army or DDMT used or stored radioactive sources on
the property listed in this FOSL.

3.8 Radon
f

In keeping with DOD polioy to not perform radon assessment and mitigation prior
to transfer of BRAC property unless otherwise required by applicable law, there were no.
radon surveys conducted in the buildings listed in this FOSL. Radon surveys were
conducted in acx~rdance with regulations in the following residential structures at DDMT:
Buildings 17.6, 179, 181, and 184. Radon was not deteoted above the EPA residential
action level of 4 picucuriea per liter (pCi/L) in these buildings.

3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings
or surrounding land proposed for lease are known to contain unexploded ordnance.

3.10 Other Hazardous Conditions
t
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There are no other known hazardous conditions that present a threat to human health I
or the environment.

4. REMEDIATION

In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed DDMT
on the National Priorities List (NPL) for environmental restoration. DDMT has since
entered into a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) with the Tennessee Department 
Environment and Conservation (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental cerebra!nation on the
property does not present a h~,~ed to le~n~ the property. In addition, environmental
conditions on adjacent property do not present a hazard to the .leasing ofthe property.
Regulators have ¢onc-arred with DDMT.that the property.does not pose risks.above.levels
deemed protective provided that the property is used for the proposed purpose. The lease
will include a provision reserving the Army’s fight to conduct remediation avtivities in the
Environmental Protection Provisions (enclosure 4).

S. REGULATORY COORDINATION

TDEC and EPA Region 4 were notified of the initiation of the FOSL. Regulatory
comments received during the FOSL development and the BRAC Cleanup Team meetings
were reviewed and incorporated as appropriate. All comments received from TDEC and
the EPA during the review process were resolved and incerporated into the FOSL. No
written comments were received from the public.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE
AND CONSISTENCY Vcrt’~t LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impaots associated with the I~roposed lease of the property have been
adequately analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The results of this analysis have been documented in the Final Environmental Assessment
for Master Interim Lea~ Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee, dated
September 1996. The environmental effects of the activities anticipated under the proposed
leasewere detewin~ not to be si~|Acant.

The proposed lease addressed by this FOSL is consistent with the reuse alternatives
stated in the above referenced NEPA document and with the intended reuse of the property
set forth in the Memphis J)epot Redevelopment Plan dated May 1997.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC’£tON PROVISIONS

On the basis of the above results from the site-sp~’ific EBS, any subsequent or
additional investigations, surveys, or studies identified in the FOSL, and in consideration of
the intended use of the property, certain terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions are
required for the proposed lease. The Environmental Protection Provisions are at enclosure
4 and will be included in the proposed lease and all subleases.
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izre required for the ~ |eez¢. The ~¢lv~rol~e,q~l Pt’o~tJ~ pmvits/o~ e~ at
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t~ ~vkonmea~ p~teetkm Provi~¢m5 anee~mt to ~b ]W)SI~ without .ppeing a.

. t~acceDtable r/~k to human he~h or the e,m~nmeat end wJ0mm in~ whh ~¢
en~Imnmm~ fe~ncdtadon proces~ at Defense DIsldbu0on Degot Mem~is, T~_--_~e,

the uses can~enlplated for t~ ~ m co~Ms~e~t WJt;l ~:)~don ofl~man health emd
~vlronment.

.-~ tzqtxlmd by CI~CI.A tect~m~ 120(b)O)(B). I bare delermlned that
’ ~n~|r~m~ntel Preteotlon Provisions’ of tlm leese end +the terms of the ]ca,~e p~ovldc
~tlMe a&~refl~s t~a~ ~c U~lted 8tat~ will bt~ e,~y ad~|tfm~a] ~ ~on found to
be ~eceseary to protect humeri hcal~h m~d tb~ env|ronm~t with u~spe~ to any h#za~u~
~’b~tanees ~Jng on the prepay on the date of the ~e~e wbir~ hu not been taken on
the dale of the lease.

-~odf’Wati(~n of I~a~m~t~t m:~c~ or t~cd~ product Stc¢~o ~l~o,
~.~¢,;.enl, or dlcpoud on dm pz~xcy, Table 2 + I~otlficatkm of tlazanl+v+ S.bstance or
Petroleim~ P~d’mt St~’a8e-, Release, ~t or DJ~ossl (encJOsure 3) shell be ~.x~vjd~l
|o ~ |~ do~’~entz, as re+quired under thy DQD FOSL Guldapce~

Dc~uty ~efefS~
for ~,ee~, HoustnS,
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Defense Distdbut~on Depot Memphis, Te~messce

(FOSL N1,r-bcr 3)

IQ/~ay 20, 1998
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1. PUP~OSE

*.he propezW proposed to be l~ss~d oanbe fouzt~ at ~-,,.~z~ .1,

3, Ei~U¢~tc.ONb~EHTAL cONDITION OF TW’R PROPERTY

A d~t~;-at~on of’the ~mvlmnmez~t~l oondttion of~he fl~lRies h~s b~n mad"- basc~ on
~,h~ Community Environmental P,~pous~ Fac~tstion Act (C~RFA} Letter, P.epm’t, d,ee~.
Deccmbm 5, 1996 ~n~ an Environmental B~e./in~ Suwey (HB8), dated Nov~nber 6, 1996, Tho
Informs~o,’,’prov~ded is ¯ z~mlt of a Complete ~h of agenoy fi]e~ du.~ng ~ development of
the CERPA Le~te~ P.~por~ and EBS. The following’~toctunen~ aho provJded.ln~onnafion on
eavlrunmental conditions of’din property:. Dra~ Final BP.AC C|e~uup Plan V~sion 2 (DDSP-
PE. November 1997), Asbestos Reinsp~ofion (DDC"WI~, Ootobef 1996), F~rml Environ.mental
A~sessmcnt for Master Interim Lease (Tetra T~II, September 1996), l~medi~ In~esti~atJon Soil.
Sampling Letter Report (CHZM’J’~II: MaY 1997), OU - 2 aud OU - Fi eld Sampling Pl an~
(CH2~ Hill. September 1995), Asbeytn~ Id~tifioa~Lon Sur~y (Pic~ering, D~e~r 1993 and
Jauua-W 1994),. RCRA Fs~jIRle~ Asse~ment (AT. I~anmy, In~, ~(~nu,~y 1990), : Final
R~m~.~;.1 luvesti---~1 Repert (Law E~.m~te& Ah~lst 199.0) ~.d ~e Inst~]]zt~on

Asses~m~ut C’~ Mm~’ 1981)/

3.I Envirenmeutal C~mdlfiou of X~’operty C~.teseries

pamel~ am es follows:

BCP C~ttogory 4: ~P~I ~.12 ~8~ila~-~. " 2S1 only

vtCPCe/egory.4: Par¢~ 27.=I Build-;9S972onlY

A mw.v.~y of th~ ECP CateSod~ for ~Im speaWo buUdln~ £s p~ovldect in Tablo l -
~emi(toadon o£1:~’ope~y add ~m,~’om~ Condffi.ons (Enclosure 2),

FOgL - Page I ~lly 20, 1998

F



t

oo
¯ * oot ~-’//ol~ leSS4, ,,o , ,,

764 3gl

3,,Z I~forage, R©lease, Treatment or D~spos;l of ]][azardous Substances

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

3.3.1 S~oraEe, 11elease, orDlsposal of Petroleum orPetroleum Products

It was d~mdned that petroleum products We~ ~ iu Build~ 251, Build]n~ 251
hou~e~i ~ crn~11 en~’ne/equ]pmmi~ shop area and a m~oh~ic’ s.. work pit that conmh~l, a. s~
sump. There is ~o evide~ce of auy p~’01e~un p~oducts bmu~ re]e~ed or disposed m t~.~ are~
The rn~h~ic’s work pit and sump w~ fillc,lwi~h concret~ pr~or to 1976.

h wss d~tur,-~cd that p~/~o]e~ pzodu~.~ w~’ce stored in Building 972 and ~eleasc~
oc~mTed. Operational spills WC¢¢ ~|~-~xi whml they acc’~[~. In addition, oil Stal~¢{t areas
w~Ce obsclptcd during a visual insp~t[on to ~aeilitate the Screening Sites ~tP~ S~mpling Plan
(CH2/M[ ~hql L995), Building 972 has been ve~ofl~c~i with the floor being oleaued and sealed
with n~v floo~,ng matc~-t

A ~ .o~ ~ ~ o, ~ ~, ~9..p~.~ ~ .~ .~ .k~._~_’y~_
P, elease, o~ Dmpos~l (Bnolo~o 4).

r

3~.Z Underl~ro. nd ~sd Above.Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

Thc~ v.,.s no evldmoe ~,’~ my petroleum or p,m’oleum prod~t~ w=e ~ in
USTdASTe on the pm~ listed M this lvOSL.

/
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3A l,o’~,~Z.rle~ted Biphenyls (P~) Equipment

sealed flume~oent It81~ bulb ballasts thatmay co~ +m~n r~s, L.m-a,. +m._+ t~-ujTczzy_

Asbc t rm iu s in Bu.a,.g 2Sl. were m f0,ows;
¯ .

- Bmqe~/hm Im,,1~m~: ~tmial ¢ontain~ 35% ~mos~ and "10% to 20% ahrysotne.
M~mial was in. good oo,~d;lion with mhrtmml damage du+ tO mm~’aI deterioration ~,d
r.~Inteusnc~ a~t~ty. Boiledflue|~ula~onr~ovedtn 1995.

Thermal System P~pe lu~ulatiom Contained 35% to 40% amostt~ and 8% to 25%
ohrysofilo. M~cfial was in good condition with tm~mat damagc duc to natural da¢~fio~aflon and
main.teaano~ ~t{vlty. lu~:l.flon:emevedin 1995.

Bcsilec Door Insul~on: Contained 35% to 55% chrysoHl~. Material was in good
ooadific~wi~P;,~or natu~ dct~cloraflon. Insulsfionremowd i~ 1995.

]~xte~or W~ndow Putty: Con¢-~d 4% to 7% chrysoti[o. ~erjal was in ~ to poor
¯ e" , .

condition due to physzcal d~e and ~ral detenor~on.

X 9 Floor T~Is: Tile and mastic m (he restmoms contained 20% to 25% clu~jsotil¢.
~sI was non-~ble and ia good ~0ido~. .-

lqsshi~. M~ us~t to mini ~ roof pe~ ~ alt roof,Imnmr~om
conmlned 5% chzy~ttle. Meted.l wasnon-fs~bte .halle goodeondttion+

A~sbestos fludl~gs tu ~.nmng 972 wore as r-Uowa=

offiooandbroakroomoont~ned 10% to 25% ohr~sotile, l~--~i-+at was in ~oode~m+tflom

9 X 9 Bdge Vtn3,1 Floor Tile: V~nyl floor t~ i~tell~ in .th~ o~oe area of Bay 5
o~ 30% n~,,-yaofile. Mst~dalwa~lom~lt~goo~condlflon.

9 X 9"Ploor Tile: V’myl floc¢ trio and mastio instalk~i in...t.h~ office aces of B~Y 5
c~nt~-Pxl 25% ctn-y.~ofile l~de~eiwasuon-fiieblnandi~goodcon~on. -

.

.~ o..* ¯ * o

POSL - P~ge ~ May 20, l~gS
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C~ent As~e~s l~oducts: Cement ~e~’~os board Ins~led ontho C~linS md well a~

.~th~ ,h~, in Bay 6 cot1~n~d 25% c~e. Mat=ial was in fair oondifion wt~ modem1°

¯ - "~---" to hanmx health or the envh¢~meut beeaaseThe A~ does not ota, ta~V pose a u~a~
thee° ie no fi~tble asb~,Oa Thelease wln,iaglude ~a asbestos wamtng an~ cov~ut Inoluded in
the Ruv~omneatelPt~t~,qto~ Provisions (Rn~logn~ ~,

&6 Lead-Based Pahlt (I,B~

Ba~e~ ~t The age of.Bniklh~ 972 ~d 251 Ccon~wtod prl~ to 1978), 1hey. az¢ .
presumed, to ’contain le~b~ed pat~L lqo feshlmllal useis to be p~,fiiitted m~le~ the term~ of
the lease. Ttx~ 1¢a~ ~aalI me.l~e ~ le.~-has¢0, pfilal .w~...;ng ~md cove~_ant included in the

. E/x~i.¢:.~ea~l ~mt~tioat~ovlaons ~s~re ~.

3.7 Radi61ogical Searees er Coat,ruination

The~e is no evid~me~ th~ tl~ Army or DD]v~T ~e.A or b-~red fadio~ve sources on ~e
property ~ed in this I~OSL.

3.8. P~aden

In l~epin~ v~i~ DOD poliGy m nut peffom’z radon ags~m’nent and Migration pdo~ to
t~sfer of BR.AC property, ther~ w.e~e no r’~on ~rv,~ys ~ondu~ed in the b~!~ ~ ~_s ~?S~
ILadon su/’veys were conducted m ~meordanoO V,~.m regulanou$ m me xouow’m~ ~o.~t~mtu,~--
struota~es at DDMT: Bult~;ngs 176, 179. 181, and "1g,1-. Radon was no~ detected above the
Ertvi~onmental Proteofion Agenoy (EPA) re=:idcntlaI action level of 4 pioocm’i~s per liter
f~C~/L) irr tl~ b~i)d~ngs. . ’

3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Bas¢~ Oll a zvview of eXist~ ~e~rds gu~ ax, ai.lable infi~nat~v~ none ,~fthe ~uil~ing~t or
Sune, md;n~ l~ndproposed ~¢ I~,~ m~ ~In ~nIMn ~n~p1~led o..-’~nance,

3,10 Other N~m~ous Conditions

Th.em axe no other known h~Terdous condiRons that prescn.t a lhreat to ~,wn~n heath or
the en.,,h’o~

ROSL - page 4 ~y 20, t998
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In Oomb= 1992, the U,S, BPA pla~l DDMT on ~ Na~,~--! Priozitlcs List (NFL) for
e~vkonmc~al r~domtl... DDMT h~ einov e~tereA into a P~d~l Fsolli~ A~o~,~t (FleA)
wllh tho Tv;...+,+~e¢ Dqmrtm~t of" En~ and Coasmvat]on (TDEC) ..d tim EPA.
Env[,~..~m~ o~tawtnaflou on ~ pmpe~ dora nnt preset a h.~ to ~ the propm~q,.
In ~AdRt’c~ envhw.~,-.t,! condilions on a~,..~ pmpc~ do not p~ a~ Io lhe lea~-

+ovm.l=vds d~m+d lz~,z~w provid~ dmt tho ~ ~. mm mr m+ pr~..,m pm-p,,.sm No

Am~ ~ to conduct remedtsflon activities in ~h~ "~;L~,.~ Pmt~tlon Pmvis~ons
~ndosm~ ~).

~,.’ "+ REGULATORY ~ORD]I~ATION . ..

TDEC and ~PA Re~ion 4 w~ ao~lof the ~on of ~ I~osL. R~.~y
comments received dud~ th~ POSL developmen~ snd ~h~ BRAC Clearmp Team meePm~ were
reviewed ~nd incorporated as ~pproprtate. Tim POSL was discussed with public at the 3an~-y
22, 1998 P, cstorat~on A~visory Board mr~ns. No verbat or vniRcn comments were received
~nn th~ public.

NATIONAL ENVIRONM~.NTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISTENCY "~qTH LO~AL REUSE PLAN

The ~nvironmemtal impa~ts aasooiate.d with the 1~oposcd lease of the property have been
adequa~ly analyzed in accord.~ with the National ]~nvJronment~l PMicy Act (1VEPA). The
results of this analysi~ havo been dooumantcd In th.c F~nal Euv~mmental Ass~smc, nt for Ma~ter
Interim Lease, Defense D.~tdbufion Depot M~nphisp Tenncss¢o ~tcd Scplmnbe~ 1996. The
envh’onm~ntal effects of the aotivltles anticipated under th~ proposed teass were dct~,’m;~ed not
to be dgnifiaan~,

The ~o~ed kaso addmsse~l by m~. SOSL is consistent with the ~.~ ~l~es
in ~ .b~w ~d NSPA do~ ~d wlth t~o i-~-a~l ~us= oftho prgp=~y s~t for~in
the l~p~ts Dclmt Redm~opmmt PIau d~ May 1997.

7, E NV~ORbSSNTAL PROTECTION PROV~SIONS

On’tlm ba~s ~fflm abovo t~sult~ Ram the ~-~p~fic I9~S, ,ny ~.equ~ or addi~lonel
¯ inv~i~ious, survsys, o~ studies idanfl~d in tl~ FOSL, ~d in ¢xmsldemion of ~ iu:.~:~d
use of th~ pmpcrtT, r,+~-~- teuns, conditions, re~’v~,~us, aud r~st~ions ~=e required ~ the
proposed lease. Th~ Bn~omuental Pmte~n l~ndslous ~ at P.nolosure 5 ,va will be
inelucteA ~n the .p~posed le,.~a ~,,1 all ~ubleases.

FOSL - Pa[[¢ 5 May 20, 1998
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o~J.t<xl Sin.tin, ~ t~e ~ ,,~am,,.,:,+..t mm,m:~ e+,::e~. ~m:~. ~_j"Ipo ~..W. to..V ~tem -:-

or~ th~ dat~ of~ lv~.e v,~ich h~ not been tak~ on the ~_~- of~ lva~e.

~oH~emfic~ of lmza~dou$ ~ubs~_~v or pe~ot~m p~od~t stoEv, ge~ rv]a~e, t~uont, or
~"posal on th~ prop~’y. T’~le ~ - Noti~.~at~on of lqazard.atm Substau~ Storage, R.el~tso,
T~atm~nt or Disposal (~nolosu~ 3) and Tab|c 3 -Nofific~on of Petroleum P~oduat~ Storage,
l~l~ase or Di~pos~l (Ra~lo~e 4) gha~l be provided in the t~asc dvc~rment~, as re~ui~ un~r the
DOD ~OSL C, ui~c~.

"mavim,ummat~, mad T.~io- Lo~c~ .-

7 ~n,~lammm
Ht~l I Sit~lV~pofP~l~o.~edLeas~Am~ ’

tlu~l 4 T~I~ 3.1~Iotifie~Ionof~edmleu~luot 8to~. IZ.elmme orD,Isposaz
Enol 5 ’]~’vk~ezata].x:zzotecti°nI:~’°~ ."

6 R©~o511~ Comm~n~ a~lP~o.s~

~OSL-Pa~o6 ...... - Z,,f.a.v20. z~98
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Parcel 4.4, Parcel 4.5, Parcel 4.6, Parcel 4.7,
BarceI 4.8, Parcel 4.9, Parcel 4.10, Parcel 4.11, Parcel 4.i3

Defense Distribution Dopot MemPhis, Tennessee

(FOSL number 4)

July 8, 1998
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1. PURPOSE

The purpose of ~ais Finding Of Stiitability To Lease (FOSL) is to document the
environmemtal suitability of Parceb 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 4.10, 4.1 and 4.13 at the
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) for leasing to the Depot
Redevelopment Cotporatinn (DP, C) for light industry, storage or 8eneral office use
consistent with Department of Defense (DOD) and Army policy. This FOSL ha~ been

¯ developed in accordance with the DRC’s Reuse Plan. In addition, the FOSL identifies use
res’trictlons as specified in the attached Environmen~ Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5)
n__~ec_ssary to protect human health or the environment and to prevent interference with any
exht&g or planned environmental restoration activities.

.* .

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed property to be le~eci!05nsists of 5.93 acres that includes nine (9)
parcels (4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9,4.i0, 4.11 end 4.13). Included in these parcels are
nine (9) buildings (BuiMino~ 253~ 254’, T256,’257~ 260, T261, 263, 265 and 273), one 
(Pad 267) and one open area. The open land area contains Buildings T256 and T261.
Site maps of the property proposed to be leased can be found at Enclosure 1.

3. E~v’IRONMENTAL CONDITION 01~ TI~. PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made
based on the Community Environmental Response Fezilitation Act (CERFA) Letter
Report dated December 5, 1996 ~md an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) dated
Hovember 6, ! 996. The information provided is a result of a complete search of agency
files during the development nf these environmental surveys, The following documents
also provided information on environmental conditi6ns of the property2 Draft Final BRAC
Cleanup Plan Verslon 2 (DDSP-FE, November’ 1997"), Asbestos Reiespectlon (DDC-WP,
October 1996), Final Environmental ,Msecsment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Teeh,
September 1996),,1’,.¢me~),| Inve~.’.’gafi0n:Sg"d~Samp "r~g Letter.Report (CH2M I--Ydl, 

, .199 , ou: and septem|, ,1995),Identifioation Survey.(Pi’ckL~D~b~19..~’ en~.anumy,1994);RCRAFacilities .

~smeat.(&-’r. ’Kear~y~Ino.~,!t.~0),~:4rml-Remedial Investigation Report
(Law ~-onmentat, August 1990~) ~d th~’.tomUs~0n ,~,~ment C~ S,~-~, ~arch
1981). 

, .t ,

3.1 Environwen’tal Cond!tt6n of.l~]~ertyCat~gories

- The Department of Def~:.~DOD);E~vironmentai Condition of Property (ECP)
Categories for the properties aro~,fo, .li~ .ow~.,’.i-:..~., ",..’~.. .,"

ECP Category-l: .. ,.,P~’6~:4:ll.e,B~’.dc~ng.253 only ~ .....

FOSL - Page 1 Jury 8, 1998
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ECP Category 3: Parcel 4.8 - Building 263 only
Parcel 4.4 ’- Building 260 only

ECP Category 4: Parcel 4.13 - Buildln~ 265 only

ECP Category 6: Parcel 4.6 - Bulldins 254 and ~n"ounding area
Pardi 4.7 - Building 257 and mrrounding area

ECP Category 7: Parcel’4.10 - Buildi~ 273 and surrounding area
Parcel 4.9 - Pad 267 and surroand|n~ area

¯ Parcel 4.5 - con~|~ing of Buildings T256 and T261 plus all
laud are~ in Parcel 4 except those within Parcels-4.6, 4.7; -
4.9 and 4.10 i

. A summnry oftho ECPCategoriea for specific buildings or parcels is prodded in Table~l
- Description of Prop ea~y (En¢losttre 2).

3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Ha,~leus Sub.~nces"

Hazardous substances were stored in Buildings 253; 254, 257, 260, 263, 265, 273,
Pad 267 and the open areas of Parcel 4.5. It is sssumed this storage was in excess of the
40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantifies. H~rdens substances.were released in Buildings
254, 257, 260, 273, Pad 267 and other areas in Parcel 4.5 surrounding Buildings 253, 263
and T256. Iris assumed, unless otherwise noted, releases were in excess of the 40 CFR
Part 373 reportable quantifies. The release of hazardous sub-stancas was either remediated
at the time of the release or is currently under evaluation as part of the installation
restoration program, There is no risk to human health and the environment so long as the
tenant adheres to the Environmental Prote~--tion Provisions (Enclosure 5) with particular
reference to Provision 14 regarding ground distrubing a~ivities. These activities shall not
be allowed without prior written approval from the Government. A summary of the
btfildinga or m in whioh-h,~dous substances ~vifies oemnred is provided in Table 2
-Notification’~0fHazaRlbiis Sttb~’~. ~br~ge~.l~t~tse of Disposal (Enclosure 3).

. . , . ,,.,y . ~.;-~," .. , :., ¯. , :

3.3 Petroleum and P~leum Praduets

. 3~.I Storage, Release or Disposal of]Petre]eum Products

Petroleum products .were stored m Buildin~ 25:3, 254, T25 257 and the open
grassy are~ in parcel 4.5 dlrectly south of Building 257..It is as~med this storage was in

¯ e~ess.of55 8aUona~ Pe;zgleum~products were released in Building 257 and the
surround!pS~.-gs wefi!~ the ope~ g~ssy,er~in~p .rebel 4.5 dlreCdy south of Building
257. It is,~"ed,6,1~oth~noted,-the~ rele~es were. in excess of 55 gaUons.
The reIea~e,ofp~levm:prodtietS,~. ~e~tlf~ templet the ~me of the releaser m

¯ c~Lrrently u~d~.bvaluation as part.of the inStal~on,testoration progra~ ~There ~s no risk
to haman, h~lth end the en,fi.ronm~t so long as the tev~t adheres to the Environmental

FOSL - Page 2 $~y 8, ~998
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to human health and the environment so long as the tenant adheres to the Environmental
Proteotion P/’ovisions (Enclosure 5) with particular reference to ]provision 14 regarding
ground distrubing activities. These aotivifies shall not be allowed without prior written
approval from the Government. An underground storage tank removal p rojeut for Parcel
4.5 is scheduled for the summer of 1998 and will include ell associated piping and any
petroleum conteminated soil. A summary of the buildings or areas in which petroleum
produ~.s were stored or released is provided in Table 3 - Notification of Petrelemn
Product Storage. Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

3.&2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks 0~STIAST}

There are two (2) tmdergrotmd storage.tanks and two (2) abovegrouad storage
tanks (UST/AST) on the property that were ~ed for storage of petroleum products.
There is no evidence of pert. oletan product releases at the following UST/AST sites: the
18,000-gallon UST g~oline f~nk (converted to diesel in 1995) and the 20,Q00-gailon UST
gasoline tank in~talled in 1984 south of Building 257, the two (2) 1,000-~11on AST
gasoline tanks (one was converted to diesel in 1995) located adjacent to Building 257. A
summmy of the buildings or areas in which petroleum product aotlvlties oocm-red is
provided in Table 3 -Notification of]Petroleum Products Storage, Release or Disposal
(Enolosure,4).

3.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyis (1)CB) Equipment

There are no PCB containing U’ansformers or other PCB containing equipment,
except hermetically sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs, looated
on the property listed in this ]POSL. There is no evidence ofunremediated PCB releases
from these ballasts.

3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing, December 1993 and
-J~uary 1994) indicate.Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) are’present in the foUowing
buildings:

’ Building 260" Thermal System Pipe Insulation (to include joints)
Cement Ceiling Panels
Exterior Wmdow Putty
12 x 12 Floor Tiles and Mastic

Building 254: C~ment Asbestos Panels..
]pelt Paper Roofing Mate~ai

Building 257:12 x 12 Vtn~ Floor Tiles
Asphalt Built Up Roofing andRoofFlashing 2."
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Building 253: Exterior Window Frame Putty
12 x 12 Vinyl Floor Tile
Thermal System Pipe Insulation

Building 265: Bo’der Flue Insulation
Thermal System Pipe Insulation (to include joints)
Intedor Boiler Door Insuhtlon
9 x 9 Floor Tde
12x 12 Floor Tile
Roof Flashing

Bulld~.~ 273:- No S~vey Completed - Structure is a tin and wood shed;
assumed no ACM present

Building I"256: No Survey completed - Structure is a tin and wood.shed;
assumed no ACM present

Building T261: No Survey Completed - Structure erected in 1993;
assumed no ACM present

T~e ACM does not eurrentiy pose a threat to human health or the environment
because all friable asbestos that posed an unacceptable risk to human health has been
removed or.encapsulated. The lease will include the asbestos warning and covenant
included in the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

* ¯ "o
Based on the age of the braidings (constructed prior to 1978), the following buildings

are presumed to contain lead-based paint: Buildings 260, 254, 257, 253,265, 273, T256,
and 263¯ The lease will include the lead-based paint warning and covenant provided in the
Environmental Prote~on Provisions (Enclosure 5),

3.7 mdiulogt M te . .

There is no’evidence that the Depth.eat of Defense used or.stored radioactive
materials on the property.

3.8 Radon

~n keeping with DOD pollGy to not perform radon assessment and mitigation prior.to
transfer ofBRAC property, there were no radon surveys Gondu~d in the buBdin~s in !h~
FOSL.
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,/ 3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Based on a review of exisling records and available information, none of the
buildings or surrounding land proposed for lease are known to contain tmexploded
ordnance.

3.10 Other Hazardous Condltious

There are no other known hazardous conditions that present an -n~-ptable..
threat to human health or the environment on the property.

4. I~M~DIATION
h ¯ ,_

In October 1992; the U.S. Environmental Protection Agenq¢ 0~A)placed DDMT
on the National Priorities List 0qPL) for environmental restoration DDM’~g4~-sinco
entered into a l~ederal Facilities ".Asreement (FFA) with the Teaness~ D~ 
Environment and Conservation ¢rDEC) and the EPA. Environmental cont~hin~on on
the property described in this docum~t does not px~sent ̄ hazard to len~’~} ’i~
addition, environmental conditions on adjacent property do not present a hnT.rd to the
leasing of the property. Table 2 "- Notifieation of Hazardons Substance,Storage, Release
or D~sposal (Enclosure 3) and Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage,
Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4) provide details regarding environmental conditions for
each individual parcel or building contained within this FOSL. Regulators have concurred
with DDMT that Buildings 253, 260, 263 and 265 do not pose risks above levels deemed
prote~ive provided that the property is used for the proposed purpose and the lessee
strictly adheres to the Environmental Protection Provisions (Hndosur¢ 5). Buildings 254
and 257 and the surrounding areas shall be remedlated during the Parcel 4.5 uhderground
storage tank removal project scheduled for the summer of 1998 and will not pose risks
above levels deemed protective provided the property is used for the proposed purpose.
The rem.lning property consisting of Building 273 and surrounding area, Building T261,
Bu~dlnz ’1"256, Pad 267 and surrounding area as well as the remn|n|n~ ope~t.~xeas do hot’
pose risks abbve levels deen~i:protective provided ~ ~0 prop e!~. :is~÷~? ." -"
proposed purpose and tim less~:strlctly adlaeres~to.tlio2~on~a~tal~’;~., -: ’.-
Provisinus (Rnclosum’5). Th61~ ~dl include a provislofio~.~s.".ii~.t to 
conduct remediation,a~ivities id th0 Etwironme~tl ProteCtion lh’ovislo~ .O~n~osdro F).

S. REG~TORY/PUBLIC COOIIDINATiON "" .’:.~.-~-,-’~:"~" ’

Tha U.S. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the public wexe notified of the ~tign of theo 1 . " ’ " "~ mm "FOSL. Regulators have reviewed this FOSL end prowded commeats.~,,Th, aSh;co ̄ ants
have been reviewed and incorporated as appropriate. Regulat0ry/publio..~R~_..~e~ .nts,and
responses ~ provided in E1ielo~me 6, ¯ :",-’~" ..... :’,,. ’:," ~.:~’.~::’:’ ~.,":". "
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6. NATIONAL ENV]llONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND

CONS IST:ENCY ~I’£H LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The e~vJronmentsl impacts associated with proposed lease of the property h~v¢
been aflsiyzed in accordance with the National H.nviro~raental Pol]Qy Act (N~PA). The
results of[Ms analysis have been documeJged in the Final F~AronmentM Assessment for
Master Interim Lease, Defense Distribution Depot ~empMs, Tenne~se% dated September
1996. The enviro.mental ~ ofthe acliviti~s anfidp~ed under the proposed lease
were deterge’ eci not ~ he dg~fi.~mt. In addition, the proposed use of the property is
eons’~mt with the intended r¢~t~ oftho.proper~ set forth in the Depot Redevelopment
Corporation Reuse Pin. ..

7, E~O~NTAL ~ROTEG~ON ~ROVXSZOZ~S"

’ On the l~is of~e above resu~ ~om the.slte,sp~fio~S.~d other
environmer~al studies and in cons|d~adon of the intended ud~ of th~ propon’y, ee.aain
t~-tns’and conditions are required forth~- proposed le~ Thee terms and conditions are
set forth in’the attached ~nv~ronmeet~ Protection Provlslons (Enclosure 5) and will 
included in the le~e.

suzT mrrv TO,J E ̄
Base.zi on the above inform~on, I have concluded that all Department of Defense

(DOD) requlrements t0’re~c,h ̄  Findlng of Suitability to Lease ~OSL) to the Depot
R.edevelopm~nt Corporation for light industrial use have been fully met for the property
subject to the terms and conditions in the attached Environmental Protection Provision
(Enclosure 5). As required by CEKCLA. section t20(h)(3)(B), I have determined 
property is ~uitable for lease for the intended purpose, the uses contemplated for the lease
are consistent with protection of human health and the environment, and there are
adequate assurances that the United States will take any additional remedial a~tioa found
to be n~-.s~’F that has not beam’taken on the date of the lease:

~l. As required under the DOD I:OSL ~id~ee, notiti~adon ofbez~rdous sub.ante

act:tvMe~ and petroleum produ~, a~vifies shall be provided in the lease d6~ments~ Refer
to Table 2 -NobLemen of Hazardous Sub~tan¢~ Storage, P~ or Disposal (P~nelosure
3) and Table 3 -’Notifioat|on of Petroleum Produet Storage,, l~,~lease or DIspo.~
(Endosui:e 4).

For ~Ineeain~,.Hou~nl~. I~nviro~ament,-a/Id"-
~-’1~llation Logtstlc~

7 ~nclosures :
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Fn~DING OF s urrABiLrrY TO T.~.ASE

(FOSL)

Parcel 8.1, Parcel 8.2, Parcel 8.3
Parcel 8.4, Parcel 8.5

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

(FOSL Number 5)

July 8, i998
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1. rum,6s 

The purpose of this Finding Of Suitebility To Lease (FOSL) i~to document the
environmental suitability of Parc~ 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4 and 8.5 at the Db.fease Distribution Depot
Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) for leasing to the Depot Redevelopment Corporation (DRC) 
light indus ttT, storage or general office use consistent with Department ofD¢i’ease (DOD) and
Army policy. This FOSL has been developed in accordance with the DRC’s Reuse Plan. In
addition, the FOSL identifies use restrictions as specified in the attached Bavironraental
Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) necessary to protect b,mnn health and the enviro~m~J~t and
to prevent interfemnco with any existing or planned environmental restoration activities.

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed property to be leased consists of 17.6 acres that includes five (5) paree~.
Included in these parcels are four (4) buildings (Buildings 229, 230, 329 and 330) and the 
land area surrounding these buildings. Site maps of the property proposed to be leased can be
found at Enclosure I.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF TH ~: PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Report dated
December 5, 1996 and an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) dated November 6, 1996. The
information provided is a result of a complete search of agen~ files during the development of
these environmental surveys. The following documents also provided information on
environmental conditions of the property: Draft Final BKAC Cleanup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-FE,
November 1997), Asbestos Rcinspection (DDC-WP, October 1996), Final Environmental
Assessment for Master Interim Lense (Tetra Teeh, September 1996), Ordnance and Explosive
Waste/Chemical Warfare Materials Archives Search Report (U.S. Army Corps of Engineem,
January 1995), Remedial Investigation Sod Sampling Letter Report (CH2,M Hill, May 199. 7), 
- 2 and 0U- 3 Yield Sampling Plaus (CH2M I-!,1. Septembe~ 1995), Asbestos Idenfifiention
Su/vey (Picketing, De.tuber 1993 end January 1994). RCRA FAcilities Assessment (A.T.
Keamay, Inc., Janumy 1990), Finel Remedial Investigation Report (Law Eavironmental, August
1990) and the Installation Assessment CLISABHA, March i981).

3.1 Environmental Condition of]Property Categories

The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition ofProparty 01CP)
Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category 1: Parcel 8.2 - Building 229 only
Parcel 8.3 -Building 230 only
Parcel 8.4 - Bulldins 329 Olfly
Parcel 8.5 - Building 330 only
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ECP Category 7: Parcel 8.1. Open land areas surrounding the buildings in Parcel 8

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table 1
- De~ription of Property (Enclosure 2).

3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

Hazardous substances were stored in Buildings 229, 230, 329 and 330. It is assumed this
storage was in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities:. Hazardous substances were
released in the open area surrounding the four (4) buildings in Parr, el 8. It is assumed, unless
otherwise noted, these releases were in ekc, ess of the 40 CFK Part 373 reportable quantities. The
release of hazardous substances was either remediated at the time of the release or is ctwrenfly
under evaluation as part of the installation restoration prograr~ There is no risk to human health
and the environment so long as the tenRnt adhefe~ to the Envlronment~ Protection Provisions
(Enclosure 5) with particular refereace to Provision 14 regarding ground distrobing activities..
These activities shall not be allowed without prior written approval fzom the Government. A
summary of the buildings or areas in which b,_-=rdous substance a~ivitias occurred is provided in
Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Rdease or Disposal (Enclosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products

Petroleum products were storedin Buildings 229, 230, J29 and 330. It is assumed this
storage was in excess of 55 gallons. There is no evidence that petroleum products were released
in these buildings; therefore there is no risk to human health or the environment. A summary of
the buildings or areas in which petroleum products were stored, released or disposed is provided
in Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

&3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

There is no evidence that petroleum products were stored in underground or abovegro+ und
storage tanks on the p rope~y.

3.4 Polychlorlnated Biphenyls (PCB) EquiPmmit

There are no PCB eonm;,ing tran~ormers or othe~ PCB c, ont~in;ng equipment, except
hermeticaUy sealed fluoresoent light bulb balla~ tlmt n~y conteln PCBs, located on the property
ilst~d in this FOSL. There is no evidence ofunrem~liated PCB reie~es from the~e ballasts.

3,5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identlilcation Survey (Picketing; December 1993 and Sanuary
1994) indicate Asbestos Containhlg Materials (ACM) are prezent in the following buildings:
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Building 229:

Building 230:

Thermal System Pipe Insulation (to ineludejo~nts) ̄
Cement Asbestos Wall Board
Cement Asbestos Transite Pipe
Raised RoofPenel Putty
12 x 12 Floo~" Tiles and Mastic
Cement Asbestos Wall Board
12 x 12 Floor Tile
Raised Roof Panel Putty
RoofFIA~hfng

Building 329: Cemeet Asbestos Wall Board "
Hoor Tile Mastic
Raised Roof Panel ~utty
RoofFlashlag

Building 330: . Cement Asbestos WallBoard
Floor T’do Mastic
Raised RoofPenel Putty
RoofHashiag

The ACM does not currently pose a threat to human health or the environment because all
friable asbestos that posed an -nacceptable risk to human health hBs been removed or
encapsulated. The tease wilt include the asbestos warning and covenant included in the
Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

Based on the age of the buildings (constructed prior to 1978), the following buildings are
presumed to contain lead-based paint: 229, 230, 329 and 330. The lease will include the lend-
based paint warning and co vennnt provided in the Environmental Protection Prov~ons
(Enelo~re 5).

3.7 Radiolngi~l Materials

There b no evidence that the Department of Defease used or stored radioactive materials
on the property addressed in this FOSL.

3.8 Radon

In keeping with DOD policy to not perform radon essessment and mitigation prior to
transfer of BRAC property, there were no radon surveys conducted in the buildings in this FOSL.

FOSL 5 - Page 3 July 8, 1998
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3.9 Un~x’ploded Ordnanca

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings or
surrounding land proposed for lease are known to contA!h unexploded ordnance.

3.10 Other Wn~trdons Conditions

There are no other known h~rdou+s conditions that present an unacceptable threat to
human health or the environment on the property.

4.
REMEDIATION

In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placp..d DDMT on the
National Priorities List (NPL) for end+ onm~n(~J_ 1"estoratioiL DDMT has since entered into a
Federal Facilities Agreement tTFA)’with the T~easee Department of E.vironment and
Conservation (]’DEC) and the EP& Environmental contamination on the property desert~oed 
this determent does not present a h,~rd to leasing it. In addition, environmeatal conditions on
adjacent propm’ty do not prescat a b-~,,’d to the le~,g of the property. Table 2 - Notification of
H-~rdons Substance Storag~ Release or Disposal (Eaclosure 3) and Table 3 - Notification 
Petroleum Product Storagg, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4) provide details regarding
environmental conditions for each individual parcel or buildinS contained within this FOSE.
Regulators have con~-urred with DDMT that the open area surrounding buildings in Parcel 8 do
not pose risks above levels deemed protective provided that the property is used for the proposed
purpose and the lessee strictly adheres to the Envlronmantal Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

S. REGULATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION+ +

The U.S. EPA E.egioa 4, TDEC and the public were notified of the initiation of the FOSL.
Regulators have reviewed this FOSL and provided comments. These comments have been
incorporated as appropfiat~ Regulatory/public comments and responses are provided in
Enclosure 6.

1 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACI" (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated with proposed lease Of the property have been
analyz~ in accordance with the National ]~vironmcntal Poli~ Act (NEPA). The results of this
nnnlysis have been dgcumented in the Final Environmental Assessment for.Master Interim Lease,
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee,.dated September 1996. The environmental

, effevts of the activities anticipated under the proposed lease were determined not to be si~ific.~mt.
In addition, the proposed use of the property is consistent With the intended reuse of the property

¯ set forth in the Depot R~developmant Corporation Reuse Plan.
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(FOSL)

Parcel 1.8, Parcel 6.1, Parcel 9.1, Parcel 10.2, Parcel 10.3, Parcel
16.1, Parcel 16. 2, Parcel 17. 2, Parcel 17. 3
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I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Lease (FOSL) is to document the
environmental suitability of Parcels 1.8, 6.1, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 16.1, 16.2, 17.2 and 17.3 at the
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) for leasing to the Depot
Redevelopment Corporation (DRC) for fight industry, storage or general office use consistent
with Department of Defense (DOD) and Army policy. This FOSL has been developed 
accordance with the DRC’s Reuse Plan. In addition, the FOSL identifies use restrictions as
spec’tfied in the attached Envlronmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) necessmy to protect
human health and the environment and to prevent interference with any existing or planned
environmental restoration activities."

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed property to be leased consists of 52.35 acres that includes nine (9) parcels.
Included in these parcels are two (2) buildings (Buildings 359 and 559) and the open land 
surrounding these buildings as well as the open land area surrounding Buildings 250, 349, 350,
429, 430, 449, 450, 549, 550, 649 and 650. Site maps of the property proposed to be leased can
be found at Enclosure 1.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF THE PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Report dated
December 5, 1996 and an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) dated November 6, 1996. The
information provided is a result era complete search of agency files during the development of
these environmental surveys. The following documents also provided information on
environmental conditions of the property: Draft Final BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-FE,
November 1997), Asbestos Relnspection (DDC-WP, October 1996), Final Environmental
Assessment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tecb., September 1996), DDMT Radiological Survey
(Administrative Support Center East, August 1996), Remedial Investigation Soil S amjpling Letter
Report.(CH2M I-lill, May 1997), OU- 2 and OU- 3 Field Sampling Plans (CH2M I-fill,
September 1995), Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing, December 1993 and January i994),
RCRA Facilities Assessment (A.T. Kearnay, Inc., Januazy 1990), FinRI Remer~|-I In~_6on
Report (Law Environmental, August 1990) and the Installation Assesqment (US,~I~-IA, March
1981).

3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)
. Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category 1: Parcel 16.2 - Building 559 only

ECP Category 4: Parcel 17.3 - Building 359 only
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ECP Category 7: Parcel 1.8 - Open land area surrounding the buildings in Parcel I,

including the parking lots and grassy areas, the flagpole (Building
143), switch station building (Building 147) and the antenna
tower (Building 146)

Parcel 6.1 - Open land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 6
Parcel 9.1 - Open land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 9
Parcel 10.2 - Open land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 10

except land in Parcel 10.3
Parcel 10.3 - Open land area between southern comers of Btfildings

55.0 and 650 (reported spill area)
Parcel 16.1 - Open land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 16
Parcel 17.2 - Open land area surrounding imildings in Parcel 17

A s~,micmry of the ECP Oxtngories for speedic butldln~ or parcels is provided in Table 1
- Description of Property (Enclosure 2). " ..........

3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hg-ardous Substances

]-lnTardous substances were stored in Building 359. It is assumed this storage was in
excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantifies. Hazardous substances were released in
Building 359 as well as the open land area surrounding the buildings in Parcels 1, 6, 9, 10, 16 and
17. It is assumed, unless otherwise noted, these releases were in excess of the 40 CTR Part 373
reportable quantities. The release of hazardous substances was either remediated at the time of the
release or is currently under evaluation as part of the installation restoration program. There is no
risk to human health and the environment so long as the tenant adheres to the Environmental
Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) with particular reference to Provision 14 regarding ground
distrubing activities. These activities shall not be allowed ..without prior written approval from the
Government. A summary of the buildings or areas in which hazardous substance activities
occurred is provided in Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or
Disposal (Enclosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products

Petroleum products were stored in excess of 55 gal/ons in underground and above-ground
storage tanks at Building 359. See Section 3.3.2 for more information-regarding these tanks.
There is no evidence that any petroleum or petroleum products in excess of 55 gallous at one time
were released or disposed on the property. A smmnmy of the buildings or areas in which
petroleum products aotivities oceured is provided in Table 3 - Notification of Petrol~,m Product
Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

There is one (I) above-ground storage tank at Building 359 that was used for the storage
of petrolcum products. There were .seven (7) underground storage tanks at Building 359 that
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were used for the storage of petroleum products. There’is no evidence of petroleum product
releases at the following Building 359 USTs/ASTs: 12,000-gailon fuel oil UST (closed in’place);
500-gallon fuel oil UST (closed in place), 500-gallon blow down UST (closed in place);
500-gallon fuel oil UST (removed); 1,000-galion fuel oil UST (removed); 12,000-gallon fuel 
UST (removed); 500-gallon fuel oil UST (removed); 500-gallon diesel fuel AST (currently 
place).

A summary of the buildings or areas in which petroleum preduots were stored is provided
in Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

3.4 Poly©hlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

There are no PCB covt, ln;ng transformers or other PCB containing equipment, except
hermetically sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs, located on the property
listed in this FOSL. There is no evidence oflmremediated PCB releases fi’om these ballasts.

3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing, December 1993 and January
1994) indicate Asbestos Containing Materials (ACIV0 are present in the following buildings:

Building 359:

Building 559:

Thermal System Pipe Insulation (to include joints)
Interior Window Putty
Duct Tape
12 x 12 Floor Tiles and Mastic
9 x 9 Floor Tiles and Mastic

Cement Asbestos Wall Board
Floor Tile Mastic
Roof Flashing

The ACM does not currently pose a threat to human health or the euvironm~t bec-q-se all
filable asbestos th~ posed an nnacceptable risk to human health has been removed or
encapsulated. The lease will include the asbestos warning and covennnt included in the
Environmeutafl Protection Pmvisinns (Enclosure 5).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (IJlp)

Based on the age of the buildings (o?.astmcted prior to 1978), the following buildings are
presumed to contain Iced-based paint: 359 and 559. The lease will include the lead-based paint
warning and covenant provided in the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

|

3.7 Radiological Materials

There is evidence that the Department of Defense used or stored radioactive materials on
the following properties included in this FOSL: Building 359, Section 3 - storage of items such as
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watches and compasses containing tritium (H-3). There is no evidence that any releases 
radiological mafe~rials occured at these buildings. A radiologlcal field survey was conducated at
the site, and the survey o3ncluded that this area was suitable for unrestricted use.

3.8 Radon

In keeping with DOD policy to not perform radon assessment and mitigation prior to
transfer of BRAC property, there were no radon surveys conducted in the buildings in this FOSL.

3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings or
surrounding land proposed for lease are known to contain unexploded ordnance.

3.10 Other Hazardous Conditions

There are no other known h~rdous conditions that present an unacceptable threat to
human health or the environment on the property.

4. REMEDIATION

In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed DDMT on the
National Priorities List (NPL) for environmental restoration. DDMT has since entered into 
Federal Fac’dities Agreement (FFA) with the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) and the EP~ Environmental contamination on the property described 
this document does not present a hazard to leasing it. In addition, environmental conditions on
adjacent property do not present a hazard to the leasing of’the property. Table 2 - Notification of
Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 3) and Table 3 - Notification 
Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4) provide details regarding
environmental conditions for each individual parcel or building contained within this FOSL.
Kegulators have concurred with DDMT that the open area surrounding buildings in Parcels l, 6,
9, 10, 16 and 17 does not pose risks above levels deemed protective provided that i~property is
used for the proposed purpose and the lessee strictly adheres to the Environmental Protection
Provisions (Enolosure 5).

5. REGULATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION

The U.S. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the pubfic were notified of the initiation of the FOSI~.
Regulators have reviewed this FOSL and provided comments. These comments have been
incorporated as appropriate. Regulatory/public ~mments and responses are provided in
Enclosure 6.

f

FOSL 6 - Page 4 July 8, 1998



"/64 384 /:--oh/_ c

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAJU POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISI’L~CY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The eavimnmeatai impacts asso~ated with proposed lease o£the property have been
analyzed in accordance with the Natian~ ~viro~raental Policy Act (NEPA). The results of this
analysb have been doou/nented In the Iqnal Environmeatal A~es_eue~t for Master Interim Lease..
Defe~ Dism~outlon Depot Memph|~ Tenne~ee, dated September 1996. The anvironmcatal
effects ofthe activhle~ eati-;pated trader the pmpor~l lease were determined not m be algn~cant.
In addition, the proposed u~e of the pmpe~yts conalste~t with the inteaded reuse of the property
set forth in the Depot Kedevelopment Corporation Reme Plan.

7, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

On the ba~ of the above results ~m the alte-spedflc ~S ~ui other ~m~
studie~ and in consideration of the intended use of the p~pe~, c~ntn ~ and eondltions m-e
vequked for the proposed lease, Time tm~ a~l condHo~ are set forth in the attached
Enviromne~al Protec~on Provlslons (Enelomre S) and w~l be included In the lease.

s. FINDING OF SUITABrr.r/’Y TO T. ASE

Based on the above information, [ h~vc cancJud’ed that all Department ofDefimse (DOD)
requircme~ tO reach a Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) to the Depot Redevelopment
Corpol~on for light industrial u~e have been fully met for the prop~y subject to the terms and
¢onditlon~ in the attached Envimnnum~ Protection Provision (Eaclomro 5). A~ required 
~.CLA section 120(h)(3)(B), I have detem~ed that the property is suitable for lease for 
Inteaded purpose, the uses contemplated for the l¢~e ere ~onslsteat with proteb’t~on of human
health and the e~vironment, and there are adequate .a~uranc~ that’,he United States will take any
additional remedial action found to be n~ that. has not been taken on the date o£the le~.~e.

As required under the DOD FOSL C~idance, not[Bcatlon of hazardous substance .
activitie~ and petroleum product activities shall be provided In the lease docv~ent~ Refer to
Table 2 - Notification ofI4’--~,-dous Substen¢~ Stora~ Rdease or Dlspo~fl ~.mdosum 3) ~d
Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Stont~ Rek~e or Disposal (Eaclosure 4).

7 Endosures
Pad I $1te Me.ps of Propect7

P. $. MORRIS
Colonel, GS
Deputy Chief of Sta~for ~nsinec~s, Housing,

Environment and Yx~-taltafion Log~.c~

]~ad 2 Table 1 - Dmcdption of Pmpe~
l~d 3 Table 2 - Notifl~lon afHaza~ous Sub~.an~e Storage, Release or Disposal
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FINDING OF sUrrABILITY TO LEASE T-;. ¯ .... ,

(FOSL)

Parcel 2. 7, Parcel 6.2, Par’cel’6.’3, ’Parcel 6.11,,Parcel 7.1~ Parcei 7.2,
Parce!: p.’2~,: Parcel 9:’3, Parcel 9. 4,,Parcel’9. 5, Parcel 10..1, Parcel 10. 4,

Parcel 10. 5, ,Parce~ 10. 6, ’paroel’J 1.1,~ Parcel 11. 2," Pdrddl’H ?3;
Parcel 12.’1, P~rce’112.2,, Parcel.24.3, Parcel 3~.1,Pa/cel ll:;~, ’ "" - "" ’-’ "~ ’ " " " "’" "’ ~" ’

Parcel 32.2 and Parcel 33.11

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis,:Tenn~§see

." " ; ,.i ~ " ~ .! J.-

" ’ ’ ’(FOSE Number/)

;t

October 26, 1998
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1. PURPOSE

T.

, enviroamental restoration activities.

The purpose of this Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) is to document the
environmental suitability of Parcels 2.7, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 7.1, 7.2, 9.2, 9.3, 9.4, 9.5, 10.1, 10.4, 10.5,
10.6, 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4, 12.1, 12.2, 24.3, 32.1, 32.2 and 33.11 at the Defense Distribution
Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) for lea~ine to the Depot Redevelopment Corporation
(DRC) for light industry, storage, general office or residential (Parcel 2.7 only) use consistent
with Department of Defense (DOD) and Army policy. This FOSL has been developed 
accordance with the DRC’s Reuse Plan. In addition, the FOSL identifies use restrictions as
specified in the attached Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) necessary to protect
human health and the environment and to prevent interference with any exist~ or plgn~ed

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed property to be leased consists of 66.90 acres which includes twenty-four
(24) parcels. Included in these parcels are nineteen (19) buildings (Buildings 249, 250, 349, 
429, 430, 449, 450, 529, 530, 549, 550, 629, 630, 649, 650, 770, 771 and 835); the open land
area in Pareel 2.7 surrounding the Family Housing units; the open land area in Parcel 7.1
surrounding Building 249; ttlc open land area in Parcel 12.1 surrounding Building 629; the open
land area in Parcel 11:1 surrounding Buildings 529, 530 and 630; the open land area in,parcel 24.3
surrounding Buildings 770 and 771; the open land area in parcel 32~1..~.u.rrou~ding Building 835;
and the open land area in Parcel 33.11 that contains the 1,000-gallon diesel above ground storage
tank outside Building 756. Site maps ofthe’propetty proposed to be leased can be found at
Enclosure I.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OFT HE PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Report dated
December 5, 1996 and an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) dated November 6, 1996. The
information provided is a result of a complete search of agency files during the development of
these environmental surveys. The following documents also provided information on
environmental conditions of the property: Draft Final BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-FE,
November 1997), Asbestos Reinspeetion (DDC-WP, October 1996), Final Environmental
Assessment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech, September 1996), DDMT Radiological Survey
(Administrative Support Center East, August 1996), Remedial Investigation Soil Sampling Letter
Report (CH2M Hill, May 1997), OU - 2 and OU - 3 Field Sampling Plans (CH2M I-Iill,
September 1995), Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing December 1993 and January 1994),
RCRA Facilities Assessment (A.T. Kearnay, Inc., January 1990), Final Remedial Investigation
Report (Law Environmental, August 1990) and the Installation Assessment (USAEHA, March
1981).

FOSL 7 - Page 1 October 26, 1998
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C 3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department ofDdens¢ (DOD)~EnvlronmenUd Condition of Property (ECP)
Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category I: .. I’ .m~,~ 6.3 :~Bm’Id~g 349.

Parcel 9A .-.Bq~,.dinsA49
Pare~ 9.5 - Bifilding 450 - ..

Pkroel,i6:6 -i3nildin S 650 "
Parcel 11.3 - Bin1: cling 530
Parcel 11.4 - Building 630

ECP Category 2: Parcel 33.11 --Open l~d ar~m containing the 1, .000-gallon diesel
-above ground storage tank outside BnildinS :756

ECP Category 3:

ECP Category 4:

ECP Category.5;

ECP Category 6;

ECP Category 7:

i~ar~l 6.2 - BuUdi~ 25o
Parc6i 6:4- Building 35o
Parcel 9.3 - Building 430
Parcel 10.1 - Building 649.
parcd .~o.5 - Building 550
P~’ei 11.2- s~di.~ 529
P~cd 3,2.1 -,Open land area innorth and west of Building 835

~.~’c~el 7.# - Building 249
P~ 12.2 - Bulid’mg 629

,. p.a~. 32.2 -B~lding 835.

P~¢el 2.7 - Open land area surrounding the F.~y HousingUnits
’ " ’ ’~,:~s 17¢~,’-S178, 1"19, 181, S183 and iS~),-

i’P~ce] 7.1 -~0p.~t land area, s~ounding,Building.249 :

Parcel 11.1 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 529, 5~30 and
630

-Pa~. 12;1 - Open l an, d area surrounding Building 629
Parcel 24.3 - Buildings 770 and 771 as well as the open land area

surrounding Buildings 770 and 771

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table I
- Description of Property (Enclosure 2).

FOSL 7 - Page 2 October 26, 1998
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3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

Hazardous eubstancea we4-e stored in Buildings 249, 250, 350, 430, 529, 550, 629, 649,
770 and 835 as well as the open land area north and west of Building 835 (Parcel 32.1). It 
assumed this storage was in excess ofthe 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantifies. Hazardous
substances were released in the following locations: Buildings 249, 250, 350, 430, 529, 550, 629,
649, 770 and 835; the open land area surrounding the F.andlyHousing Units (Parcel 2.7); the
open land area surrounding Building 249 (Parcel 7.1); the open lend area surrounding Buildings
529, 530 and 630 (Parcel 11.1); the open land area surrounding Building 629 (Parcel 12.1); 
open land area surrounding Buildings 770 and 77I (Parcel 24.3); end the open land area north and

¯ ~ pfBu!l~83fi..(l~:~:32..1,). ,Exi,sfing records do.not support the deto~." .harlots, that. ............. ,.~.
releasea ~ed the40 CFRP~t 373 reportable quantitieaunle~ otherwise, noted. The release "
of hazardous substances was either remediated at the time of the release or is currently under
evaluation as part ofthe installation restoration program~ There is no risk to human health and
the environment so long as the tenant adheres to the Environmental Protection Provisions
(Enclosure 5) with particular reference to Provision 14 regarding ground disturbing activities.
These e~ivitles shall not be allowed without prior written appreval from the Govenanent. A
summary of the buildings or areas in which b.7~rdous substance activities occurred is provided in
Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

3.3.1"Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Prod uets

Petroleum products were stored in excess of 55 gallons in underground and above-ground
¯ storage tanks at Building 770 and in Parcel 33.11 outside of Building 756. See Section 3.3.2 for
more information regarding these tanks. There is evidence that petrolenm or petroleum products
were released at Building 770. It is assumed, unless otherwise noted, that the release was in
excess of 55 gallons. The release of petroleum products was either remediated at the time ofthe
release or is currently under evaluation as part of the installation restoration program. There is no
risk to human health and the environment so long as the tenant adheres to the Environmental
Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) with particular reference to Provision 14 regarding ground
disturbing activities. These aotivities shall not be allowed without prior written approval fr.om the
Government. A summary 0fthe l~ildings or areas in which petroleum product activities oc~’urred
is provided in Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal
(Enclosure 4).

3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

, In Parcel 24.3, outside of Building 770, there were four (4) underground storage tanks
(USTs) and two (2) above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) used for the storage of petroleum
products. There is no evidence of petroleum product releases at the Building 770 USTs/ASTs.
In Parcel 33,11, outside Building 756, there is a 1,000-gsllon diesel above ground storage tank
that replaced a ],000-gallon diesel UST removed in 1994. A summary of the buildings or areas in t.
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C" ~vhich petroleum products activities occmred ~ provid~ in Table 3 -Notification of Petroleum
Product Storage, Release or Disposal (EnclbstL*’e 4).

3,4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (TCB) Equipment

There are no PCB containing tr.y~formevs or o~er PCB con1~|nlng equipment, except
hermetically sealed fluorescent lis!~t.bulb ~b~dl:L~stS that may contain PCBs, located on the property

listed in this FOSL. On July 9, 1990, a 50-gallpn P+{~B-comaLmng llqmd spill was reported at
Buildins 770. The Spill Team respond~l, appli~ ab~rbent, excavated all stained soil and
removed soil and absorbent to the appropriate ~pb~ailTacility. The lease will include the PCB

¯ ¯ =* + *
+1,’ + , ~ .

¯ +1
notification prowslon contained m the En~onmental Protection Provtstons-(Enclosure 5) 

3.5 Asbestos

C .

The EBS and the Asbestos Identifi+eation Survey (Picketing, December 1993 and January
1994) indicate Asbestos Cont.lnlng Materials (A +CM) are present in the following buildings:

Building 249: Raised Roof Putty and RoofFlasbina
¯ , *+ , +, ~,

Building 250:

Building 349:

Building 350:

Building 429:

12 x 12 Gray Marble Floor Tiles and Mastic
12 x 1+2 Beige Marble Floor Tile and Mastic
9’x 9 B~V’myi Floor Tile and Mastic

Cement ~l~e~os Panels on Raised Roof

12x l’2’Fl’oor Til~ and Mastic
Dome~tig+Water Pipe Insulation (Including Joints)
Cemefit Asbestbs Panels on Raised Roof

""I~’s~[’~oofP. ~t~,+an0 Roof Flashing
Asphalt Built-tip BOoting

Domestic+Water Pipe Joint Insulstion-+~. .

’12 x 1+2 Floor Tile and Mastic
Cem~t "~bestbs P~elS on Raised Roof
 "Rb f koof Flnshmg

Domes~c WatW P~pe Insulation (Inclu&ng Joints)
Cement A:sbe~tos Panels on Raised Roof
Rai’+s~l Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
12 x 12 V’myl H0or Tile
F~t~’ior Window Frame Putty
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

FOSL 7 - Page 4 O~ober 26, 1998
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Building 430:

Building 449:

Building 450:

Buildin8 529:

Building 530:

Building 549:

, %

Building 550:

Building 629:

Building 630:

Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
Kxtedor Window Frame Putty
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof]putty and RoofH.ashing

Dome.slit Water ]pipe Insulation (Including lolnts)
12 x 12 Beige v’myl Floor T’de and Mastic
12 x 12 Brown Marble Floor Tile
Cot/crete Sealant Putty
Exterior W’mdow Frame Putty
~em~tAsbestospanels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and KoofFlashing

Domestic Water Pipe Insulation (Incly+ding Joints)
12 x 12 Dark Brown Vinyl Floor Tile
Exterior Windo’w Frame Putty
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Reef]putty and Roof Flashing

Domestic Water Pipe/oint Insulation
12 x 12 Dark Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic
Cement Asbestos Panels on Keised Roof --
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

12 x 12 Beige Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised RoofP, utty

Domestic Water ]pipe Joint Insulation
12 x 12 Dark Brown V’myl Floor Tile
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof

¯ ++ . ¯ ¯
Raised l~ofPutty and Roof Flashing

, ¯ ¯ , ¯

Domestic Water Pipe Insulation (Including Joints)
12 x 12 Beige Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic

Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
12 x 12 Vinyl Floor Tile
12 x 12 Beige Vinyl Floor Tile
Cemeat Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Reef]Putty

Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
Interior and Exterior Window Frame Putty
12 x 12 Vinyl Floor. Tile

L

L
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Cement Asbestos Pan~s on Raised Roof
t /s ,RoofPutty

Building 649:

Building 650:

Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
12 x 12 Beige V’myl Floor T’tle ,,
Ceme , b os Panels on Raised Roof,

"Do&e~ie Water Pipe Joint Insulation
Exterior W’mdow Frame Putty
Cement Asbestos Faneis on RaisedRoo£.,, ~_ ................. ~’-,..- -

Building 770: Thermal System Pipe Insulation (Includes Joints)
Boiler/Flue Insulation and Boiler Rope Gasket
12 x 12 Brown Vinyl Floor Tile Mastic
12 x 12 Brown V’myl Hoor Tile
Cemefit Asbestos Exterior Siding
Cement Asbestos Ceiling Eanels
RoofFlasl-dng

Building 771: Cement Asbestos Exterior Siding
Original Roofing Shingles
Cement Asbestos Board on Restroom Walls

The ACM does not currently pose a threat to human health or the environment because all
friable asbestos that posed an unacceptable risk to human health has been r~n~oved of
encapsulated. The lease will include the asbestos warning and covenant included lathe
Enwronmental Protection Provzmons (Enclosure 5) ....

3.6 Land-Based Paint (LBP)

Based on the age of the buQdings (~nstmcted prior to 1978), the fogeys, g buildings, are
presumed to ~ttain,lead-based ~aht; 249, 250’, 349,350, 430, 449, .450,.53Q, 549, 550,:630’and
650. Lead-based paint on’theFdm!lyHodsingUuits,’which are/tbt intldsFOSLisbelng abated.
These units are surrounding by ParCel 2.7. ~ppropfinte measures, will be implemented,during the
abatement to ensure prot6ct!oil of tile soil. The I~ase will include’the l end-bLsed’ paint warning
and covenant provided in the Envirbhm~. ~u~l Protection Provisions (Enclosu,re 5)..

3.7 Radiologieal Materials

The following buildings were used for radiological activities:

¯ Building 629, Bay 2 - storage of wrist watches containing ~fium (I-[-3) and
radium-226 and compasses containing tritium (H-3); possible storage~o£1antern
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mantles contalni~ thofium~-232; smoke detectors containing americium 241;
"electron tubs containing thorinm-232, trithim (H-3) arid radium-226; and indicator
and toggles switohes containing radium-226.

¯ Building 835, Section 6"(6as/~side) - storage oflantem mantles containing tho~am-
232; smoke detectors co~tinmgamenctum 241, electron tubs containing thorium-
232, tritium (H-3) and radium-226; ~’isi’watdhes containing tritium (H-3) 
tedium-226; indicator and togg, l~ switches containing radium-226, and compasses
containing tritium (H-3). 

7" ..

.... There is no evidence that any/’eleases 0f iadi01ogicalmatefials-Oc~, rfed at,these buildings.
A radiological field survey was conducted at those ~ites’h~ing/ediologioal activities, and the
survey concluded that these areas were suitable for unrestricted use.

I’

3.8 Radon

In accordanca with the Departmeht of DefenseMemorendum, Subject: Asbestos, Lead
Paint and Radon Policies at BRAC Properties, dated October 31, 1994, no radon surveys were
conducted in the buildings included in ihis FOSL as their intended use will not be residential.

3.9 Unexploded Ordnance .

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings or
land proposed for lease are known to cont~n unexploded ordnance.

3,10 Other Hazardous Condition’s,

There are no othe/kno~~l~d~’us conditions that present an unacceptable threat to
human health or the environment on the property.

4. REMEDIATION

In October 1992,.the U.S: Enviroifi~eh~al Protection Agency (EPA) pl~i~d DDMT o’n the
N̄ational Prmnties List (NPL)’f6r’eny.’onmental restoration. DDMT h~ since entered mto.a
Federal Facilities Agreement (FF_A) wi~tlle Tefinesseo Departmeot ofE.ngironment and
Conservati6n (]’DEC) and th6 EPA.’ Enclronmental contamination on the property described 
th,s document does not present a h -a~trd to persons lessmg it. In ~lditton, envLronmental
condltiom on adjacent federal government property do not present a hazard to the leasing of the
property. Table 2 - Notification of H.7~rdous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclgsure
5) and Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 
provide details regarding environmental conditions for each indi~dual parcel or building
contained within this FOSL. Regulators.have concurred with the Depot that the following areas
and buildings do not pose risks above l~els deemed protoctive provided that the property is used
for the proposed purpose and the lessee’stripy adheres to the Environmental Protection
Provisions (Enclosure 5): Buildings 249, 250, 349, 350, 429, 430, 449, 450, 529, 530, 549, 550.

\

C
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629, 630, 649, 650, 770, 771 ~md 835; the ope~q land area surrounding the Family Housing Units
(Parcel 2.7); the open land area surrounding Building 249 (Parc~ 7.1); the open land 
surrounding Buildings 529, 530 and 630 (Parcel 11,1); the open laud area surrounding Building
629 (Parcel 12.1); the open land area surrounding Buildings 770 and 771 (Parcel 24.3); and 
open land area north and west of Building 835 (Perc~ 32.1)and opan land m-ea containing the
1,000-gallon diesel above ground storage t~mk ox/tside Buildi,~ 756 (Parcel 33.1.1).

The U.S. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the public were noticed of the initiation of this
FOSL. EPA, Defense Legist. "cs Agency ~d. _Army Ma.teriel Command have reviewed .this FOSL
and provided comments. Kegtdatory/public comments and responses are provided in Eaelosure 6.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL,POLICY’ACT (NEPA) COMIq.,IANCE AND
CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated with proposed lease of the property have been
anelyzed in ac~rdanc~ with the National Environmental Po~ Act (’NEPA). The results of this
analysis have been documented in the Final Environmental A~essment for Master Interim Lease,
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Termessee, dated September 1996. The environmental
effects of the activities anticipated under the proposed lease were determined not to be significant.
In addition, theproposed use of the.propewy is consistent with the intended reuse of the property
set forth in the Depot Redevelopment Corporation Reuse Plan.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

On the basis of the above results from the site~spedfie EBS and other envlronmantel
studies and in consideration of the intended use of the property,~certaln terms and conditions are
required for the proposed lease. These terms and conditions are set forth in the attached
Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) and wili be included in the lease.

8. FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO LEASE

Based on the above information, I have concluded that all Del~artment ofDefanse (DOD)
requirements to reach a Finding of Sultability to Lease (FOSL) to the Depot Redevelopment
Corporation for light industrial and residential (Parcel 2,7 only) use have been fully met for the
property subject to the terms and conditions in the attached Environme~tel Protection Provision
(Enclosure 5). As requh’ed by CEI~CLA section 120(h)O)(B), I have determined that 
property is suitable for lease for the intended purpose, the uses contemplated for the lease are

. consistent with protection of human health and the eavironment, and there are edequate
assurances that the United States will take any additional remedial action found to be nec, essary
that has not been taken on the date of the lease.
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FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO LEASE

(FOSL) 

Parcel 3.5, Parcel 3.6, Parcel 3.7, Parcel
Parcel 3.11, Parcel 13.5, Parcel 14.2,
Parcel 15.4, Parcel 15.5, Parcel 15.6,
Parcel 19.2, Parcel 19.3, Parcel 20.1,
Parcel 21.5, Parcel 22.1, Parcel 22.2,

Parcel 23.8, Parcel 23.9, Parcel 23.10,
Parcel 24.2, Parcel 25.1, Parcel 25.2,
Parcel 27.1, Parcel 28.1, Parcel 28.2,
Parcel 30.2, Parcel 30.3, Parcel 30.4,

3.8,-Parcel 3~ 9, Parcel 3.10,
Parcel 15.2, Parcel 15.3,
Parcel 18.2, Parcel 19.1,
Parcel 20. 5, Parcel 20. 6,
Parcel 23.6, Parcel 23. 7,
Parcel 23.11, Parcel 24.1,
Parcel 26.1, Parcel 26.2,
Parcel 29.2, Parcel 29.3,
Parcel 30. 5, Parcel 31.1,

Parcel 32.3, Parcel 33.6, Parcel 33.7, Parcel 33.8, Parcel 33.9,
Parcel 34.2,Parcel 35.1, Parcel 35.2, Parcel 35.3, Parcel 35.4

and Parcel 35.5

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

(FOSL Number 8)

July 1999
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The purpose of this Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) is to document the

OlnVironmental suitability of Parcels 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.10, 3.11, 13.5, 14.2, 15.2, 15.3, 15.4,
5.5, 15.6, 18.2, 19.1, 19.2, 19.3, 20.1, 20.5, 20.6, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.6, 23.7, 23.8, 23.9, 23.10,

23.11, 24.1, 24.2, 25.1, 25.2, 26.1, 26.2, 27.1, 28.1, 28.2, 29.2, 29.3, 30.2, 30.3, 30.4, 30.5, 31.1,
32.3, 33.6, 33.7, 33.8, 33.9, 34.2, 35.1, 35.2, 35.3, 35.4 and 35.5 at the former Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (the Depot) for inclusion in the Interim Master Lease
held by the Depot Redevelopment Corporation (DRC)’ for light industry, storage, general circe
and recreation use consistent with Department of Defense (DOD) and Army policy. This FOSL
has been developed in accordance with the DRC’s Reuse Plan. In addition, the FOSL identifies
use i’estrictions.~.~’6cifi~l ih the attached Environmental Protection ProviSions (Ericlosure 5) ’~"~-".’-~ ;
necessary to protect human health and the environment and to prevent interference with any
existing or planned environmental restoration activities.

2. PROPERTY DES~ON

The proposed property to be lea~ed consists of 367.52 acres which includes fii~,-seven
(57) parcels. Included in these parcels are thirty-three (33) buildings (’Buildings 194, 197, 
301,308, 309, 319, 398, "I"416, T417, 465, 468, 469, 717, 720, 737, 783, 793, 801, 802, 863,
865, 873, 875, 949, 970, 1084, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 1090 and 1091); concrete foundations
remaining after the demolition of Buildings 209, 702 and 1085; open land areas surrounding these
buildings and foundations and extending to Airways Boulevard, Dunn Road, Ball Road and Perry
Road; open storage areas X01, X02, X03, X04, X05, X06, X07, X08, X09, X10, Xll, X12,

ohl7, X19, X20, X21, X23, X27, X.30, Y10, YS0; spill area west of Building 737; spill area one north dock of Building 489; spill area between Buildings 489 and 490; spill area east of
uilding 685; spill area between Buildings 925 and 949; spill area northwest of Building 995;

former material recoupment area at southeast comer of Building 873; former waste material
storage area west of Buildings 308 and 309; recreational area including the golf course,
playground, softball field, volleyball and tennis courts, wading pool and open land. area
surrounding the community club complex; Lake Danielson and associated storm drain ditch; the
golf course pond and associated storm drain ditch; open land area between east ends of Buildings
689 and 690; open land area surrounding Building 972; storm drain adjacent to Gate 9; former
spray paint area south of Building 949; open land area surrounding Buildings 490,.;689 and 690;
open land area surrounding Buildings 470, 489 and 670; and a former aboveground storage tank
east of Building 770. Site maps of the property proposed for lease can be found at Enclosure 1.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF ~ PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
, the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Report dated
December 5, 1996 and an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) dated November 6, 1996. The
information provided is a result of a complete search of agency files during the development of
these environmental surveys. The following documents also provided information on
environmental conditions of the property: Nuclear Regulatory Commission letter approving
Building 319 for unrestricted use (April 16, 1999), Final Baseline Risk Assessment for Golf
Course Impoundments (Radian ~tereational,-May ~1999), Final, Str~emliaed.Risk-Assessment ............. r-.

~DParcel 3 Technical Memorandum (CH2M I-Y_tll, J’anuary 1999), BRAC Cleanup Plan V6.rsion 

(.
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(DDSP-FE, October 1998), Revised BR.A.C Parcel Summary Reports (CH2M I-Y_dl, October
1998), Final Remedial Investigation Sites Letter Reports (CH.2M W_.dl, May 1998), Final
Screening Sites Letter Reports (CI-I2M Hill, March 1998), Environmental Baseline Study
Radiological Survey for Defense Distribution Depot Memphis (ASCE-IW, August 1996),
Termination Radiologic~d Survey for Defense Distribution Depot Memphis Building 319, Bay 6
(ASCE-IW, April 1997), Asbestos Reinspection (DDC-WP, October 1996), Final Environmental
Assessment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech, September 1996), DDMT Radiologieal Survey
(Administrative Support Center East, August 1996), Remedial Investigation Soil Sampling Letter
Report (CH2M I-Wall, May 1997), OUs 2, 3 and 4 Field Sampling Plans (CH2M I-Fill, September
1995), Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing, December 199Tand Ianuary 1994), RCRA"

: :.-Facilities Assessment (A.T. Kearnay, Inc., January 1990), Fin~. Remedial Investigafi6fiRi~port-,.- 
(Law Environmental, August" 1990) and the Installation Assessment (USAEHA, March 1981).

3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department of Defense (’DOD) Environmental Condition ofProparty (ECP)
Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category 1:

ECP Category 2:

ECP Category 3:

ECP Category 4:

ECP Category 5:

Parcel 30.4 -

Parcel 20.1 -
Parcel 23.9 -
Parcel 26.2 -
Parcel 33.6 -

Parcel 15.2-
Parcel 15.4-
Parcel 18.2-
Parcel 19.1 -

Parcel 19.2-
Parcel 23.6 -

Parcel 23.7 -
Parcel 23.8 -
Parcel 23.10 -
Parcd 28.1 -

Parcel 33.8 -
Parcel 34.2 -

Parcel 15.3 -
Parcel 19.3 -
Parcel 25.1 -
Parcel 30.2 -

- Fatal 24.1 "

Building 949

Spill area on north dock of Building 489
Spill area northwest of Building 995
Building 970
Spill area west of Building 737

Building 308
Building 702 concrete foundation
Open land area surrounding Building 560
Building 468 and open land area surrounding
Buildings 465, 468 and 469 (Building 467, fabric
tension structure, removed in 1996")
Building 465
Open land area surrounding Buildings 783,787 and
793, Gates 6, 7 and 8, and extending to Ball Road
Building 783
Building 793
Open storage area X01
Open storage area X04 and open land area
extending to Perry Road
Building 863
Open land area surrounding Building 360

Building 319
Building 469
Building 873
Spill area between Buildings 925 and 949

Form~r-rri~.te’fial’reco~pment area a.t’southeast
comer of Building 873
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ECP Category 6:

ECP Category 7.

Parcel 15.5 -

Parcel 25.2 -

Parcel 28.2 -

Parcel 35. I -
Parcel 35.2 -

Parcel 35.3 -
¯ Parcel 35.4.-

Parcel 35.5 -

\

’ Parcel 3.5 -

Parcel 3.6 -
Parcel 3.7 -
Parcel 3.8 -
Parcel 3.9 -
Parcel 3.10.-
Parcel 3. I I -
Parcel 13.5 -

Parcel 14.2-

Parcel 15.6 -

Parcel 20.5 -

Parcel 20.6 -
Parcel 21.5 -

Parcel 22. I -

764 398

Former waste material storage area west of
Buildings 308 and 309
Building 875 and open land area surrounding
Buildings 873 and 875
Building 1089 and surrounding open land area
extending to Perry Road
Building 1090
Building 1084, Building 1085 concrete foundation
and surrounding open land area
Building 1086 " ""
Building 1087, metal-roofed sh.ed south of
Building 1088 andopen land area surrounding south
ends of these buildings
Buildings 1088 and 1091 and surrounding open land
area extending to Perry Road

Recreational area including the golf course,
playground, soRball field, volleyball and tennis
courts, wading pool, Buildings 194, 197 and 398,
and open land area surrounding the
community club complex extending to Ball Road
Lake Danielson
Lake Danielson storm drain ditch
Golf course pond
Golf course pond storm drain ditch
Former pistol range near Hole 9
Former flamethrower test site west of Hole 9
Buildlng 211, Gates 23, 24 and 25, and surrounding
open land area extending to Airways Boulevard
Building 209 concrete foundation and surrounding
open land area extending to Airways Boulevard and
to Dunn Road
Open storage areas X09, YI0 and Y50,
Buildings 301, 309, T416, T417, 701 and 71’7 and
surrounding open land area extending to Dunn Road
Open land area surrounding Buildings 4’70, 489
and 670
Spill area between Buildings 489 and 490
Open land area surrounding Buildings 490, 689
and 690
Open land area between east .ends of Buildings 689
and 690

Parcel 22.2 - Spill area east of Building 685
Parcel 23.1 i - Open land area surrounding Building 995
Parcel 24,2 - Open storage area X03
Parcel 26. I -
Parcel 27. I -

f
.

(

Open land.area.surrounding Building 970 ..... ", .-’. ,:..:.:--.: ’

Open land area surrounding Building 972
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Parcel 29.2 -

Pm~e129.3-
Pm’cel30.3-

Parcel 30.5 -
Parcel 31.1 -
Parcel 32.3 -

. Parcel 33.7 -

Parcel33.9-

Open storage areas X27 and X30, Buildings 801
and 802, and surrounding open land area
extending to Dunn Road and to Perry Road
Storm drain ditch adjacent to Gate 9
Open storage area X23 and open land area
surrounding Buildings 925 and 949
Former spray paint area south of Building 949
Open storage areas X17, X19, X20 and X21
Open storage area X02, Building 865 and
surrounding open land area
Former aboveground storage ~ east ..
of Building 770 - "
Open storage areas X05, X06, X07, X08, X10, Xll
and XI2, Buildings 720 and 737, and open
land area surrounding Buildings 720, 737, 753, 755,
756, 860 and 863

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table 1
- Description of Property (Enclosure 2).

3,2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

~7~rdous substanc~.s were stored at the following locations: Buildings 194, 308, 319,
469, 720, 737, 783, 793, 865, 873, 875, 1084, 1086, 1087, 1089, 1090 and 1091; open storage
areas X03, )(07, X08, X10, X11, X12, X17, X19, X20, X21, X23, Y10 and YS0; former waste
material storage area west of Buildings 308 and 309 (Parcel 15.5); former material receupment
area at southeast comer of Building 873 (Parcel 24.1); and open land area surrounding Buildings
925 and 949. It is assumed this storage was in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable
quantifies. Hazardous substances were also stored in Building 702 (Parcel 15.4/demolished in
1998), the officer’s hobby shop, in small quantities for use by military officers. Hazardous
substances were released at the following locations: inside Buildings 465, 469, 737, 863, 865,
873, 1086 and 1087; open storage area X10; Lake Danielson (Parcel 3.6) and associated storm
drain ditch (Parcel 3.7); golf eourae pond (Parcel 3.8)"and associated storm drain ditch (Parcel

"~ 3.9); former pistol range near Hole 9 (Parcel 3. I0); former flamethrower test site west ogrHole 
(Parcel 3.11); storm drain ditch adjacent to Gate 9 (Parcel 29.3); spill area between Buildings 
and 490 (parcel 20.6); spill area east of Building 685 (Pared 22.2); spill area between Buildings
925 and 949 (Parcel 30.2); former waste material storage area west of Buildings 308 and 309
(Parcel 15.5); former material reeoupment area at southeast comer of Building 873 (Parcel 24.1);
open land area surrounding Buildings 873 and 875 (Parcel 25.2); and former spray paint area
south of Building 949 (Pared 30.5).

Inthe past, all grassed areas (Parcds 3.5, 3.10, 3.11, 1.3.5, 14.2, 15.5, 18.2, 20.5., 21.5,
23.6, 23.10, 23.11, 28.1, 28.2, 29.2, 33.9, 34.2 and 35.5) were sprayed with pesticides and
herbicides. In the past, all gravel areas (15.5, 15.6, 19.1, 20.5, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.6, 23.10,
23.11, 24.1, 24.2, 25.2, 26.1, 27.1, 28.1, 28.2, 29.2, 30.3, 32.3, 33.7, 33.9, 35.2, 35.4 and 35.5)
were sprayed with pesticides, herbieidesand.waste oEcontaining_pentacklorophenol (P.CP). 
the past, all gravel dpen storage areas (XOI, X02, )<03, )(04, X05, )(06, )(07, X08, )(09, 
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~¢ Xll, X12, X17, X19, X20, X21, X23, X27, X30, YI0 and YS0) were sprayed with pesticides,
herbicides and waste oil containing pentachlorophenol (PCP). In the past, all railroad tracks
(Parcels 13.5, 14.2, 15.6, 18.2, 19.1, 20.5, 23.6, 24.2, 25.2, 26.1, 29.2, 30.3, 31.1, 33.9 and 34.2)
were sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oll containing pentachiorophenol (PEP).
Existing records do not support the determination that releases exceeded the 40 ~ Part 373
reportable quantities unless otherwise noted in Table 2. The release ofhA-,rdous substances was
either remediated at the time of the release or is currently under evaluation as part of the
installation restoration program. There is no risk to human health and the environment so long as
the tenant adheres to the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) with particular
reference to Provision 14 regarding ground disturbing activities. "I"hese activities shall not be"

-..., allowed without prior wd’.tten approval from the Government. _.A.. su_mmary,of ~,ebuild~gs:or
areas in which b~’~rdous substance activities occurred is provided in Table 2 - Notification of
Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 3).

k.,

Results from the preliminary Risk Evaluation (PKE) (CH2M Hill, April 1998) indicated
industrial reuse scenario carcinogenic risks were within or below (i.e., even less risk) the
acceptable exposure level [(40 CFK 300.430 (e)(2)(i)(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental
Protection Agency for the following parcels included in this FOSL: 13.5, 14.2, 15.2, 15.3, 15.4,
15.5, 15.6, 18.2, 19.1, 19.2, 19.3, 20.1, 20.5, 20.6, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.6, 23.7, 23.8, 23.9, 23.10,
23.11, 24.1, 24.2, 25.1, 25.2, 26.1, 26.2, 27.1, 28.1, 28.2, 29.2, 29.3, 30.2, 30.3, 30.4, 30.5, 31.1,
32.3, 33.6, 33.7, 33.8, 33.9, 34.2, 35.1, 35.2, 35.3, 35.4 and 35.5. Risk assessment information
for the Parcel 3 is contained in subsequent paragraphs of this FOSL.

Results from the PRE(CH2M Hill, April 1998) indicated industrial reuse scenario non-
carcinogenic risks were within or below (i.e., even less risk) the acceptable exposure level [(40
CFK 300.430 (e)(2)(i)(A)(1)] as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency 
following parcels included in this FOSL: 13.5, 14.2, 15.2, 15.3, 15.5, 15.6, 18.2, 19.1, 19.2, 19.3,
20.1, 20.5, 20.6, 21.5, 22.l, 22.2, 23.6, 23.7, 23.8, 23.9, 23.10, 23.11, 24.1, 24.2, 25.1, 25.2,
26.1, 26.2, 27.1, 29.2, 30.2, 30.3, 30.4, 31.1, 32.3, 33.6, 33.7, 33.8, 33.9, 34.2, 35.1, 35.2, 35.3,
35.4 and 35.5.

¯ Kesults from thePRE (CH.2M Hill, April 1998.) indicated Parcels 15.4; 28.1, 28.2, 29.3,
30.5 and 35.4 industrial resuse scenario non-carcinogenic ri~ were above the acceptable
exposure level [(40 CFK 300.430 (e)(2)(i)(A)(1)] as defined by the Environmental Protection 
Agency. One sample for Parcel 15.4 taken adjacent to the remaining concrete pad from the
demolition of Building 702 was above acceptable exposure levels and will be further evaluated
under the installation restoration program. One sample for Pared 28.1 was taken adjacent to a
railroad track and was on the threshold 6fthe acceptable exposure level. All railroad tracks will
be further evaluated under the installation restoration program. Samples for Pared 30.5 were’

, colieeted adjacent to Screening Site 83 and will be further evaluated under the installation
restoration program. Parcel 28.2 and 35.4 include Remedial Investigation Site 32 and Screening
Sites 31, 33 and 89 all of which are included in a proposed renaoval action that, if appr6ved, is
anticipated to occur in 1999. Parcel 29.3 is a concr=e lined stormwater drainage ditch at which
no beneficial occupancy wig occur. There is no risk to human health and the environment so long
as the tenant adheres to the Environmental Protection Provi’sions.(Enclosure 5) with particular
reference to Provision 14 regarding ground disturbing activities. These activities shall not be-
allowed without prior written approval from the Government.
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In an effort to evaluate health risks associated with the historical use ofpe~cides at the
recreational area of the Depot, which includes parcels 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11, the
BRAC Cleanup Team had a streamlined dsk assessment conducted. Results oft.his assessment
are contained in the Final Streamlined Risk Assessment Parcel 3 Technical Memorandum (CH2M
Hill, .]’anuary 1999). The assessment is unique in that it has been expedited when compared to the
typical "Superfund" process. From late 1996 through 1998, over fu’b/surface soilsamples from
throughout these parcels were collected, analyzed, and the results processed through several risk
assessment scenarios reflected of intended, like reuse of the recreational area. The assessment
concluded that risks associated with pesticides on the soRball field or the playground.for small
children or adolescence youths were below the acceptable exposure level [(40.CFR 306.430
(e)(2)(i)(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency. The’~ss’ess-meht 
concluded that risks associated with pesticides on the golf course for golfers were within the
acceptable exposure level [40 CFR 300.430 (e1(2)(i1(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental
Protection Agency. When compared with other golf courses, pesticide levels at the Depot were
typical. Golf courses in the city of Memphis usually notify course users about the application of
pesticides by posting signs and flyers. Therefore, the Lessee is required to comply with
Environmental Pi’otection Provision 20 (Enclosure 5) regarding the posting of signs regarding
historical and current pesticide use.

Health risks associated with surface water, sediments and aquatic animals in Lake
Danielson [Parcel 3.6) and the Golf’Course Pond [Parcel 3.8/ were also assessed in an expedited
manner. Final results are included in the final Baseline Risk Assessment for Golf Course
Impoundments at the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee [p, adian International,
May 19991. The surface water, sediments and aquatic animals from these two impoundments
were sampled, analyzed, and evaluated to determine the risk associated with consumption of the
fish and the frog legs. It is important to note that the only aquatic animals collected from either
impoundment were flogs, goldfish and a forage fish known as a shiner (’N’otropis girardi). Many
different sample collection techniques were otiliTed to collect aquatic animals including angling,
trapping and eleetroshocking. Frogs, goldfish and shiners were the only species coUented. In
correspondence from a certified Piscivarian Wildlife Biologist from the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA), the Lessee.was advised that no appreciable/viable populations of game fish
species were within either impoundment. The assessment indicated risks associated with
consumption of non-game fish and frog legs from the-impoundments were below the acceptable
exposure level [40 ~ 300.430 (el(2)(iXA)(2)] as defined by the Environmental Protection
Agency. The assessment also indicates risks posed by exposure to surface water and sediments
through swimming in the impoundments were below the acceptable exposure level [40 CF’R
300.430 (el(2)(il(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency. In 1986 
unsupervised swimming and proximity.to golf course fairways as well as preliminary sampling

, results, fishing and swimming in both impoundments was banned and signs to this effect were
posted. Further sampling and risk assessments efforts have determined that there is no health risk
reason from substances in surface Water, sediments or aquatic life in the impoundment~for this
ban to continue. However, the Lessee should maintain the signagn around the impoundments as
the Lessee may decide to continue the ban on fishing and swimming for safety reasons. qD
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3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products

Petroleum products were stored in excess of 55 gallons at following locations: Buildings
209 (Parcel 14.7./demolished in 1998), 465, 469, 865, 873, 875, 970, 1085 (in Parcel
35.2/demolished in 1988), 1090 and 1091; open storage areas X03, X07, Xl0, XII, XI2, XI7,
xIg, X20, X21, X23 and YI0; former waste material storage area west of Buildings 308 and 309
(Parcel 15.5); former material recoupment area at southeast corner of Building 873 (Parcel 24. 
former aboveground storage tank (Tank 765) east of Building 770 (Parcel 33.7); in Parcel 13.5 
the current aboveground storage tank for the emergency generater associated with Building 211;
in P.arcq.~. 15.6.. at a former underground storage tank adjacent to Building 319.; in Parcel 33.9 at a -: -..-.=
fot’mer=a.~o’o(’e~ound storage tank (Tank 721) adjacent to Building 720 and at a ~’ormer "" :: ":=÷: "-
underground storage tank adjacent to Building 754 (Building 754 is Parcel 33.2 and is not
included in this FOSL). Small quantities ofpctroleum products were stored and used at former
Building 702 (Parcel 15.4/demolished in 1998), the ol~cer’s hobby shop. See Section 3.3.2 for
more information regarding underground and aboveground storage tanks.

There is evidence that petroleum or petroleum products were released at the following
locations: inside Buildings 465, 468, 469, 863,873 and 970; at open storage areas X03, XI I,
X27 and X30; the spill area on north dock of Building 489 (Parcel 20. I); spill area northwest 
Building 995 (Parcel 23.9); spill area west of Building 737 (Parcel 33.6); former flamethrower 
site west of Hole 9 (Parcel 3. I I); open land area surrounding Buildings 689 and 690 (Parcel
21.5); in open storage area X03 between Buildings 771 and 873 (Parcel 24.2); open land area
surrounding Buildings 873 and 875 (Parcel 25.2); open land area surrounding Building 972
(parcel 27.1).

Inthe past, all gravel areas (15.5, 15.6, 19.1, 20.5, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.6, 23.10,23.11,

24.1, 24.2, 25.2, 26.1, 27.1, 28.1, 28.2, 29.2, 30.3, 32.3, 33.7, 33.9, 35.2, 35.4 and 35.5) were
sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing pentachlorophanol (PCP). In the
past, all gravel open storage areas (X01, X02, X03; X04, X05, X06, X07, X08, X09, XI0, XI I,
XI2, X17, X19, X20, X21, X23, X27, X30, YI0 and y50) were sprayed with pesticides,
herbicides and waste oil containing pentachloropheno].(P.CP). In the past, all railroad tracks - 
(Parcels 13.5, 14.2, 15.6, 18.2, 19. I, 20.5’, 23.6, 24.2, 25.2, 26.1, 29.2, 30.3,31.1, 33’.9 and 34.2)
were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing pentaehlorophenol

It is assumed, unless otherwise noted in Table 3 and with the exception of the waste oil
sprayed on gravel areas and railroad tracks, that releases were in excess of 55 gallons. The release
of petroleum products was either remediated at the time of the release or is currently under
evaluation as part of the installation restoration program. There is no risk to human health and
the environment so long as the tenant adheres to the Environmental Protection Provisions
(Enclosure 5) with particular reference to Provision 14 regarding ground disturbing activities.
These activities shall not be allowed without prior written approval from the Government. A
summary of the buildings or areas in which petroleum product activities occurred is provided in
Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or.Disposal (Enclosure 4).. ........
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3.3.2 Underground and Aboveground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

There were eight underground storage tanks C0’ST) and two above~’ound storage tanks
(AST) on the property that were used for storage of petroleum products. There is no evidence 
release or disposal at the following UST/AST sites: In Parcel 14.2 on north side of Building 209:
12,000-gallon heating oil UST removed in July 1994, 500-gallon heating oil UST removed in Ju[y
1995, and 500-gallon boiler blow down UST removed in July 1995. In Parcel 13.5 west of
Building 21 I: 500-gallon diesel fuel AST that remains active. In Pared 15.6 north of Building
319: 4,000-gallon heating oil UST removed in ~u[y 1994. In Parcel 33.9 west of Building 720:
12,000-gallon AST removed in July 1997. In Parcel 33.9 on east side of Building 754: 200-
gallon gasoline LIST removed in 1986. In Parcel 25.2 on east side(3fBuilding 875: 1,000-gallon
:heating:oiLUS~-closed in place in.I-994. In,Parcel 35.2 on east.side.of-former Building .1085_~.ha~:~:~,~ ~,
was demolished by 1988: 1,000-gallon waste oil UST removed in 1988 and 100-gallon hydraulic
fluid LIST closed in place in 1995. A summary of the buildings or areas in which petroleum
product activities occurred is provided in Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage,
Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

O

3.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

There are no PCB containing transformers or other PCB containing equipment, except
hermetically sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs, located on the property
listed in this FOSL. There has been no evidence of release from this equipment. There is
evidence that PCBs or PCB contaminated fluids were released from PCB--containing equipment,
that has since been removed, at Building 469. @

On December 16, 1993, approximately 4 to 6 ounces ofPCB (PCB-1242) contaminated
fluid was spilled on a small portion of the southern interior wall and floor (2 square feet on wall
and 2 square feet on floor) of Building 469. The Spill Team responded, applied absorbent and
disposed of all residue in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. The sheet rook wall
and concrete floor absorbed some of the fluid. According to the Spill Team Leader, the eff’ected
sheet rock and concrete floor were removed during sampling efforts. The BRAC Cleanup Team
performed a visual inspection and identified no remaining contamination and determined no
further action W~ required to.addr~ss.thespill: -There..is no Hsk to-human health, and the
environment. The lease will include the ~.CB notification provision in the.Environmental
Protection Provisions (’Enclosure 5) :. ., 

3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing, December 1903and January
1994) indicate Asbestos Containing Materials (AClVf) are present in the following buildings:

Building 308: Roof flashing: non-friable

Building 309:. Koof flashing: non-friable "

Asphalt built-up roofi non-friable
Cement asbestos wall panels: assessment does not
indicate friability, indicates poor condition/heavy damage

@
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Building 319:

Building 398:

Building T416:

Building T417:

Building 717:

Building 720:

Building 737:

Building 783:

Building 801:

Building 873:

Building 875:

Building 1084:

Building 1087:

Building 1090:

Building 1091:

Asphalt built-up root2 non-friable

Dry wall leveling compound: non-friable

Cement asbestos siding shingles: non-friable
Interior window frame putty: non-fi-iablc
Exterior door frame putty: non-friable

Cemefit asbestos siding shingles: non-fi’iable
Exterior window and door frame putty: non-friable

Window and door frame putty: non-~able

12 x 12 brown vinyl foor tile and mastic: non-friable
Exterior window and door putty: non-friable
Asphalt built-up roofing: non-friable
Roof flashing: non-friable

Cement asbestos shingle siding/exterior gables: non-fi’iable

Mastic crack sealant: non-friable

Exterior window and door fi’ame putty: non-friable

Asphalt built-up roofing: non-friable
Roof flashing: non-friable

Cement asbestos wall board/breakroom heater:, non-friable
Cement asbestos shingles/Bay 4 ot~c~ exterior:, non-friable
Restroom floor tile mastic: non-friable
Thermal system pipe insulation: non-fi-iable
12 x 12 brown ~oor tile and mastic in office: non-friable ~ :.

Boiler room pipe insulation: non-friable
Boiler room pipe joint insulation: non-friable
Boiler room tank insulation: non-friable
Asphalt built-up roofing; non-friable ;,
Roof flashing: non-friable

Roof flashing: non-friable

Thermal system duct insulation/paint booth: non-fi-iable

Mastic/sealant coating roof bolts: non-fi-iable

Mastic/sealant coating roof bolts: non-friable
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The ACM does not currently pose a threat to human health or the environment because all
friable asbestos that posed an unacceptable risk to human health has been removed or
encapsulated. The lease will include the asbestos warning and covenant included in the
Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

Based on the age of the buildings (constructed prior to 1978), the following buildings are
presumed to contain lead-based paint: 194, 197, 301, 308, 309, 319, 398, T416, T417, 465, 468,
469. 717, 720. 783,793, 801, 802. 863, ~65, 873. 875, 970. 1084,_ 1086. 1087. 1088. 1089, 1090
and 1091. The lease will include the lead-based paint warning and covenant pro .vided in the
Environmental-Protection Prrvisions-~nelosure’5). - .. -. " ....

3.7 Radiological Materials

The following buildings were used for radiological activities:

Building 319, Bay 6 - storage of lantern mantles comaining thorium-232; smoke
detectors containing americium 241; electron tubs containing thorium-232, tritium
(1-1-3) and radium-226; wrist watches containing tritium (1-I-3) and radium-226;
indicator and toggles switches containing radium-226; and compasses containing
tritium (H-3).

A radiological field survey was conducted in 1996 at those sites having radiologieal
activities. The survey indicated Building 319 had several wall surfaces with alpha radiation above
the alpha background radiation level and recommended additional characterization be performed
to determine the cause of the slightly elevated alpha radiation before being released for
unrestricted use. The characterization study was completed in April 1997 and concluded that the
higher levels of alpha radiation resulted from naturally occurring radioactivity in the pre-ca~
concrete building materials. The characterization study concluded that Building 319 could be
released for unrestricted use. In a letter dated April 16, 1999, the N~,C approved the Defense
Distn’bution Center’s request to amend the Depot’s license and released Building 319 for
unrestricted use. , , ’. -. ,~> .. . -

3.8 Radon

In accordance with the Department of Defense Memorandum, Subject: Asbestos, Lead
Paint and Radon Policies at BRAC Properties, dated October 3 I, t994, no radon surveys were
conducted in the.buildings included in this FOSL as their intended Use will not be residential.

3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings or
land proposed for lease are known to contain unexploded orddance.

3.10 Other Hazardous Conditions

There are no other knowrr hazardous eonditions that. present.an +a~aceeptable,threat.to, human ........... ~ .......
health or the environment on the property.

FOSL 8 - Page t0 Iu/y 1999
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4. REMEDIATION

In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (SPA) placed the Depot 
the National Priorities List (NPL) for environmental restoration. The Depot has since entered
into a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) with the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental contamination on the property descn’bed 
this document does not present a h.,~rd to persons leasing it. In addition, environmental
conditions on adjacent federal government property do not present a b.=.rd to the leasing of the
property. Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure
3) and Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Produ~ Storage, .Kale~s. e or Disposal (Enclosure 
provide details regarding environmental conditions for each individual parcel or building
contained within this FOSL. "The EPA has concurred that the ~eas and bud}dings included in this
Finding of Sudtability to Lease are suitable to lease provided that the property uses are consistant
with the Depot Redevelopment Plan and that the lessee strictly adheres to the Environmental
Protection Provisions (’Enclosure 5).

406

5. REGUIakTORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION

The U.S. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the public were notified of the initiation of this
FOSL. EPA and TDEC were provided copies of the draft for review and comment. EPA, DLA
and the Department of Army have provided comments. All comments and responses are located
at Enclosure 6.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRON/VI~NTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated with proposed lease of the property have been
analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act CNEPA). The results of this
analysis have been documented in the Final Environmental Assessment for Master Interim Lease,
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee, dated September 1996. The environmental
effects of the activities anticipated under the proposed lease were determined not to be significant.
In addition, the proposed use of the property is consistent with the intended reuse of the property
set forth in the Depot Redevelopment Corporation Re.use Plan.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

On the basis of the above results fi’om the site-specific EBS and other environmental
studies and in consideration of the intended use of the property, certain terms and conditions are
required for the proposed lease. These terms and conditions are set forth in the attached
Environmental Protection Provisions (sndosure 5) and will be included in the lease.

’ 8. FINDING OF SUITABTr.rrY TO LEASE

Based on the above information, I have concluded that all Department of Defense (DOE))
requirements to reach a Finding of Sudtability to Lease (FOSL) to the Depot Redevelopment
Corporation for light industrial and recreational use have been fully met for the property subject
to the terms and conditions in the attached Environmental Protection Provision (Enclosure 5). 
required by CEKC-LA seetior~ 12O(h)(3)fB);l have determined tha~ the-property-is suitable for ...........
lease for the intended purpose, the uses contemplated for the lease are consistent with protection
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of human health and the environment, and there are adequate assurances that the United States
will take any additional remedial action found to be necessary that has not been taken on the date
of the lease.

As required under the DOD FOSL Guidance, notification ofh.7.rdous substance
activities and petroleum product activities Shall be provided in the lease documents. Refer to
Table 2 -Notification of~dous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (EnclOsure 3) and
Table 3 -Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

]~
Colonel, GS
Deputy Chief of Staff"

for Engineering
Housing, Environment
and Installation Logistics

7 Enclosures
End t
Encl 2
End 3
Encl 4
Encl 5
Enc| 6
End 7

Site Maps of Property
Table 1 - Description of Property
Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal
Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal
Environmental Protection Provisions
Kegulatory/Publlc Comments and Kesponses
Reference Materials
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nEPtY TO
ATTENTION OF

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

NEAOOUARTERS. U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND

5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE. ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333- 0001

4O8

MEMORANDUM THRU Commander, U.S. Army Engineers Division, South
Atlantic, ATTN: CESAD-RE, Room 9M7, 60 Forsyth

Street, SW, Atlanta, GA 30303-8801

FOR Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineer, Mobile District, ATTN:
CESAM-RE-MM, New Federal Building, 109 Saint Joseph St.,

Mobile, AL 36628-0001

SUBJECT: Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST-I), Revised for

Transfer of Property at Defense Distribution Depot Memphis,

Tennessee (DDMT)

i. Reference memorandum, DDSP-F, 31 Oct 00, SAB.

2. Enclosed for your actio~l is a copy of the POST-I, Revised
documents for the transfer.of approximately 6.51 acres that

include seven (7) parcels at DDMT. The enclosed pages are 
replace the corresponding pages on the previously approved FOST-I,

7 Jun 00.

3. Request a deed be executed in accordance with the enclosed

approved documents.

4. Points of contact for this action are Mr. John Farrar,
AMCIS-R, commercial (703) 617-0726, DSN 767-0726, and Mr. Joe
Goetz, AMCIS-R, commercial (703) 617-9282, DSN 767-9282.

5. AMC - Army READINESS Command... Supporting Every So dler Every Day.

FORT HE COMMANDER:

4 Encls
as COL, GS ~ \~

Deputy Chief of Staff

for Installations
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FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER
(FOST)

#1

(Parcel 2.1, Parcel 2.2, Parcel 2.3, Parcel 2.4,
Parcel 2.5, .Parcel 2.6, Parcel 2.7)

at the foi,.er Defense Distribution Depo{~ Memphis, Tennessee

January 2000
(Corrected September 2000)

’t.’ ’

Attachment I
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I. PUP.POSE

The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Transfer (FOST) is to document the
enviromnental suitability of Parcels 2. l, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 at the former Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Depot) for transfer for residential use consistent with
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation end Liability Act (CERCLA) Section
120(h), Department ofDefanse (I)OD) and Army policy. This FOST has been developed 
accordance with the Depot Redevelopment Corporation’s (DRC) Reuse Plan. In addition, this
FOST identifies use restrictions as specified in the attached Environmental Protection Provisions
necessary to protect human health or the environment after such transfer.

2. PROPERTY DESCRIYTION

The proposed property to be transferred consists of 6.5 lacres that includes seven (7)
parcels. Included in these parcels are six buildings and the open land area surrounding these
bugdings. Site maps of the property proposed for transfer can be found at Enclosure 1.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF "I’H B: PROPERTY

A det’drminntion of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
the Post Removal Report Family Housing Memphis Depot Tennessee, the Comprehensive
EnvironnientalResponse Facilitation Act (~A) letter to EPA dated December 5, 1997 and
the Envit0nm~ntal Baseline Survey (EBS)’dated November 6, 1996. The information provided is
~.’re~tlt of v: r~omplet¢ search of agency files during the developmenrof these environman~al,~ ’
sui~.lThe following documents also provided informatlon.~n environmental conditions of the
p~p~/Vj:"’Revlsed BRAC Pal-eel SummaryRc’ports (CH2MI-Tdl, October 1998), FinalBRAC
C[esnup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-FE, October.1998), Asbestos Reinspection (DDRE-WP, October
1996), Final Environmental Assessment for BRAC 95 Disposal and Reuse (Tetra Tech, February
199g),.Lead-Based Paint Risk Assessment for the Defense Dism’oution Depot Memphis,
Tennessee (Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, April 1996), Lead-Based Paint Survey Letter
Report (IVIemphis/Shelby County Health Depmtment, August 2, 1997), Asbestos Identifivation 
Survey ~icbering. December 1993 and Janum~ 1994).

~’"" ’.’ 3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (EC’P)
Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category 1:

t[ i , % . . , ,,

Parcet 2.1 - Family housing unit Building 176
Parcel 2.2 - Detached garage Building S 178
Parcel 2.3 - Family housing unit Building 179
Parcel 2.4 - Family housing unit Building 181
Parcel 2.5 - Detached gm~ge Building S183
Parcel 2.6 - Family housing unit Building 184

ECP Category 4: Parcel 2 7 - Open land ares surrounding these buildings and.

FOST I -Page 1 November 1999 (corrected September 2000)
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extending to the instatlation fenceline south of N Street.

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table !
- I)escdption of Property (Enck)sure 

3.2 Storage, Rdease or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

Hazardous substances were released or disposed of in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373
reportable quantifies in the following area: northern portion of Parcel 2,7 - open land area
surrounding "dae family housing tmits. The rdease or dispoasl of these b~ous substances was
mmediated us part of the installation restoration program. All necessary response actions have
been taken at this site~ A summary of the area in which l,,-~rdous substance activities occurred is
provided in Table 2 - Notification ofI-hz~dous Substanc,¢ Storage, Release or Disp.osal
(Enclosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products

There is no evidence that’an~; petroleum or petroleum products in exosss of 55 gallons at
.... one time were stored, rdcase.d or disposed of on the property. Accordingly, there is no need for¯

any notification-of petroleum product storage, release or disposal.

3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

There is no evidence that petroleum products were stored in underground or above-
ground storage tanks O/t the property.’

: =- -I II

"~r~’~qe~.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (’PC’B) Equipment

i~ ,.’t, ~ ,:There are no PCB ¢ontain|nS tnmsformers or other PCB containing equipment located on
the ~rdlfe~’and no evidence of unremediated releases from PCB equipment.
’.: ,- -t,.., -.

3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Picketing, December 1993 and January
1994) indicate Asbdstos Containing Materials (ACM) arc present in the following buildings:

""" Building 176 -
[,t ," tl v. ,

Rolled flooring in kitchen areas - non-friable
Thermal pipe insulation and pipe joint insulation
in basement - non-friable/encapsulated
Pipe insulation between basement ceiling and upstairs
bathroom (Encased in exterior wall) - non-friable

Building S!78 - Cement siding shingies - non-friable

FOST I - Page 2 November 1999 (oorrcctcd September 2000)
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Building 179- Rolled flooring in kitchen areas - non-friable
Thermal pipe insulation and pipe joint insulation
in basement - non,friable/encapsulated
Pipe insulation between basement ceiling and upstairs
bathroom (Encased in exterior wall) - non-friable

Building 181- Roiled flooring in kitchen areas - non-friable
Thermal pipe insulation and pipe joint insulation
in basement - non-~able/encapsulated
Pipe insulation between ~asement ceiling and Upstairs
bathroom (Encased in exterior wall) - non-friable

Building 183 - , Cement siding shingles - non-fi’iable
¯ . ° ¯ ¯ ¯ *

Building 184- Thermalplpemsulattonendptpejomtinsuladon
in basement - non-fiiable/encapsulated
Pipe in~d~t~on between basement ceiling and~pstairs
bathroom (Encased in exterior wall) - non-fi’iable

The AC~ doe, s not currently pose z threat to human health or the environment beca~Lse all
friable asbestos that posed an unar,,ceptable mk to human health has been either removed or
encapsulated. The deed will include the asbes~cos warning and covenant included in the
Environmental Protection ~rovi~ons (Enclosure 5).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

Based on the following LBP surveys, Lead-Based Paint Risk Assessment for the Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis Tennessee, revised April 1996, and Memphis/Shelby Coun._w. H_eal_th .....
Department LBP Survey letter report dated August 2, 1997, the following buildings were
determined to contain lend-based paint on the . .e.~or and’ bathroom surfac~.s only:. 176, 179, 181
end 183. Subsequent to these $Jrvey~ the exterior LBP was abated by removal of all pah~ted trim
pieces. The Lend-Based Paint Risk,Assessment for the Defense Distn"outinn Depot Memphis
Tennessee. revised April 1996 indicated that the L~ present in the bathrooms was in good
condition and posed no risk while in’8ood condition. Subsequent to the exferior LBP abatement,
an Ontober 1999 inspe~on of the interior bathrooms found the painted ~fa~es r~m~lned.in good
condition. Only encapsulated LBP is on the garages, Building S178 and S183. The deed will
include the lend-based paint warning and covenant provided in the Environmental Protection

Provisions (’Enclosure 5).
*

3,7 Radiologlcal Materials

There is no evidence that radiological mh~sl or source~ were used or stored o~’the ....
property included in this FOST.

3.8 Radon

.. t ~o..
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FTM

Radon surveys were conducted in the following buildings: 176, 179, 18t and 184. Radon
was not detected at above the EPA residential action level of 4 picocuries pet" liter (pCi/L) 

these buildings.

3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings or
surrounding land proposed for transfer are known to contain unexploded ordnance.

3.10"Other Hazardous Conditions

There are no other known hazardous condkions which required remedlation or a response

s~ion for the property to be su~abIe for transfer for the intended use.

4. REIV[EDIATION

In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed DDIvf£ on the
National Priories List (F~L) for environmental restoration. The following environmental
order~agreernents are applicsble to the property:. Federal Facilities Agreement CEFA) among the
Defense Logistics Agency, the Tennessee Department nt’Environment and Conservation (TDEC)
and the Environmental Protection’Agency, Region IV. All ~ec~sary remediation acdvifies on the
property by such agreement or onier ~e completed. A removal action to remove soil impacted
by the pesticide dieldrin was completed in the winter 6f 1998. The Post Kemoval Reports for
Far~y Housing Units are available at the Depot’s [nformatioffRepositories. In addition,
environmental conditions on adjacent government l~mpertyd0 not present a hazard ~o the tra_ns£er

Table 2 - Not~ication ofH~,rdous Substanee Storage, Release or Disposalof the property.
-1~otificadon of Petroleum Product Storage., Release or Disposal(Enclosure 3) and Table 

(Enclosure 4) provide details regarding environmental conditions for each individual parce! 
building contained whhin this POST.

5. REGULATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION

"[’DEC has provided comments ~d has generally concurred with this FOST. "[’DEC
comments have been t~eso|ved and incorporated. F~A’I~ provided comments. "these comments
have generally been resolved end incorporated. Aportlon of EPA.comment #3 is no longer
applicable. The pub]ic comment period began on De~ember 9, 1999 and closed on.~’anua~ 17,
2000. All public comments nreincluded and addressed in Enclosure 6.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AGT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The enviromTxent~’impacts a~bciated with proposed Ulmsfer bfth~ pi’operty have been
""

analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Ac~ (’NEPA). The results of this
analysis have been documented in the Final Environmental Assessment for BRAC 95 Disposal and
Keus¢, Defense Distfib~tio,n.DeP9t Memphis. Termcssee, dated February 1998. Any
encumbrances or conditions identified in such analysis as necessary-to-protect.human health~ancL,::.=.... ::..--:.-.
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the environment have been incorporated into the FOST. Conditions are provided in Enclosures 3,
4, and 5 while encumbrances are detailed in Enclosure 5. In addition, the proposed, transfer is
cohsistent with the intended reuse of the property set forth in the Depot Redevelopment
Corporation Reuse Plan.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

On the basis of the ebove resutts from the site-specific EBS and other environmental
studies and in consideration of the’intended use of the property, certain terms and condifi.ons are
required for the proposed t~esfer. These terms and conditions are set forth in the attached’
Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) and will be included in the deed.

8. ~ING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER

Based on the above information, I have concluded that at[ Department ofDefanse (DOD)
requirements to reach a Finding of Suitabilky to Transfer frOST) to the Dep6t Redevelopment
Corporation for re.sidehtial use have been fully met for the property subje~ to ihe terms and

conditions in the attached Environmental Protection Provision (Enclosure 5). All removal 
remedial actions necessary’to protect human health and the environment have been taken and the
property is transferable under CEgCLA Section t20(h)(3).

In addition to the EnviroamentaJ Protection Provisions, the deed for this transaction will
contain: ..

¯ The covenant under CERCLA 120(h)(3)(A)(’fi)(1) warranting that all ;emedial actions
under CERCLA necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect to
hazardous substances remaining on the property have been taken before the date of
transfer. .................

¯ The covenant under CERCLA 120(h)(’3)(AXii)~q]) warranting.that any remedial 
under CEEJ.CA found to be necessary a&er the date of transfer with respect to such
hazardous substances remaining on the property shall be conducted by the United States.

¯ The clause as required by CERCLA 120(h)(3)(A)(iii) granting the United States.. .
¯ ccess to the property in any case in which remedial action or corrective aotlon is found to
be necessary Her the date oftransfer.

FOST t - Page 5 November L999
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As required under the CEKCLA Section 120(h) and DOD FOST Guidance, notification
of h~zardous substance activities and petroleum product activities shall be provided in the deed.
Refer to Table 2 -Notification of’I’]’nT~rdous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure
3) and Table 3 :- Notification ol~Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (EnclOsure 4).

Deputy Chlef of Staff
for Engineering. Housing,
-Environment and Insta~ation
LoSistlcs

7 E~losures
Encl I Ske Maps of property
End[ 2 Table 1 - Description of Property.
Encl 3- Table2 - Nofifica~on ot’I-Iazardous Sub’stance Sto~e, R.elease or Disposal
Encl 4 Tsbte 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Stor~e, Release or Disposal
E’nc[ 5 Environmental Prote~on Provisions
Enc[ 6 Regulatory/Publi~ Comments _
Enct 7 References

oo
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEAOOUARTERS. U.S, ARMY MATERIEl. COMMAND

5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE. ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333.0001

764 ,116

MEMORANDUM THRU Commander, U.S. Army Engineers Division, South AUantic
(CESAD-ET-R), Room 9N15, 60 Forsyth Street, S.W., Atlanta, GA 30303-8801

FOR Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineer, Mobile District (CESAM-RE-MM),
P.O. Box 2288, Mobile, AL 36628-0001

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Disposal Support Package,-2 (BDSP-2) 
Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST-2) for Transfer of Property at Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT)

:.---

1. References:

a. Memorandum, DDSP-F, 23 July 01, subject: FOST #2 (Parcel #1).

b. Approved Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among U.S. Army, Tennessee State Historic
Preservation Officer, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, dated 12 Jun 98.

2. Enclosed for your action is a copy of the BDSP-2, FOST-2 and Record of Non-Applicability
Concerning the General Conformity Rule (RONA) for the transfer of approximately 15.55 acres that
include seven (7) buildings at DDMT.

3. Request a deed be executed in accordance with the enclosed approved documents.
.

4. Points of contact for this action are Mr. John Farrar, A_MCIS-R, commercial (703) 617-0726,
DSN 767-0726, and Mr. Joe Goetz, AMCIS-R, eommemial (703) 617-9282, DSN 767-9282.

5. AMC -- Army READINESS Command.. ̄ Supporting Every soldier Every Day.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

Encls
as

Deputy Chief el’Staff
for Installalions
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I,’INIjlN(; O1,’ SIIITAlllI.ITY
TO TI/.A N.~FI,’I~

(I;O,~T 1f2)

Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

Parcel 1.1, Parcel 1.2, Parcel 1.3, Parcel 1.4, Parcel 1.5, Parcel 1.6, Parcel 1.7, Parcel
1.8

it--.

May 2001
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I+’IN’IJlN(; OF SI II’I’AIIII+I’I’%’ TO "1’1~ ~ Y~I.’I.:II #2
I;(irnlt:r I)el’t, nse l)iilrilillllOn I)t’llOl J%lt’lllllhi% ¯l i’llllL~%%l~f2

Parcds I.l, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 13 and 1.8
May 20QI

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of tttis Finding Of Suitability To Transfer (FOST) is to document the
cnvironrnental suitability of certain parcels or property at the former Defense Distribution
Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Depot) for transfer to the Depot Redevelopment Corporation
(DRC) consistent with Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 120(11) and Department of Defense policy

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The property consists of 15.55 acres that includes eight (8) parcels. Within these
parcels are seven (7) buildings, the open land area surrounding Building 144 and two
paved parking lots. The property was previously used for administrative purposes. The
property is intended to be transferred for industrial reuse and is consistent with the
intended reuse of the property as set ~orth in the DRC’s Memphis Depot Redevelopment
Plan. A site map of the property is’attached (Enclosure 1).

3. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUlVIENTATION

A determination of the environmental condition of the property has been made
based on the Comprehensive Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) letter 
EPA dated December 5, 1997 and the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) dated
November 6, 1996¯ The information provided is a result of a complete search of agency
files during the development of these environmental surveys. A eomphte list of
documents that provide information on environmental conditions of the property is
attached (Enclosure 2).

4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY

4.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)
Categories for the property is as follows:

ECP Category I : Parcel !.1 -Sentry Station Building 1
Parcel 1.2 - Sentry Station Buildiug 2

FOST 2 Ihg¢ 2 of 2(I
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Pm~cl 1.3 - Wailing Sheller Building 129
Pare, el 1.4 - Wailing Shelter Building 1.39
Parcel 1.5 Adminislmtivc P, uilding 144
Parcel 1.6 Nucurily ltuihling 145
I’arccl 1.7 waO.mg Nhchcr Ihlildin B 155 Olunmlishcd in
1999)

ECP Category 3: Parcel 1.8 - Open land area surrounding the buildings in
Parcel 1, including two parking lots and gassy areas,
flagpole (Building 143), switch station building (Building
147) and the antenna tower (Building 146)

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings, parcels, or study
areas/operable units is provided in Table 1 - Description of Property (Enclosure 3).

4.2, Storage, Release, or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

4.2.1 Hazardous Substance Storage, Release, or Disposal

There was no evidence of hazardous substance storage for one year or more in
excess of 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities on the property. In addition, there was
no evidence of release or disposal of h~nrdous substances in excess of 40 CFR 373
reportable quantities on the property,. Accordingly, there is no need for any notification of
any hazardous substance storage, release, or disposal activities.

4.2.2 Investigation/Remediation Sites

There were environmental investigations conducted on the property. A summary
of the investigations’ is as follows:

Screening Site 73. The Main Installation Remedial Investigation baseline risk
assessment included Screening Site 73. Pesticides were applied to the grassed :
areas of the property (Pared 1.$) as part of routine grounds maintenance
activities. All grassed areas on the Depot were incorporated into Screening
Site 73, and the pestielde dieldrin was investigated on a Depot-wide basis.
Dieldrin levels on the property were not inconsistent with unmstriete~d reuse;
therefore, no remediation (to include institutional controls) is required on the
property.

There are no other investigation/remediation sites located on the property. In addition,
them is no evidence of contaminated soil or groundwater on the property. A summary of
the investigation site is provided on in Table I - Description of Property (Enclosure 3).

4.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products
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4,3.1 Umlergroiind and Ahovc-(;round Storage "l’anlc~ ([1,S’I’IAST)

"l ]lCrC W;IS Ill) cvid¢llt~" lil;ll ~l~.,ll’l)lCl.lll~ pt’OdtlclS were stewed in tllldCr#l’Olllld or

ah~lvct~rcJtllld sl~tra)tu I;.|lll~S ¢11! the I~rop~.’rly .\c¢oldi,l~l)’. tliuru is t|o nu,.:d Ill" Ill})

,l,~titicati*~l= .laily I JS’I/A.":. I" pclt~dculll In’od.¢! "4¢H:t~¢. 1~’16:,1’-.~.’. ,,~1’ di.,.p,L..;d

4.3.2 Non-UST/AST Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum
Products

There was no evidence that any petroleum or petroleum products in excess of 55
gallons at one time were stored, released, or disposed on the property as the result ofnon-
UST/AST petroleum activities. Accordingly, there is no need for any notification of non-
UST/AST petroleum product storage, release, or disposal.

4.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PC’B) Equipment

The following PCB containing equipment is located on the property: hermetically
sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs. This equipment is
operational and has been dctermined not to be leaking. There is no evidence of past
releases from the fluorescent light bulb ballasts on the property.

4.5 Asbestos

\

There is asbestos containing.material in the following buildings:

Building 1: Roof flashing. Renovation accomplished without removing original
roofing system

Building 2: Roof flashing and 12 x 12 floor tile mastic

Building 139: Window caulk and cement kick panels

Building 144:9 x 9 vinyl floor tiles, 12 x 12 vinyl floor tiles, window frame putty,.
rolled linoleum flooring in the BX restreom, and the mastic used to.
install the 12x12 acoustical ceiling tiles in the basement through
second floors, with the exception of the BX area

Building 145:12 x 12 floor tile and mastic, vibration dampers (assumed/no
analysis to confirm) and gypsum board leveling compound

The ACM does not currently pose a threat to human health or the environment
because all friable asbestos that posed an unacceptable risk to human health has been
removed or encapsulated. The deed will include the asbestos warning and covenant
included in the Environmental protection Provisions (Enclosure 4).

4.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)
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Based on the ugc of Ihc buildings {conslructed prior t() 197g), all or die buildings
arc presumed Io contain lead-based I~linl. The properly was not urcd f~r resklanlial
i~t~H~xu’, and Ihe Iransl~l’C,~" do¢~ IlOl intend 1,~ u.~" Ih¢ prol~¢l’ly [~H’ rcsiduntial pul’poscs in
Ihc hllHr~:. 1 hc ducd wdl include Ihk" Icad-hascd p:linl ~.lnlhl~ and ¢oven:ml provided il~
Ihu" I’JivIl~Jlllll(’lll~t] I’r(dccholl Ih~visi~llS {l:ll¢losulu’ 4 

4.7 Radiologieal Materials

There was no evidence that any radioactive material or sources were used or
stored on the property.

4.8 Radon

Radon surveys were not conducted in the buildings proposed for transfer. Radon
surveys were only conducted in the military family housing units, but those results
indicated that radon was not detected at or above the EPA residential action level of 4
picocudes per liter (pCi/L) in these buildings.

4.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the
buildings or surrounding land proposed for transfer is known to contain unexploded
ordnance. The open land area surrounding the buildings in Parcel 1 was either paved for
parking lots or landscaped when the~Depot opened and was never used for firing or testing
military munitions. The buildings proposed for transfer were used for administrative,
sentry and employee transportation purposes and were not used for anamunition storage
purposes.

4.10 Other Hazardous Conditions

There are no other baTardous conditions that present an unacceptable risk to
human health or the environment.

5. ADJACENT HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS

There are the following h~,~m,~lous conditions adjacent to the property"

Groundwater contamination. In the Groundwater Feasibility Study (July 2000),
two distinct groundwater plumes were delineated in the fluvial aquifer on the main
installation (M[), one in the southwest part of the MI and one in the southeast portion.
The groundwater contaminants of eoncam are FCE and TCE. The selected groundwater
remedy at the M1 is enhanced bioremediation, which includes institutional controls and
long-tema monitoring.
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"l’hc.~c ccmdititms tk~ noL make the prol~crly proposed for transl~:r unsuitable to
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I ha" Iltlvlal ;l(.lllll’,.:l hC% :il :1 dcrlth ~1 ,’~ll Ill I[j() hch~w ~l’ l~nlit[ .%ill I)l cc ;.tntl I.%I}ciicvcd I()
have been impacted by Depot operations. The groundwater plume localcd on the

southeast portion of the Mi is located down gradient of Parcel 1. Groundwater flows
from northeast to southwest on this portion of the MI, away from Parcel 1, towards the
center of the Mi. Groundwater flow on the southwest portion of the MI flows from
southwest to northeast, towards the center on the M1. Groundwater flow in the center
portion of the MI appears to flow to the south.

6. ENVIRONMENTAL AGREEMENTS

The following environmental orders/agreements are applicable to the property:
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) among the Defense Logistics Agency, the Tennessee
Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) and the Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IV and Main Installation Record of Decision. The deed will include a
provision reserving the Government’s right to conduct remediation activities (See
Enclosure 4).

7. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 0NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated with proposed transfer of the property have
been analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
results of this analysis have been documented in the Final Environmental Assessment for
BRAC 95 Disposal and Reuse of Defense Distribution Depot Memphis,’T~nncssee. Any
encumbrances or cnndition identified in such analysis as necessary to protect hunaan health
or the environmental have been incorporated into the FOST.

8. REGULATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION

The U.S. EPA Region IV, the Tennessee Depa~h~xent of Environment and
Conservation, and the public were notified of the initiation of the FOST. Regulatory and
public comments received during the FOST development were reviewed and incorporated
as appropriate. All regulatory comments were resolved. A copy of the regulatory/public
comments is included in the FOST (Enclosure 5),

9. FINDINGS OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER

Based on the above information, l conclude that all removal or remedial actions
necessary to protect human health and the environment have been taken and the property
is transferable under CERCLA section 12001)(3). In addition, all Department of Defense
requirements to reacla a finding of suitability to transfer have been met subject to the terms

I:O.m.T 2 I’.tg~’ (~ ()1"20



and conditions sel forth in lhe atlachcd Environmental Protecl:ion Provisions
(Enclosure 4). which shal[ be included in tl~e deed for the property. The
l:.m, iror.nHlhd l’rt,h:ctic, n Provisions als~ include’ lhc C3~,I’~CLA 120(h)(’~)

C R]. G

Deputy Chief ol Sl~d for Installations

6 Enclosures
Encl I Site Map of Property
Encl 2 Environmental Documentation
Encl 3 Table 1 - Description of Property
Encl 4 Environmental Protection,Provisions/Deed Restrictions
Encl 5 Regulatory/Public comments
Encl 6 Groundwater Flow Directions Map
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Appendix E

Contains summaries of the following documents. Complete copies located
at Memphis Depot information repositories:

Table E-1

Administrative Record Index

Conceptual Model

DLA Compliance with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice

1997 CERFA Concurrence Letter

1998 CERFA Concurrence Letter

Radiological release letter

Summaries of radiological surveys

Radon survey

Section 106 Notification

Subparcel designation letters

Termination of NPDES permit

Termination of Permitted Container Storage permit

Transformer record

Wetlands determination



TABLE E-1
ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

764 425

1.4 139 Bus Stop/Waiting Shelter 1959 A

15 144 Office Space 1942 A

1.8 145 Main Security Office 1943 A

1.8 147 Switch Gear Station 1981 N

1.7 165 DEMOLISHED 1960 NA

2.1 176 Mihtary Family Housing 1948 A

2.2 178 Garage 1948 A

2.3 179 Military Family Housing 1946 A

2.4 181 Military Family Housing 1948 A

2.5 183 Garage 1948 A

26 184 Military Family Housing 1948 A
3.5 194 Pool Pump House 1948 N

3.2 195 Golf Clubhouse 1949 A

3.3 196 Office Space 1952 A

35 197 Golf Ca~ Shed 1959 N

3.4 198 Cooler Shed 1959 A
14.2 209 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

134 210 Warehouse/Office Space 1942 A
13.5 211 Generetor/Uninterrupted Power 1988 N

Supply
8.2 229 Warehouse Space 1942 A

83 230 Warehouse Space 1942 A

7.2 249 Warehouse Space 1942 A

6.2 250 Warehouse Space 1942 A

4.12 251 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

4.1 252 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

4.11 253 DEMOLISHED 1952 NA

46 254 DEMOLISHED 1944 NA

47 257 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

4.4 260 Paint Shop 1952 A

48 263 Garage 1964 N

4.13 265 Shop Budding 1942 A

4.9 267 DEMOLISHED NA NA

42 270 Engineering 1945 A

43 271 Former Golf Pro Shop 1958 A

5.1 272 Lumber Shed 1942 N

52 274 Cafeteria 1989 A

5 275 DEMOLISHED NA NA

15.6 304 Electnc Swltchgear NI N
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TABLE E-1

ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

15.2 308 Warehouse/Storage 1944 A

15.6 309 Warehouse/Storage 1944 A

15.3 319 Warehouse/Storage 1942 A

8.4 329 Warehouse Space 1942 A

8.5 330 Warehouse Space 1942 A

6.3 349 Warehouse Space 1942 A

6.4 350 Warehouse Space 1942 A

173 359 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

3.5 398 Restroom 1962 A

15.6 T416 DEMOLISHED 1943 NA

156 T417 DEMOLISHED 1943 NA

9.2 429 Warehouse Space 1942 A

9.3 430 Warehouse Space 1942 A

9.4 449 Warehouse Space 1942 A

95 450 Warehouse Space 1942 A

19.2 465 Forklift Wash Rack (Shop Building) 1984 N

19.1 468 Warehouse/Storage 1960 N

19.3 469 Maintenance Shop 1960 N

20.3 470 Warehouse Space 1954 A

20.4 489 Warehouse Space 1954 A

21.2 490 Warehouse Space 1954 A

11.2 529 Warehouse Space 1942 A

11,3 530 Warehouse Space 1942 A

10.4 549 Warehouse Space 1942 A

105 550 Warehouse Space 1942 A

16.2 559 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

18.1 560 Warehouse Space 1990 N

12.2 629 Warehouse Space 1942 A

11.4 630 Warehouse Space 1942 A

10.1 649 Warehouse Space 1953 A

10.6 650 Warehouse Space 1942 A

20.2 67O Warehouse Space 1953 A

21.4 685 Shipping Office 1985 A

21.3 689 Warehouse Space 1953 A

21 1 690 Warehouse/Shipping 1953 A

154 702 DEMOLISHED NA NA

156 717 Ice House/Public Restroom 1951 A

33.9 720 Maintenance Shop 1942 A

33.9 737 Pesticide Storage 1961 A
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TABLE E-1
ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

764 427

33.10 753 DEMOLISHED 1956 A

33.3 755 San. Sewer Pump Station 1953 A

33.4 756 Fire Pump House NI A

24.3 770 Base Maintenance Shop 1952 A

24.3 771 Restroom/Storage Space 1945 A
23.7 783 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

23.3 787 DEMOLISHED 1988 NA

23.8 793 Underground Bunker (Shop Space) 1942 N

23 795 Gate B Guard Shelter 1974 N

29.2 801 FE Storage Shop 1956 A

29.2 8O2 Waiting Shelter 1981 N

32.2 835 Hazardous Materials Warehouse 1988 N

33 5 860 DEMOLISHED 1944 NA

33.8 863 DEMOLISHED 1943 NA

32.3 865 Hazardous Recoup Facility 1988 N

25.1 873 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

25.2 875 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA

26.2 97O Open Storage 1942 A

27.2 972 Open Storage 1942 A

35.2 1084 DEMOLISHED 1953 NA

35.2 1085 Abandoned Concrete Grease Rack NI N

35.3 1086 Paint Shed 1959 N

35.4 1087 Paint Booth 1952 A

35.4 1088 Sand Blasting Shed 1953 N

35.1 1090 Paint Storage Warehouse 1952 A

35.5 1091 Paint Storage Warehouse 1953 A

36 14 1184 Storage Building 1956 N

36.14 1185 Firing Range NI N

11 1 Guard Station 1959 A

1.2 2 Guard Station 1958 A

23.1 7 Guard Station NI N

232 8 Guard Station 1969 A

29.1 9 Communication/Restroom 1946 A

15.1 15 Guard Station 1979 A

14.1 22 Guard Stabon 1942 A

131 23 Guard Station 1942 A

13.2 24 Guard Station 1961 N

13.3 25 Guard Station 1961 N
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ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

Buildings not included in the Asbestos Identification Survey

13 129 Waiting Shelter 1980 A(P)

4.7 256 DEMOLISHED 1943 NA

4.5 261 Vehicle Storage 1994 A(P)

4.10 273 Shed 1942 A(P)

34.1 360 Warehouse 1996 A(P)

17.2 (moved 459 Portable Building 1990 NA
to 30.5)

191 467 DEMOLISHED 1987 NA

25.2 874 Sewage Pump Station 1949 A(P)

30.4 949 Portable Storage Structure 1987 NA

23.5 995 Metal Handling 1985 NA

28.2 1089 General Purpose Warehouse 1960 A(P)

Notes"

A" ACM test results positive

A(P): ACM possible based on the year of construction
ACM. Asbestos-containing materials

NA:

Negabve. Building surveyed for ACM If suspect materials were found, ACM test results were negatwe or
less than 1%, no further action required.
Not applicable (Building was built after survey or has been demolished since survey)
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

Soo Date Title Author AR#

I. 14 Ju146 Newspaper Article, "Nazi War Gas Seeps mto The Commercial Appeal 426

Amory Dlstrtet"

2, 15 Ju146 Newspaper Article, "Nazi Gas Bomb Leaks, Bums The Press-Scimitar 427

Eight at Amory"
3, 15 Ju146 Newspaper Article, "German Gas Escapes Here" The Press-Scimitar 428

4. 16 Ju146 Newspaper Article, "Bomb Squads at Work on Gas The Press-Scimitar 429

Leaks. Nine Casualties"
5. 16 Ju146 Newspaper Amcle, "German Gas Claims Two More The Commercial Appeal 431

Casualties"

6. 7 Ju146 Newspaper Arhcle, "Gas Crew Still Busy" The Press-Sctmltar 430

7. Jul 82 Installahon Assessment Report Chemical Systems Laboratory 02

8. 20 Jan 83 Geologw Study US Army Environmental Hygiene 03
Agency

9, 26 Sep 85 TDHE Letter to Depot Concerning RA and Dioxln Patterson, Paul 04

Contammation Tennessee Department of Health
and Environment

10. 25 Nov 85 Environmental Audit Report US Army Environmental Hygiene 05
A~;ency

I1. 24 Feb 86 Summary Report? On-Site Remedial Actwlttes O H Materials Co. 06

12. ~0 Jul 86 Water Quahty Bmlogical Study US Army Envtrnnmental Hygiene 07

A~ency

13 07 Aug 87 Groundwater Consultation, Collectmn and US Army Environmental Hygiene 08

Analys|s of Groundwater Samples Agency

14. 89 Newspaper Article, "Neighbors of Depot Push for The Commercial Appeal 432

Answers"

15. Jan 89 RIFFS, Final Work Plan Law Envtronmental, Inc O9

16. 05 Feb 89 Newspaper Article, "Defense Depot Will be Tested The Commercml Appeal 10

for Toxic Waste"

17. 25 Feb 89 Newspaper Article r "Depot Wells" The Commercial Appeal 434

18. 05 Mar 89 Newspaper Article, "Profile of Toxic Wastes The Commercml Appeal 11

Arising From New Data"
19. 06 Mar 89 Newspaper Arhcle, "Testing Continues at Defense The Daily News 12

Depot"
20. 14Mar 89 Newspaper Arhcle, "Hazardous Material Moved" The Commercial Appeal 437

21. 18 Jun 89 EPA Letter to Depot Concermng RIFFS Revised Scarbrough, James H 13

Final Work Plans EPA Reg|on IV
22. 30 Oct 89 Newspaper Arhcle, "Depot to Get New Water, Sod UNK 14

Tests"
23. Jan 90 RFA, Report A T Keamey, Ine 15

24. 19 Jul 90 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning RFA Report Scarbrough, James H 16

Fmdmgs Tiesler, Tom
EPA Regmn IV

25. Aug90 RI, Fmal Report, Vol I ofll Law Environmental, Inc. 17

26. Aug 90 RI, Fmal Report, Vol II ofll, Appendwes Law Envtronmental, Inc. 18

27. Sep90 FS, Fmal Report Law Environmental, Inc 19

28. 08 Apr 91 Newspaper Article, "Toxic Seep Heightens Risk The Commercml Appeal 20

Level to City Water"
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No, Date Title Author AR#
: 29. May 91 RI/FS, Annex B for Follow On Investigation and Defense Distribution Depot 21

Intenm Remedial Measure for Contaminated Memphis TN
Groundwater

30. 27 Nov 91 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Interim Kutzman, James S 122
Reme&al Measures Work Plan EPA Re,on IV

31. 01 Mar92 Newspaper Article, "Sml Toxins at Depot Could The Commercial Appeal 23
Taint Clt}, Water"

32. 06 Mar 92 Newspaper Arttcle, "Corps to Treat Depot’s The Commercial Appeal 24
Polluted Groundwater"

33 Apr 92 Fact Sheet, ATSDR Pubhc Health Assessments Agency for Toxic Substances and 25
Dtsease Re~mtry

34 Jul 92 Fmal Work Plan, Pump Test Engmeenn[~-Science, Inc. 26
35. 22 Ju192 TDEC Letter to EPA Concerning Draft Final Interim English, Jordan 27

Remedial Measures Work Plan Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservatmn

36. 15 Oct 92 Newspaper Article, "Depot, Landfill Added to The Commercial Appeal 28
Waste Cleanup List"

37. 03 Mar 93 HQ DLA Letter to TDEC Concerning FFA for Carr, James M 29
DDRC HQ DLA-G

38 23 Mar 93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning NOTI of Draft RFI Murphy, W F, COL 30
Work Plan Defense Distnbutmn Depot

Memphis TN
39. O1 Apr93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning NOTI of Draft RFI Murphy, W F, COL 3t

Work Plan Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

40. 15 Apr 93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning FFA Negohatlons Krueger, Margaret J 32
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

41. 20 Apr 93 TDEC Letter to HQ DLA Concemmg Proposed Sanders, E Joseph 33
Clause in FFA Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
42. May 93 Draft Final CorPdlluelty Relattons Plan (CRP), Engineering-Science, Inc. 34

Follow-On Study
43. May93 Meeting Minutes, Questmns and Answers From Defense Distnbutmn Depot 35

Mayor’s Town Meeting, 24 May 93 Memphis TN
44. 03 Jan 93 Newspaper Arbcle, "Bunal Grounds, Anxiety Rises The Memphis Flyer 441

Over Toxic Contamination at the Defense Depot"
45. 11 Jan 93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning FFA and Rust, C Michael, COL 36

Deestabhshment of DDRC Defense Dlstnbutmn Depot
Memphis TN

46. 12 Jul 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Notification Rust, C Michael, COL 444
of Public Exlubltmn and Discussion Defense Dmtnbutmn Depot

Memphis TN
47 23 Ju193 Press Release, Pubhc Exhibition and Dlseussmn, 10 Defense Distribution Depot 445

Aug 93 Memphis TN
48. 28 Ju193 Fact Sheet, ATSDR Toxlloglcal Profile Informahon Agency for Toxic Substances and 37

Sheet Disease Reglstlff
49. Aug 93 FFS, Dunn Field Engmeering-Sclence, Inc. 38

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2 of 36
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan VersLon 7 December 2003



; 764 431

The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No. Date Title Author AR#
50. Aug 93 Depot Letter to MSPJC Concerning Public Rust, C Michael, COL 449

Exhibition and Discussion of Site Restoration Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

51. 10Aug93 Press Release, Public Exhibition and Discussion of Defense Distribution Depot 442
installation Environmental Restoration Activities Memphis TN

52 17 Aug 93 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning Role of Matthews, John D 39
Government Agencies m Site Restoration Program US Army Corp of Engineers -

Huntsville District

53. Sep 93 EPA Superfund Technical Assistance Grants HQ USEPA 40

54. Ol Oct 93 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Site Drew, Allison W 41
Management Plan EPA Re~ion IV

55. 12 Oct 93 DDRC Letter to TDEC Coneemmg Community Waters, Douglas S, Jr 447
Interviews, Ditch Flow Problems Defense Distribution Region

Central

56. 27 Oct 93 TDEC Letter to DDRC Concerning Unknown Hoffman, Lew E 448
Discharge Investigation Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
57. 08 Nov 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Monitonng Rust, C Michael, COL 446

Well Samphng Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

58. Dec 93 RI/FS, Executive Summary for Generic Work Plan US Army Corp of Engineers- 42
Huntsville Dlstnet

59. 02 Dee 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning First Study Rust, C Michael, COL 450
Conducted at Depot Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
60, 02 Dec 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Cancer Study Rust, C Michael, COL 451

Conducted at Depot Area Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

61. 06 Dec 93 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Franzmathes, Joseph R 43
Extension Request for Revised Draft RFI Work EPA Region IV
Plans

62. Jan 94 Groundwater Monitonng Results Report, Vol I of Environmental Science and 44
IX En~lneenn~, Inc.

63. Jan 94 Groundwater Momtonng Results Report, Vol II of Environmental Science and 45
IX Engtneenng, Inc.

64 Jan 94 Groundwater Momtoring Results Report, Vol II1 of Environmental Science and 46

IX En~meerin~, Inc.
65. Jan 94 Groundwater Momtormg Results Report, Vol IV of Environmental Science and 47

IX En~lneenng, Inc.
66 Jan 94 Groundwater Momtormg Results Report, Vol V of Environmental Science and 48

IX Engmeerm8, Inc
67. Jan 94 Groundwater Monitormg Results Report, Vol VI of Environmental Science and 49

IX En$meenn~, lne
68 Jan 94 Groundwater Momtonng Results Report, Vol VII of Environmental Science and 50

IX Engineering, Inc.
69. Jan 94 Groundwater Momtoring Results Report, Vol VIII Environmental Science and 51

of IX Engineering, Inc.
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

Soo Date Title Au~or AR#
70. Jan 94 Groundwater Momtonng Results Report, Vol IX of Environmental Science and 52

IX En~lneenn~, Inc.
71. 26 Jan 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Federal Faeihties Lmton, Arthur G 53

Environmental Comphance Profiles EPA Re81on IV
72. 09 Feb 94 EPA Letter to Depot Conceming Draft Final CRP Drew, Allison W 54

EPA Re, on IV
73. 17 Feb 94 TRC Meetmg Minutes, 17 Feb 94 Kartman, Christine E 55

Defense Dlstribut]on Depot
Memphis TN

74. Mar 94 Fmal ElectromagneUc and Magnetic Survey Report, US Army Corp of Engineers - 56
Dunn Field Huntsvdle Distnct

75. 28 Mar 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning NOTI and Franzmathes, Joseph R 57
Techmcal Review Comments for RiffS Work Plan, EPA Region IV
QAPP, HSP, and FSP

76. 31 Mar94 EPA Letter to Depot Concemmg NOTI for Intenm Franzmathes, Joseph R 58
Measures for Contaminated Groundwater, Dunn EPA Region IV
Field

77. 06 Apr 94 Newspaper Arhcle, "You Can Make a Difference; The Commercial Appeal 59
Become a Citizen Reviewer for The Memph]s Depot

78. 08 Apr 94 MSPJC Letter to Depot Concemmg Apphcahons Smtth, Larry J 452
for Citizen Review Committee Mid-South Peace and Justice

Center

79. 21 Apr94 TRC Meeting Handout, 21 Apr 94 Defense Distnbutmn Depot 60
Memphis TN

80. 21 Apr94 TRC Meetmg Minutes, 21 Apr 94 Kartman, Christine E 61
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

81. Jun 94 Fact Sheet, Defense Depot Memphis Defense Dmtributmn Depot 62

Memphis TN
82. 06 Jun 94 MSPJC Letter to Depot Concemmg Review of Draft Smith, Larry J 63

HSP, Technical Report, Generic QAPP, Generic MM-South Peace and Justice

RI/FS Work Plan, FSP, and Site Manasement Plan Center
83. 20J~ Newspaper Article, "Officials Unearth Answers to The Commercml Appeal 453

Base Waste"

84. 23 Jun 94 TRC Meeting Minutes, 23 Jun 94 Kartman, Christine E 64
Defense Distrthutmn Depot
Memphis TN

85. Ju194 Fact Sheet, Defense Distributmn Depot Memphis Defense Dlstnbutmn Depot 65
Tennessee Memphis TN

86. Ju194 FFS, Final Report, Dunn Fxeld Ensmeenn~-Science, Inc. 66

87. Jul 94 EA, Removal Action for Groundwater Engineering-Science, lnc 67

88. 08 Jul 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final EA, Enghsh, Jordan 68
Site Management Plan, and CRP Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
89. 12 Jul 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final Enghsh, Jordan 69

Engmeenng Report, Removal Action for Tennessee Department of
Groundwater Environment and Conservation
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No° Date Title Author AR#

90 21 Ju194 RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 Jul 94 Kartman, Chnstme E 70
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

91 18 Aug 94 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Aug 94 Kartman, Christme E 71
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

92. 24 Aug 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Generic RI/FS Berry, Martha 72

Work Plan, QAPP, HSP, and FSP EPA Re~lon IV
93. 24 Aug 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning NOTI for Draft Franzmathes, Joseph R 73

RFI Work Plan EPA Region IV
94. Sep 94 NFA, Draft Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 74

95. i Sep 94 Site Management Plan Defense Distribution Depot 75
Memphis TN

96, Sep 94 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Fall 94 , Defense Distribution Depot 76
Memphis TN

97. 09 Sep 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Proposed English, Jordan 77
Groundwater Action Plan Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservatmn

98. 15 Sep94 RAB Meeting Mrautes, 15 Sep 94 Kartman, Chnstme E 78
Defense Dlstribuhon Depot
Memphis ’IN

99. 20 Sep 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Proposed Berry, Martha 79
Groundwater Action Plan EPA Re81on IV

100. 18Oct94 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Proposed Novitzki, Frank 80
Groundwater Action Plan Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis "IN
101. 27 Oct 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final English, Jordan 81

Proposed Groundwater Action Plan Tennessee Department ot"
Environment and Conservation

102. 27 Oct 94 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning RAB Agency for Toxic Substances and 82
Presentation and Site Visit Disease Re[~istry

103 27 Oct 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Revisions to Site English, Jordan 83
Management Plan Tennessee Department of

Enwronment and Conservation

104. 07 Nov 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Proposed Berry, Martha 84
Groundwater Action Plan EPA ReSlon IV

105. 10 Nov 94 RAB Meeting Minutes, 10 Nov 94 Kartman, Christme E 85
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

106. 20 Nov 94 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Nov 94 Kartman, Christine E 86
Defense Distribution Depot

i Memphis TN
107. Dec 94 Proposed Groundwater Action Plan CH2M Hill, Inc 87

108 Dec 94 Fact Sheet, RA, Interim Defense Distribution Depot 88

Memphis TN
109 Dec 94 Fact Sheet, Federal Facdthes Agreement Defense Distribution Depot 89

Memphis TN
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No. Date . Title Author AR#
110. II Dec94 Newspaper Article, "Pubhc Meetmg and Comment The Commercial Appeal 90

Penod, Depot"
111. 13 Dec 94 Depot Memorandum Concemmg Pubhc Heanng for Rust, C Michael, COL 91

the Discussion of FFA Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

112. 19 Dec 94 Newspaper Article, "Cleanup Plans Target The Commercial Appeal 92
Underground Chemical Seepal~e"

113. 22 Dec 94 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Pubhc Comment Novltzkl, Frank 93
on Proposed Groundwater Achon Plan Defense Dlstrlbuhon Depot

Memphm TN
114. 95 Fact Sheet, The Restorahon Newsletter, Vol 1, No The Memphm Depot 520

2, Spnn~ 95
115. Jan 95 Fact Sheet, Defense Logistics Agency Memphis Defense Dmtnbuhon Depot 94

Memphis TN
116. Jan 95 Archives Search Report, Conclusions and US Army Corp of Engineers - St 95

Recommendattons Lores District
117. Jan 95 Archives Search Report, Findings US Army Corp of Engineers - St 96

Lores District
118 11 Jan95 Resident Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Gamson, John L, Jr 97

Interim RA Restdent
119. 19 Jan 95 RAB Meetmg Minutes, 19 Jan 95 Kartman, Chnstme E 98

Defense Dmtrlbuhon Depot
Memphm TN

120. 25 Jan 95 Fact Sheet, KAB Information Packet Defense Distribution Depot 99
Memphis TN

121. 01 Feb 95 Chemical Warfare Management Plan Meeting Sartam, Hunter S 100
Minutes, 18 Jan 95 CH2M Hill, Inc.

122. 16 Feb 95 RAB Meetmg Minutes, 16 Feb 95 Defense Dmtnbution Depot 101
Memphm TN

123. 10 Mar 95 Technical Memorandum, Selection of Early Underwood, Edward R 102
Removal Sttes CH2M Hill, Inc.

124 13 Mar 95 Federal Facfllhes Agreement Johnston, Jon D 103

EPA Region IV
125. 17 Mar 95 Technical Memorandum, Earl>’ Removal Sites CH2M Hdl, Inc. 521

126. 12 Apr 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concemmg Draft Fmal Morrison, James W 104
Generic HSP Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservatlon

127. 13 Apr 95 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final Kellam, Jeff 105
Screening Sttes FSP Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Re~;lstry
128. 19 Apt 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning DraR Final FSP English, Jordan 106

and Generic RI/FS Work Plan, OU~[ Tennessee Department of
Enwronment and Conservation

129. 20 Apr 95 RAB Meeting Mmutes, 20 Apr 95 Kartman, Christine E 107
Defense Distributmn Depot
Memphm TN
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No. Date Title Author AR#

130. 28 Apr 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concemmg Draft Final Momson, James W 108
Generic QAPP Tennessee Department of

Enwronment and Conserv atlon

131. May 95 SOW, Draft, EBS at BRAC 95 Installations Environmental Science and 109

Ensineering, Inc.
132. 05M~95 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Review of Generic Berry, Martha II0

RI/FS Work Plan, QAPP, and FSPs EPA Region IV
133. 08 May 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final Mornson, James W 111

Generic RI/FS Work Plan and Screening Sites FSP Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

134. 18 May 95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 May 95 Kartman, Christine E 112
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

135. 31 May 95 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Novttzkl, Frank 113
Revisions to Site Management Plan Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
136. 06 Jun 95 MSPJC Letter to Depot Concerning Chemical Smith, Larry J 114

Warfare Constituents, Dunn Field Mid-South Peace and Justice
Center

137. 13 Jun 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concemmg Field Sampling Momson, James W 115

Plans, OU-1, OU-2, OU-3, OU-4 Tennessee Department of
Enwronment and Conservahon

138 20 Jun 95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Jun 95 Defense Distribution Depot 116
Memphis TN

139. 18 Jul 95 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Comments on Novitzki, Frank 117

Draft Final Field Sampling Plans Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis "IN

140. Aug 95 Hazardous and Toxic Waste Health and Safety P an I CH2M Hill, Inc. 118

(HSP)
141. Aug 95 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Responses to Defense Dlstrlbutmn Depot 119

Comments on DraR ROD for Interim RA of Memphm TN
Groundwater

142. 17 Aug 95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Aug 95 Kartman, Chnstine E 120
Defense Dlstrlbutmn Depot
Memphis TN

143 Sap 95 FSP, Screenin8 Sites CH2M Hall, Inc. 121

144. Sep 95 Draft Final FSP, OU-2 CH2M Hill, Inc. 122

145. Sep 95 FSP, OU- 1 CH2M Hill, Inc. 123
146 Sap 95 FSP, OU--4 CH2M Hill, Inc. 124

147. Sap 95 FSP, OU-3 CH2M Hill, Inc. 125

148. Sep 95 RI/FS, Draft Final Generic Wonk Plan CH2M Hill, Ine 126

149. Sap 95 Genenc QAPP CH2M Hill, Inc. 127

150 06 Sep 95 AMCPM-NSM Letter to Distrlbutmn Concerning AMCPM -NSM 128
Draft Interim Holding Faclhty Plan

151. i 08 Sep 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on English, Jordan 380

Draft Final ROD for lntenm RA of Groundwater, Tennessee Department of
OU-I Environment and Conservation
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No. Date Title Au~or AR#
152. 19 Sep 95 Chemical Wea’fare Meeting Minutes Summary, 13 Sartain, Hunter S 129

Sep95 Corey, Mark
CH2M Hill, lnc

153. 21 Sep95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 Sep 95 Kartman, Christine E 130
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

154. 06 Oct 95 Public Health Assessment Report Agency for Toxic Substances and 131
Disease Registry

155. 19 Oct 95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Oct 95 Kartman, Christine E 132
Defense Dlstnbuhon Depot
Memp his TN

156. 19 Oct 95 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Berry, Martha 383
Draft ROD for Interim RA of Groundwater, OU-1 EPA Resion IV

157. 16 Nov 95 Summary of Inventory Report Underwood, Edward R 133
CH2M Hill, Inc.

158. 30 Nov 95 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Comments on Roach, Harold 134
Final FSPs, OU-1, OU-2, OU-3, OU-4 Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
159. Dec 95 Fact Sheet, The Restorahon Newsletter, Winter 95 Defense Distribution Depot 135

Memphis TN
160. 28 Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Groundwater Kennedy, Michael J, COL 136

Testmg Project Defense Dlstnbuhon Depot
Memphis TN

161. 28 Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Installation of Kennedy, Mtchael J, COL 424
Monitonng Wells in Nmghborhoods Defense Distnbuhon Depot

Memphis TN
162. 28 Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concermng Testmg Kennedy, Michael J, COL 457

Project for Groundwater Contammat~on Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

163. 28 Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concemmg Installation of Kennedy, Michael J, Col 519
Wells Off-Base Defense Distnbuhon Depot

Memphis TN
164. 96 Fact Sheet, The Restorahon Newsletter, Fall 96 The Memphis Depot 526

165. Jan 96 SOW, Appendix Annex for Chemical Warfare US Army Corp of Engineers - 137

Materiel, Samphn8 Associated with RI/FS Huntsville District
166. Jan 96 Press Release, Pubhc Notice, Installatmn of Qff- Defense Dmtnbuhon Depot 138

Base Momtorm~ Wells Memphis TN
167. 02 Jan 96 Press Release, Installation of Momtonng Wells Defense Distribuhon Depot 139

Memphis TN
168. 04 Jan 96 Depot Letter to Dunn Elementary School Kartman, Christine E 522

Concerning Installation of Groundwater Wells Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

169. 08 Jan 96 Depot Letter to BCT Members Concemmg BCT Kartman, Christine E 523
Ratlficahon Defense Dtstribuhon Depot

Memphis TN
170 09 Jan 96 Newspaper Arhcle, "Depot’s Soil Tested Again for The Commercial Appeal 140

Pollution"
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No. Date Title Au~or AR#
171. 12 Jan 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Removal of Wilier, Chnton W 141

Depot from Tennessee List of Inactive Hazardous Tennessee Department of
Substance Sites Environment and Conservation

172. 18 Jan96 RAB Meetmg Minutes, 18 Jan 96 Kartman, Christine E 142
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

173. 18 Jan 96 Press Release, Environmental Testing of Ray Memphis and Shelby County 143
Deaton Lake Health Department

174. 18 Jan 96 SFIM Letter to SFAE Concerning Draft Final Wojcleehowski, Paul E, LTC 144

Intenm Holdm8 Facihty Plan SFIM -AEC-BCD

175. !2 Jan 96 MSPJC Letter to CH2M Hill Concerning Smith, Larry J 145
Background Study Summary Sheets Mid-South Peace and Justice

Center

176. 23 Jan 96 Depot Letter to Survwal Pohtlcs Unhmtted Kartman, Christine E 524
Concernmg Pubhc D~sclosure of Documents Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN

177. 24 Jan 96 BCT Meetln~ Summary, 19 Jan 96 CH2M Hdl, lnc 146

178 25 Jan 96 Depot Letter to USAEC Concerning Draft Final Kartman, Chnstme E 147

Interim Holding Plan Defense Dtstnbutlon Depot
Memphts TN

179 30 Jan 96 Se&ment Sampling Analysis Report EDAW, Inc. 148

180 07 Feb 96 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Comments on Roach, Harold 149
ROD for Groundwater Interim RA Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
181. 15 Feb 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Feb 96 Kartman, Christine E 150

Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

182. 16 Feb 96 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16 Feb 96 Defense Distribution Depot 151
Memphis TN

183 22 Feb 96 SFIM Letter to Depot Concerning Draft ROD for Wojciechowskh Paul E, LTC 152
Groundwater lntenm RA, OU-1 SFIM -AEC-BCD

184. Mar 96 Depot Letter to USAEC Concerning Response to Defense Distribution Depot 153
Comments on Draft ROD for Groundwater Interim Memphts TN

RA, OU-I
185. 18 Mar96 SFAE Letter to Depot Coneernmg Interim Holdmg Hdhard, Robert E 154

Facdlty Support Reqmrements SFAE-CD-NM

186. 20 Mar 96 CH2M Hill Letter to USACE Concerning Response Corey, Mark 155
to TDEC Comments on Generic RI/FS Work Plan, CH2M Hdl, Inc

QAPP, HSP, and Screenmg Sites FSP
187 21 Mar96 RAB Meetmg Minutes, 21 Mar 96 Kartman, Christine E 156

Defense Dlstrtbutlon Depot
Memphis TN

188 28 Mar 96 Depot Letter to BCT Member Concemmg Interim Kartman, Christme E 525
RA Design for Pump and Treat Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
189. Apr 96 ROD, RA, Interim Groundwater, Dunn Field, OU-I Defense Dtstnbution Depot 157

Memphis TN
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No. Date Title Au~or AR#
190. 18 Apr 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Apr 96 Kartman, Chnstlne E 158

Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

191. 24 Apr 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concemmg ROD for Interim Wilier, Clinton W 159
RA of Groundwater, Dunn Field, OU-I Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation

192 01 May 96 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning ROD for Intenm i Green, Richard D 160
RA of Groundwater, OU-I I EPA Re,on IV

193. 16 May 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 May 96 Kartman, Christine E 161
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

194. 06 Jun 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Groundwater Templeton, Terry R 162
Intenm RA Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservatmn

195. 07 Jun 96 Attorney Letter to USACE Concerning Right of Prmtt, Ira Drayton, Jr 163
Entry for Survey and Exploratlon Prultt, Pruitt and Watkms, P.A.

196. 12 Jun 96 Depot Letter to USACE Concemlng Comments on Kartman, Christine E 164
Concept Design Submittal, Groundwater Interim Defense Distribution Depot
RA Memphis TN

197. 20 Jun 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Jun 96 Kartman, Chnstine E 165
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

198 20 Jun 96 Depot Letter to USACE Concerning 60% Concept Roach, Harold 166
Design for Groundwater Interim RA Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
199 01 Jul 96 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning 30% Completion Sparlosu, Dann J 167

for Remedial Design, OU-I EPA Region IV
200. 15 Jul 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Interim Holding Enghsh, Jordan 168

Facility Support Reqmrements Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

201. 18 Jul 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Jul 96 Kartman, Christine E 169

Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

202. 18 Jul 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Representative Concermng Bradshaw, Kenneth 170

Environmental Injustices at Depot Bradshaw, Dons
Defense Depot Memphis TN -

203. 18 Ju196 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request Bradshaw, Kenneth 171

for Poison Signs Along Depot Penmeter and All Bradshaw, Dons
Ditches Defense Depot Memphis TN -

204. 18 Ju196 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request Bradshaw, Kenneth 172
for Poison Signs Along Depot Penmeter and Inside Bradshaw, Doris
Every Bldg Defense Depot Memphis TN -

205 20 Jul 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Requesting Copies of Bradshaw, Kenneth 173
All Fries, Records, and Documents Relating to Bradshaw, Dons
Pollution, Hazardous Waste, and Environmental Defense Depot Memphis TN -
Violations
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No. Date Title Au~or AR#

206. 31 JuI96 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning IRP Fact Matthews, John D 174

Sheets US Army Corp of Engineers-
Huntsville District

207. Aug 96 Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), Ra&ological Defense Distribution Depot 175
Survey Memphis TN

208. 15 Aug 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Aug 96 Kartman, Christine E 176
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

209. 20 Aug 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request Amido, Dorian P 177
for Files, Records, and Documents Relating to Defense Dlstnbuhon Depot
Ponutmn, Hazardous Waste, and Environmental Memphis TN
V~olatlous

210. 29 Aug 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request to Kennedy, Mtchael J, COL 178
Place Poison Signs Along Depot and Drainage Defense Distnbuhon Depot
Ditches Memphis TN

211. 04 Sep 96 Woodward-Clyde Letter to Depot Concerning Compeau, Geoffrey, C 179
Comment Response Package for Draft EBS Woodward-Clyde Federal

Services

212. 10 Sep 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Bradshaw, Kenneth 180
Request for Flies, Records, and Documents Defense Depot Memphis TN -
Relating to Pollution, Hazardous Waste, and Concerned Citizens Committee
Environmental Violations

213. 12 Sep 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request Amido, Dorian P 181
for Fries, Records, and Documents Relating to Defense DlstnbuUon Depot
Pollution, Hazardous Waste, and Environmental Memphis TN
Violatlous

214. 16 Sep 96 Depot Letter to ATSDR Coneernmg Perceived Holladay, Eric W 182
Health Threats Defense Distribuhon Depot

Memphis TN
215. 18 Sep 96 Meeting Minutes, Public Comment Period, 18 Sep PRC Enwronmental Management, 183

96 Inc.
216. 19 Sep 96 RAB Meetmg Minutes, 19 Sep 96 Kartman, Chnstme E 184

Defense Dlstnbuuon Depot
Memphis TN

217 Oct 96 Fact Sheet, ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and 185
Disease Registry

218. Oct 96 EPA BRAC Report, Sep- Oct 96 Spariosu, Dann J 186

EPA Regmn IV
219. 01 Oct 96 EPA Letter to ME3 Concerning RAB Regulations Whltfield, Ttki L 187

EPA Re~mn IV
220. 10 Oct 96 Depot Letter to Rasldent Coneernmg Removal of Kennedy, Mtchael J, COL 423

Stockpdes, Site 62, Site 63, Site 64 Defense Distnbuuon Depot
Memphts TN

221. 1 "J Oct 96 RAB Meetmg Mmutes, 17 Oct 96 Defense Distrtbutmn Depot 188

Memphis TN
222. 18 Oct 96 Resident Letter to EPA Concerning Federal Garrison, John L, Jr 189

Register Pubhcatmn of RAB Proposed Rule Resident
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No. Date Title Author AR#
223. 22 Oct 96 Depot-CCC Letter to HQ USEPA Concerning Bradshaw, Kenneth 190

Chemical Warfare Hazards at Depot Defense Depot Memphis TN -
Concerned Citizens Committee

224. 22 Oct 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Representative Concerning Bradshaw, Kenneth 191
Freedom of Information Act and Request for Defense Depot Memphis TN -
Information Concerned Citizens Committee

225. 22 Oct 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request Bradshaw, Kenneth 192
for Files, Records, Documents, and Diagrams Defense Depot Memphis TN -

I Relatln8 to Chemleal Warfare Service Concerned Citizens Committee
226. Nov 96 BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP) Woodward -Clyde Federal 193

Services

227. 05 Nov 96 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning IRP Fact Matthews, John D 194
Sheets US Army Corp of Engineers-

Huntsville District
228. 06 Nov 96 Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), Final Report i Woodward-Clyde Federal 195

Services
229. 22 Nov 96 TDEC Letter to Resident Concerning English, Jordan 196

Environmental Cleanup Concerns Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

230 26 Nov 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request Amldo, Dorian P 197
for Flies, Records, Documents, and Diagrams Defense Distribution Depot
Relating to Chemical Warfare Service Mempins TN

231 16 Dec 96 DERTF Transcnpt, Sep 96 PRC Environmental Management, 198
Inc.

232. 30 Dec 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Bradshaw, Kenneth 199
Adrmmstratwe Record and Pubhc Participation Defense Depot Memphis TN -

Concerned Citizens Committee
233. 30 Dee 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning RAB Bradshaw, Kenneth 200

Membership Diversity Defense Depot Memphis TN -
Concerned Citizens Committee

234. 30 Dec 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request Bradshaw, Kenneth 201
for Laws that Govern Toxic and Hazardous Waste Defense Depot Memphis TN -

Concerned Citizens Committee
235 Jan 97 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Jan 97 Defense Distribution Depot 202

Memphis TN
236. Jan 97 Fact Sheet, [nstallatmn Restoratmn Newsletter, Defense Distribution Depot 203

Defense Department Unveils TAPP Program Memphis TN
237. 02 Jan 97 Technical Memorandum, Fdter Pack and Well CH2M Hill, Inc. 527

Screen Specifications
238. 16 Jan97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 Jan 97 Kaden, Glenn L 204

Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

239 22 Jan 97 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concernmg Requests Kennedy, Michael J, COL 205

for lnformatmn and RAB Membership Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

240 07 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Basehne Templeton, Terry R 206

Risk Assessment for Golf Course Impoundments Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation
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No. Date Title Author AR#

241. 12 Feb 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Transmtttal of Kaden, Glenn L 207
Revised Concept Design Submittal for Defense Distribution Depot
Groundwater Intenm RA Memphis TN

242. 12 Feb 97 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 208
Revised Concept Design Submittal for Defense Distribution Depot
Groundwater Interim RA Memph,s TN

243. 12 Feb 97 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 209
Draft BRAC Sampling Program Report Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
244 20 Feb 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Feb 97 Kaden, Glenn L 210

Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

245. 21 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Enghsh, Jordan 211
Pre-Drafl CRP Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
246. 21 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft BRAC Templeton, Terry R 212

Sampling Program Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

247. 24 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning 50% Design i Templeton, Terry R 213
Analysis Report and Drawings for Groundwater Tennessee Department of
Interim RA Environment and Conservation

248. 24 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Revised Templeton, Terry R 214
Concept Design Submittal for Groundwater Interim Tennessee Department of
RA Environment and Conservation

249. 04 Mar 97 Groundwater Sampling Data, Feb 96 Kaden, Glenn L 215
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis "IN

250. 04 Mar 97 Groundwater Sampling Data, Feb 96 Kaden, Glenn L 216
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

251. 04 Mar 97 Depot Letter to Memphis Public Works Concerning Kaden, Glenn L 217
Groundwater Contamination Concentrations Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
252. 10 Mar 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 218

, Draft Groundwater Characterizahon Teehmcal Defense Distnbuhon Depot
Memorandum Memphis TN

253. 10 Mar 97 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 219
Draft Groundwater Characterlzatlun Techmcal Defense Distribution Depot
Memorandum Memphis TN

254. 10 Mar 97 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning RAB and Kaden, Glenn L 220
Comments on Letter to Newspaper Defense Dlstnbuhon Depot

Memphis TN
255. 12 Mar97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Letter and Templeton, Terry R 221

Summary Table for Groundwater Quality Data, Tennessee Department of
Dunn Field Environment and Conservation

256. 12Mar97 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Spariosu, Dann J 222

Risk Assessment for Golf Course Pond and Lake EPA Region IV
Danielson
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No. Date Title Au~or AR#
257. 17 Mar 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 223

Waterways F, xpenment Station Draft Groundwater The Memphis Depot
Modelmg Re~,rt

258. 19 Mar 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Concernmg Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 224
Sampling and Analysis Recommendations Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
259. 19Mar97 Depot Letter to EPA Coneemmg Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 225

Sampling and Analysts Recommendations Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

260. 20 Mar 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Mar 97 Kaden, Glenn L 226
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

261. 21 Mar97 BCT Meetm~ Minutes, 21 Mar 97 CH2M Hdl, Inc. 371
262 25 Mar 97 Depot Letter to USGS Concernmg Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 227

Groundwater Charactenzahon Techmcal Defense Distribution Depot
Memorandmn Memphis TN

263. O1 Apr97 Depot Letter to TDEC Concernmg Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 228
Draft Background Samphng Program Technical Defense Dtstrlbutlnn Depot
Memorandum Memphm TN

264. 01 Apr97 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Transmittal of Kaden, Glenn L 229
Draft Background Samphng Techmcal Defense Distribution Depot
Memorandum Memphis TN

265. 07 Apr 97 USACE Letter to Depot Concermng Draft Basehne Thompson, Michael H 230
Risk Assessment for Golf Course Pond US Army Corp of Engineers-
Impoundments Mobile District

266. 08 Apr 97 EPA Letter to Depot Coneernmg Review of Spariosu, Dann J 231
Groundwatel Modeling Report, Dunn Field EPA Re,Ion IV

267. 15 Apr 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concemmg Draft Templeton, Terry R 232
Groundwater Characterization Technical Tennessee Department of
Memorandum and Groundwater Modehng Environment and Conservation
Approach for Remedtatton Design

268. 16Apr97 Depot Letter to TDEC Concernmg Response to Kaden, Glenn L 233
Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment, Golf Defense Distribution Depot
Course Impoundments Memphis TN

269. 16 Apr 97 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Response to Kaden, Glenn L 328
Comments on Basehne Risk Assessment, Golf Defense D~strtbutton Depot
Course Impoundments Memphis TN

270. 17 Apr 97 RAB Meeting Mmutes, 17 Apt 97 Kaden, Glenn L 234
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

271. 18 Apr97 MHC and Depot-CCC Letter to ATSDR ConcemmgBail, Alan 235
Health Assessment for Commumty Surrounding Bmdshaw, Dons
Depot Memphis Health Center, Inc.

272 30 Apt 97 TDEC Lettel to Depot Concerning Response to Templeton, Terry R 236
Comments on Draft Basehne Risk Assessment, Golf Tennessee Department of
Course Impoundments Environment and Conservation
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No, Date Title Au~or AR#
273. 30 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Health Warren, Rueben C 237

Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry

274. 30 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to Church Concermng Health Warren, Rueben C 238
Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Re[~istry
275. 30 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to Senator Concerning Health Warren, Rueben C 239

Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry

276. 30 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to MHC Concerning Health Warren, Rueben C 240
Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Re~lstr,¢,
277. i 30 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to Representative Concerning Warren, Rueben C 241

Health Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Re[~istw

278. 30 Apt 97 kTSDR Letter to TDH Concerning Health ; Warren, Rueben C 242
Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Registry
279. 30 Apr 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Groundwater. Templeton, Terry R 243

Interim RA 50% Drawings and Specifications and Tennessee Department of
Part 111 Desl~n Calculations Environment and Conservation

280. May 97 BRAC Samplin8 Prod;ram Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 244

281. May97 Draft Executive Summary, Screening Sties Sampling CH2M Hill, Inc. 245

Prosram
282. May 97 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Mar - May Defense Distribution Depot 246

97 Memphis TN
283. 02 May 97 USACE Letter to TDEC Concemmg PI for Matthews, John D 528

Groundwater, 0U-2 US Army Corp of Engineers -
Huntsville District

284. 12 May97 ATSDR Letter to Depot-CCC and MHC Concerning Johnson, Barry L 247
Adverse Health Effects Associated with HazardousAgency for Toxic Substances and
Waste Disease Re~;Istry

’ 285. 22 May 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Templeton, Terry R 248
Background Samphng Program Techmeal Tennessee Department of
Memorandum Environment and Conservation

286 23 May 97 HQ DLA Memorandum for Record Concemmg Reltman, Jail B 249

Meetm~ with Concerned Citizens Community HQ DLA-CAAE
287. Juu 97 Draft Community Relatmns Plan (CRP) Defense Distribution Depot 250

Memphis TN
288. 13 Jun 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Transmittal of Templeton, Terry R 251

Results ofTDSF Spht Samples Tennessee Department of
Enwronment and Conservation

289. 19 Jun 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Jun 97 Kaden, Glenn L 252
Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

290. 02 Jul 97 BCT/RPM Meeting Minutes, 02 Jul 97 Kaden, Glenn L 253
Defense Distribution Depot

I MemphlsTN
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No. Date Title Au~or AR#

291. 17 Jul 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Jul 97 Kaden, Glenn L 254
Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN

292. 20 Ju197 Technical Memorandum, Criteria and Background CH2M Hill, Inc. 529

Data for Screenln~ and Site Evaluation
293. 21 Jtf197 EPA Letter to Depot Concernmg Draft Background Sparlosu, Dann J 255

Samphn8 Program Techmcal Memorandum EPA Resion IV

294 Au8 97 Final Groundwater Characterization Data Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 256

295. 21 Aug 97 RAB Meetmg Minutes, 21 Aug 97 Kaden, Glenn L 257
Defense Distnbuhon Depot

Memphis TN

296 Sep 97 Quarterly Groundwater Monltorm8 Report, Jun 97 CH2M Hilt, Inc. 258

297. 09 Sep 97 CH2M Hill Letter to USACE Concemlng Response Underberg, Greg 259

to Comments on Background Characterization CH2M Hill, Inc
Technical Memorandum

298. 18 Sep 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Sep 97 Kaden, Glenn L 260

Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis TN

299 24 Sep 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft SAP for Templeton, Terry R 261

Fish and Sediment Sampling Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

300. Oct 97 Public Health Assessment Agency for Toxic Substances and 262

Disease ReSlstr),
301. 07 Oct 97 Resident Letter to Depot Concerning ATSDR Gamson, John L, Jr 263

Public Health Assessment Resident

302. 16 Oct 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15-16 Oct 97 Defense Distribution Depot 264

Memphis TN
303. 16Oct 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 Oct 97 Kaden, Glenn L 265

Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis TN
304. Nov 97 Quarterly Groundwater Monttonn8 Report, Sep 97 CH2M Hill, Inc. 266

305. 19 Nov 97 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning Groundwater Nore, Robert V 267

Interim Remedial Design US Army Corp of Engineers -
Huntsville District

306. Dec 97 Basehne Risk Assessment HSP and SAP, Golf Radian Corp. 268

Course Impoundments

307. Dec 97 i Fact Sheet, EnvlroNews The Memphis Depot 269

308 02 Dec 97 i TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Transmittal of Templeton, Terry R 270

Results of Split Samples Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

309. 03 Dec 97 Fronthne Communications Focus Group Report, 25 Trust Marketing and 271

Nov97 Communications, Inc

310. 08 Dec 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Templeton, Terry R 272

Draft Background Sampling Program Technical Tennessee Department of
Memorandum Environment and Conservation

311 08 Dec 97 Depot Letter to Residents Concerning Removal Kaden, Glenn L 530

Activities, OU-I, Site 62, 63, 64 The Memphis Depot
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No° Date Title Au~or AR#

312. 08 Dec 97 Depot Letter to Residents Concerning Notification Kaden, Glenn L 531
of Groundwater Samplmn~ The Memphis Depot

313. l 0 Dec 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 04-06 Aug 97 Defense Distribution Depot 273
Memphis TN

314. 10 Dee 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 1%18 Sep 97 Defense Distribution Depot 274
Memphis TN

315. 10 Dee 97 I BCT Meetin~ Minutesr 10 Dec 97 The Memphts Depot 532

316. 11 Dee97 Depot Memorandum for Record Concerning Depot- Cooper, Denise K 275
CCC Meetmg, 08 Dee 97 The Memphis Depot

317 Jan 98 Fact Sheet, The Depot The Memphis Depot 276

318. Jan 98 EE/CA, Work Plan to Conduct Site Parsons Englneenng Science, lne, 277
Characterization, OU-1

319. 15 Jan 98 Techmeal Memorandum, Groundwater Momtoring CH2M Hdl, lnc 533
Samphnl~ Strategy

320. 20 Jan 98 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Tortes, Ramnn 278
EE/CA Draft Work Plan to Conduct Stte EPA Region IV
Characterization, OU- 1

321. 22 Jan 98 RAB Agenda and Presentation Materials, 22 Jan 98 The Memphis Depot 279

322. 26 Jan 98 BCT Meetmg Minutes, 26 Jan 98 The Memphis Depot 280

323. :eb 98 Geoph:csteal Surve), Work, Dunn Field, Jan - Feb 98 OHM Remedtation Services Corp. 281

324. Feb 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 282

325. :eb 98 Fact Sheet, Environmental, Depot US Army Corp of Engineers- 283
Huntsville District

326. Feb 98 Press Release, Public Invited to Depot CommumtyThe Memphis Depot 284

lnformahon Session
327. 17 Feb 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Basehne Risk Templetnn, Terry R 285

Assessment, HSP, SAP, and Draft Preliminary Rask Tennessee Department of
Evaluation Environment and Conservation

328. 19 Feb 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Feb 98 The Memphis Depot 286

329. 19 Feb 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Feb 98 Kaden, Glenn L 287

The Memphis Depot
330. 25 Feb 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Templeton, Terry R 288

Background Characterization Teehmeal Tennessee Department of
Memorandum Environment and Conservation

331. Mar 98 Interim Colnlnnnlty Relations Plan (CRP) US Army Center for Health 289
Promotton and Preventive
Medicine
Frnnthne Corporate
Communications,

332. Mar 98 EA, Dtsposal and Reuse of Depot US Army Corp of Engineers- 290
Mobile District
Tetra Tech, Inc.

333 Mar98 Groundwater Momtonn8 Report, Mar 98 CH2M HlU, Inc. 29t

334 Mar 98 Screenmg Sttes Letter Report CH2M Hill, lnc. 292

335. 09 Mar 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Baseline Rtsk Templeton, Terry R 293

Assessment, HSP, and SAP, Golf Course Tennessee Department of
Impoundments Environment and Conservatlnn
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No° Date Title Author AR#
336. 11 Mar98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meetmg, 19 The Commercial Appeal 294

Mar 98"
337. 12 Mar 98 Newspaper Article, "Nohce ofRAB Meetmg, 19 The Memphis Flyer 459

Mar 98"
338. 18Mar98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Mcetmg, 19 The Memphis Flyer 295

Mar 98"
339. 18 Mar 98 BCT Strategy Sesslon Minutes, 18 Mar 98 Kadcn, Glenn L 296

The Memphis Depot
340. 19Mar98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Mar 98 The Memphis Depot 297
341. 19Mar98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Mar 98 Kaden, Glenn L 298

The Memphis Depot
342. 19 Mar 98 RA, Interim Report, Groundwater, Dunn Field OHM Reme&atlon Services Corp. 299
343. 19Mar 98 Newspaper Arhcle, "Survey Targets Concerns of The Commerc*al Appeal 300

Depot Nelshbors"
344. Apr 98 BRAC Parcel Summary Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 301
345. Apr 98 Journal Article, "NACCHO Seeks to Faclhtate NACCO News 302

Commumty Collaboration"
346. Apr 98 Final Prehmmary Risk Evaluation CH2M H111, Inc. 303
347. 12 Apr 98 Newspaper Article, "Mthtary Residue From Past is The Commercial Appeal 304

Concern for Today"
348. 16Apr98 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Response to The Memphis Depot 3O5

Comments on Draft Basehne Risk Assessment, Golf
Course Impoundments

349. 16Apr98 Newspaper Article, The RAB Meeting for 16 Apr The Memphis Flyer 306
98 Has Been Rescheduled

350. 23 Apr 98 BCT MeetinB Minutes, 23 Apr 98 The Memphis Depot 307
351. Ma)" 98 Final Backgronnd Sampling Program Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 3O8
352. May 98 RI Sites Letter Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 309
353. May 98 Fact Sheet, EnvlroNews Frontline Corporate 310

Communications, Inc
The Memphis Depot

354. May 98 Newspaper Article, "Public Notice of RAB The Memphis Flyer 311
Meeting, 21 May 98"

355. 08 May 98 Technical Memorandum, FSP for Addmonal Underberg, Greg 312
Groundwater Investl[~atlons CH2M Hill, Inc

356. 13 May 98 Focus Group Letter to USACE and Fronthne Santos, Susan L 313
Concerning Survey Results Report McCallum, Dawd B

Focus Group
357. 18 May 98 Draft Techmcat Memorandum, Results of Pesticide Dnderberg, Greg 314

Vertical Profile Samphng Treadwell, Justin
CH2M Hill, lnc

358. 21 May 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 May 98 PhlUlps, Shawn 315

The Memphis Depot
359. 22 May 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 21-22 May 98 The Memphis Depot 316
360 29 May 98 Addenda to Specifications from Contaminated CH2M Hill, Inc. 317

Surface Soil Remedlatlon
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

Soo Date Title Au~or AR#

361. 10 Jun 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments and Enghsh, Jordan 534

Approval of SAP for Contaminated Sod Tennessee Department of

Reme&ation, Family Housing Area Environment and Conservation

362. 12 Jun 98 Depot Memorandum for Record Concerning Phillips, Shawn 318
Canisters Found Dunng Groundwater lntenm RA The Memphis Depot
Constructton~Dunn Field

363. 16 Jan 98 Fact Sheet, The Depot, Idenhfication of Test Kit Riehards, Dorothy 319
Camsters, Dunn Field The Memphis Depot

364 18 Jun 98 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Agency for Toxic Substances and 320
Community Health Concerns Memorandum Disease Regist~

365. 18 Jun 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Jun 98 Philhps, Shawn 321
The Memphis Depot

366 19 Jun 98 BCT Meetmg Minutes, 18-19 Jun 98 The Memphis Depot 322

367. 23 Jun 98 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concemmg Environmental Coulberson, Sandee L 323
JusUee Work Group Meeting Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Re~lstr~
368. 24 Jun 98 Depot-CCC Letter to SFAE Concerning Request for Bradshaw, Dons 324

Representattve to Come to Memphis and Educate Defense Depot Memphis TN -
Commumty on Non-Stockpile Chemical Weapons Concerned Cmzens Committee

369 26 Jun 98 Memphis Health Education and Promotions Agency for Toxic Substances and 367

Subgroup Conference Call Minutes, 26 Jun 98 Dtsease Registry
370. Ju198 Press Release, Pubhc Notice of RAB Meetmg, 16 The Memphis Depot 325

Jul 98
371. Jul 98 DraR SAP for Ftsh Sampling Radian Corp. 326

372. Ju198 EE/CA, Final Work Plan to Conduct Site Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 327

Charactenzatlon~ OU-I
373. Jul 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Fronthne Corporate 329

Communications, Inc
The Memphis Depot

374. Ju198 Selection Criteria for Passive Soft Gas Technology W L Gore and Associates, Inc. 330

375. Ju198 ROD~ Drafl~ OU-3 CH2M Hall1 Inc. 331
376. Jul 98 Fact Sheet, Spotlighting on the Defense Depot The Neighbor News 463

Memphis RAB
377 02 Ju198 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Relationship Grayson, Mtchael J 332

wtth Other Government Organizations and Agency for Toxtc Substances and
Community Involvement Disease Registry

378. 08 Jul 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 16 Jul The Commercml Appeal 333
98"

379. 11Ju198 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meetmg, 16 Jul The Tn-State Defender 334
i 98"

380 15 Jul 98 Techmcal Memorandum, Passive Sod Gas Survey, Belsel, Tom 335
Dunn Field CH2M Hdl, Inc.

381 16 Jul 98 RAB Charter The Memphts Depot 336

382 16 Jul 98 RAB Meeting Mmutes, 16 Jul 98 Phdhps, Shawn 337

The Memphis Depot
383 17 Jul 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16-17 Jul 98 The Memphis Depot 338
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

SO. Date Title Author AR#
384. 21 Ju198 USACE MOA, UT Medical Group, Shelby County Matthews, John D 339

US Army Corp of Engmeers-
Huntsville District

385. 01 Aug98 Fact Sheet, Installation of Test Wells Fronthne Corporate 391
Commumcatlons, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

386. 12 Aug 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 The Silver Star News 340
Aug 98"

387. 12 Aug 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 The Commercial Appeal 341

Aug 98"
388. 15 Aug 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 The Tri-State Defender 342

Aug 98"
389. 18 Aug 98 Technical Memorandum, Draft FSP Addendum, CH2M Hill, Inc. 343

Screening Sites
390. 18 Aug 98 Technical Memorandum, Draft FSP Addendum, CH2M Hill, Inc. 344

OU~
391. 18 Aug 98 Technical Memorandum, Draft FSP Addendum, CH2M Hill, Inc. 345

OU-3
392. 18 Aug 98 Techmcal Memorandum, Draft FSP Addendum, CH2M Hall, Inc. 346

OU-2
393. 20 Aug 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Aug 98 Phllhps, Shawn 347

The Memphis Depot
394. 21 Aug 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20-21 Aug 98 The Memphis Depot 348

395. Sep 98 Press Release, Public Invited to Depot Community The Memphis Depot 349
lnformahon Session

396 Sep 98 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 17 The Memphis Depot 350
Sep 98

397. Sep 98 Draft Final Community Relations Plan (CRP) Fronthne Corporate 351
Communications, Inc.

398. Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Working Toward a Safer Tomorrow, US Army Corp of Engmeers- 352
Cleanup of Recovered Chemical Warfare Materiel Huntsville District

399. Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Envwonmental Restoration US Army Corp of Engineers- 353
Huntsville Dmtnct

400 Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Environmental Engineering US Army Corp of Engineers - 354
Huntsville District

401. Sep 98 Fact Sheet, EnvlroNews Fronthne Corporate 355
Communications, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

402. Sep 98 Historical Environmental Aenal Photographic US Army Corp of Engineers- 464
Analysis, Final Report, Dunn Field Huntsvdle District

403. Sep 98 Historical Environmental Aerial Photographic US Army Corp of Engineers- 465

Analysis, Final Report, Main Depot Area Huntsvdle District
404, , 09 Sep 98 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting and The Commerckal Appeal 356

Communlt)’ lnformatmn Session"
405 10 Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Groundwater Remediatmn System, The Memphis Depot 357

Dunn Field
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No. Date Title Au~or AR#

406 lOSep98 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Review of Draft Ballard, Turpin 466

FSP Addenda for 0U-2, OU-3, OU-4, and Screening EPA Region IV
Sites

407. 16 Sep 98 Draft Technical Memorandum, Passive Soil Gas Belsel, Tom 358
Survey, Dunn Field CH2M Hill, lnc

408. 17 Sep 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Sep 98 Phillips, Shawn 359
The Memphis Depot

409. 17 Sep 98 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 17 The Memphis Depot 360

Sep 98
410. 19 Sep 98 Depot Letter to Community Member Concerning Phillips, Shawn 361

Community Information Session The Memphis Depot
411. 24 Sep 98 Fact Sheet~ Soil Removal, Family Housing Area The Memphis Depot 362
412. 25 Sep 98 Teehmcal Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, CH2M Hill, Inc 363

OU-2
413. 25 Sep 98 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, CH2M Hdl, Inc. 364

OU-3
414. 25 Sep 98 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, CH2M Hill, Inc. 365

OU-4

415. 25 Sep 98 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, CH2M Hdl, Inc. 366

Screening Sites
416. 25 Sep 98 Newspaper Article, "Soll Removal at Depot’s Defense Distribution Depot 468

Family Housing Area" Memphis TN
417. 29 Sep 98 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Response to Phillips, Shawn 467

Comments on Draft FSP Addenda and Screening Defense Distribution Depot
Sltes~ OU-2, OU-3r OU-4 Memphis TN

418. Oct 98 Final BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version The Memphis Depot Caretaker 376

419. 05 Oct 98 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meetmg, 15 The Memphis Depot 368
Oct 98

420. 15 Oct 98 RAB Meeting Mmutes, 15 Oct 98 The Memphis Depot 535

421 Nov 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Fronthne Corporate 386
Communications, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

422. 05 Nov 98 BCT Meetinl~ Minutes, 17 Sep 98 The Memphis Depot 536

423. 09 Nov 98 Fact Sheet, Groundwater Samphng Off-Site Near Fronthne Corporate 392
Depot Communications, Inc.

The Memphis Depot
424 17 Nov 98 Meeting Minutes, Main Installation Risk CH2M Hill, Inc 537

Assessment Approach Meetin~r 16 Nov 98
425. Dee 98 Fact Sheet, Groundwater Program Fronthne Corporate 393

Commumcations, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

426. Dec 98 Fact Sheet, Asphalt Road Construction Begins, Frontlme Corporate 394

Dunn Field Communications, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

427. 01 Dec 98 Technical Memorandum, Passive Sod Gas Survey CH2M Hill, Inc. 538

428 02 Dec 98 Newspaper Arhcle, "The Agitators" The Memphis Flyer 470

429. 10 Dec 98 Newspaper Article, "Depot Clarification" The Memphis Flyer 469

430. 17 Dec 98 Newspaper Article, "Army Wants to Momtor TCE" The Memphis Flyer 411
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No, Date Title Au~or AR#
431. Jan 99 Techmcal Memorandum, Final Streamlined Risk CH2M Hill, Inc. 370

Assessment, Parcel 3
432. Jan 99 Fact Sheet, F,nvwoNews The Memphis Depot 372

Frontline Corporate
Communications, Inc.

433. 13 Jan99 Technical Memorandum, Adddmnal Sampling Data CH2M Hill, Inc. 539
Results

434. 14 Jan 99 Newspaper Arhcle, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 21 The Commercial Appeal 401
Jan 99"

435. 21 Jan 99 BCT Meetmg Mmutes, 15 Oct 98 The Memphis Depot 540

436. 21 Jan 99 BCT Meeting, Mmutes, 02 Dec 98 The Memphis Depot 541

437. 21 Jan 99 RAB Meetln8 Minutes, 21 Jan 99 The Memphis Depot 542

438. 27 Jan 99 Fact Sheet, Neighborhood Notice of Groundwater Fronthne Corporate 390
Sampling Communications, Inc.

The Memphis Depot
439. Feb 99 Fact Sheet, Working Toward a Safer Tomorrow US Army Corp of Engineers- 471

Huntsville District
440. 13 Feb 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB M eetmg, 18 The Tfi-State Defender 402

Feb 99"
441. 15 Feb 99 Newspaper Article, "WWlI Mustard Gas Pit to be The Commercial Appeal 472

Du8 Up"
442 18 Feb 99 RAB Meetm8 Minutes, 18 Feb 99 The Memphis Depot 543

443. 18 Feb 99 RAB Meeting Groundwater Update Presentation, The Memphis Depot 544
18 Feb 99

444. 21 Feb99 Newspaper Article, "Memphis Takes on Military The Philadelphia Inquirer 473

Depot"
445. 24 Feb 99 BCT Meetm~ Minutes, 21 Jan 99 The Memphis Depot 545
446. Mar 99 Fact Sheet, EnvlroNews The Memphis Depot 373

Fronthne Corporate
Communications, Inc.

447. Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil OHM Remedlatlon Services Corp. 377

Remedmtion, Cafeteria Bid[:
448. Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil OHM Remediatlon Services Corp. 378

Remediation, Famd), Housinl~ Area, Vol I ofll part I
449. Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil OHM Reme&ahon Services Corp. 378

Reme&ation, Family Housm8 Area, Vol I ofll part 2

450. Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil OHM Remedlatlon Services Corp. 378

Remediatlon, Family Hou,sm$ Area, Vol I ofll part 3
451. Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil OHM Remedlatton Services Corp 379

Remedmtion, Family Housml~ Area, Vol II of 11 part 1
452. Mar 99 Post Remowd Report, Contaminated Soil OHM Reme&ahon Services Corp 379

Remedlatton, Famdy Housing Area, Vol I1 ofll part 2
453. 02 Mar 99 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, CH2M Hdl, Inc. 474

OU-I
454. 05 Mar 99 Fact Sheet, Neighborhood Notice Concemmg Fronthne Corporate 388

Sampling, Dunn Field Communications, Inc.
The Memphis Depot
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No. Date Title Au~or AR#
455. 05 Mar 99 Fact Sheet, Update Concerning Chemical Warfare Frontline Corporate 389

Materiel, Duma Fteld Commumcations, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

456. 11 Mar99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 18 The Commercial Appeal 403
dar 99"

457. 18 Mar 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Feb 99 The Memphis Depot 546

458. 18 Mar 99 Update Pagesr RAB Meeting Minute, 21 Jan 99 The Memphis Depot 547

459. 18 Mar 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Mar 99 The MempMs Depot 548
460. : 24 Mar 99 Newspaper Article, "Memphis Depot i The Sliver Star News 476

Environmental Cleanup Contract"
461. 25 Mar 99 Newspaper Arhcle, "Local Groups Intend to Apply The Commercial Appeal 421

for EPA Grant"
462. 25 Mar 99 Newspaper Article, "Memphis Depot The Commercial Appeal 475

Environmental Cleanup Contract"
463. Apr 99 Draft Final EE/CA, Old Paint Shop and CH2M Hill, Inc. 381

Maintenance Area, Parcel 35, Parcel 28
464. 10 Apr 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 15 The Tri-State Defender 404

Apr 99"
465. 12 Apr 99 Depot Letter to Public Concemtng Weekly Bnefing Hunt, Clyde 477

for Removal Action of Chemical Warfare Materiel The Memphis Depot
466. 15 Apr99 RAB Meeting Mmutes, 15 Apr 99 The Memphis Depot 549
467. May 99 Fact Sheet, EnvlroNews The Memphis Depot 374

Frontline Corporate
Communications, Inc.

468. May 99 RA, Intenm, Groundwater Extraction System OHM Remedlatlon Services Corp 478

Reportr Vol I ofll, Dunn Field
469. May99 RA, Interim, Groundwater Extraction System OHM Remediation Services Corp. 479

Report, Vo111 ofl L Dunn Field
470. May 99 , RA, lntenm, Groundwater Extraction System OHM Remedtatlon Services Corp. 550

Report, Vol 1 ofll
471. May 99 RA, Interim, Groundwater Exb’action System OHM Remediation Services Corp. 551

Report, Vol I1 ofll
472. 13 May 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment The Commercml Appeal 405

period and Pubhc Meeting for EE/CA, 20 May 99"
473. 13 May99 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Rescheduhng Crellin, John R 552

of Meeting And Meeting Purpose, 19 May 99 Williamson, Dheha
Agency for Toxic Substances and

474. I 20 Ma~’ 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 18 Mar 99 The Memphis Depot 553

475. 20 May 99 Public Comment Period Meeting Minutes, EE/CA The Memphis Depot 554

476 20 May 99 Soil Removal Action Presentation CH2M Hill, Inc. 555
477. Jun 99 EE/CA, Removal of Chemical Warfare Materiel, Site Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 382

01, Site 19, Site 64
478. Jun 99 Final Transportation Plan, Site 01, Site 09, Site 64 AMCPM -NSM 384

479. Jun 99 Press Release, Notice of Public Comment Period Frontline Corporate 387
and Public Meeting Concerning Chemical Warfare Communications, Inc.
Materiel Removal at Dunn Fmld, 17 Jun 99 The Memphis Depot
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No. Date Title Author AR#
480. Jun 99 Community Relations Plan (CRP) Fronthne Corporate 425

Communications, Inc.
US Army Center for Health
Promotion

481. 01 Jun 99 Depot Lettei to TDEC Concerning Final FS Phillips, Shawn 512
Addenda, Dunn Field, Main Installation The Memphis Depot

482. 12 Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment The Tri-State Defender 406
Period and Public Meeting, 17 Jun 99"

483. 16 Jun 99 Press Release, "Notice of Public Comment Penod Fronthne Corporate 395
and Pubhc Meeting at Memphis Depot" Communications, Inc.

The Memphis Depot
484. 17 Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "Residents to be Told of Depot The Commercial Appeal 422

Work"
485. 17 Jun 99 BCT Meetln~ Minutes, 20 May 99 The Memphis Depot 556
486. 17 Jun99 Pubhc Comments Period Meeting Minutes, EE/CA The Memphis Depot 557
487. 17 Jun 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Jun 99 The Memphis Depot 558
488. 18 Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "WWll Chemical Agents Wall The Commercial Appeal 420

be Removed from Depot"
489. 18 Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "Depot Building to be The Commercial Appeal 516

Demolished"
490. 21 Jan 99 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Enghsh, Jordan 559

Soil Remediatlon Post Removal Report, Cafeteria Tennessee Department of
Bldg, Site 73 Environment and Conservation

491. 21 Jun 99 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on English, Jordan 560
Soil Remediation Post Removal Report, Family Tennessee Department of
Housing Area, Site 73 Environment and Conservation

492. 22 Jur199 Newspaper Article, "Demolition at Defense Depot The Commercial Appeal 517
Paves the Way for Road Construction"

493. 23 Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Extension of Public The Commercial Appeal 515
Comment Period for EE/CA"

494 26 Jurl 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Extension of Public The Tn-State Defender 396
Comment Period"

495. Jul 99 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 375
Frontline Corporate
Communications, Inc.

496. Ju199 Fact Sheet, Memphis Depot Golf Course and Fronthne Corporate 518
Recreation Parcel Communications, Inc.

The Memphis Depot
497. 08 Jul 99 Newspaper Arhcle, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 15 Jul The Commercial Appeal 397

99"
498 10 Jul 99 Newspaper Arhcle, "Notme of RAB Meeting, 15 Jul The Tn-State Defender 514

99"
499 t5 Jul 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Jul 99 The Memphis Depot 561
500. 23 Jul 99 Technical Memorandum, Human Health and CH2M Hill, Inc. 562

Ecological Risk Assessment
501 24 Jul 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Extension of Public The Tn-State Defender 398

Comment Period for EEiCA"
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No. Date Title Au~or AR#
502. 27 Jul 99 i Newspaper Article, "RAB Commumty Members The Commercial Appeal 513

and Notice ofRAB Meetms, 19 Au8 99"
503. 10 Aug 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17 Jun 99 The Memphis Depot 563

504. 12 Aug 99 Depot Letter to RAB Members Concerning Phillips, Shawn 564

Reponse to Meeting Questionsr 15 Ju199 The Memphis Depot
505. 19 Au~g 99 BCT Meeting Minutes~ 15 Jul 99 The Memphis Depot 565

506. 19 Au8 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Aug 99 The Memphis Depot 566

507. 19 Aug 99 RAB Presentation for Reuse, 19 Aug 99 The Memphm Depot 567

508. Sep 99 Fact Sheet, EnvtroNews ’ronthne Corporate 480
Communications, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

509. Sep99 Achon Memorandum, Old Paint Shop and CH2M Hill, Inc. 481

Maintenance Area, Parcel 35, Parcel 28
510. Sep 99 RAB Member Letter to Depot Concerning RAB Brayon, Eugene H 568

Meeting Agenda, 16 Sep 99 RAB Member
511. 16 Sep 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Aug 99 The Memphm Depot 569

512. Oct 99 Final BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version The Memphis Depot Caretaker 482

513. 05 Oct 99 Depot Letter to RAB Members Concerning Rink Moore, Alma Black 570

Assessment Guidance Training The Memphm Depot
514 25 Oct 99 BCT Meetm~ Minutes~ 16 Sep 99 The Memphis Depot 571

515. Nov 99 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, Nov/Dec 99 The Memphis Depot 573

516. 15 Dec 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 25 Oct 99 The Memphis Depot 572
517. Jan 00 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Fronthne Corporate 483

Communications, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

518. Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol l of VI, Sections 1 - 15, OU-2, CH2M Hill, Inc. 486
OU-3r OU-4

519. Jan 00 RI, Final Repoa, Vol II of Vl, Sections 16 - 36, OU-2, CH2M Hill, Inc 487

i OU-3, OU-4
520. Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vo1111 of VI, Appendices A-M, CH2M Hill, Inc. 488

OU-2~ OU-3, OU-4
521. Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol IV ofVl, Appendmes N - BB, CH2M Hill, Inc. 489

OU-2~ OU-3, OU-4
522. Jan 00 RI, Fmal Report, Vol V of VI, Appendix E, OU-2, CH2M Hill, Inc. 490

OU-3r OU-4
523. Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol VI of VI, Appendices V - X CH2M Hill, lnc 491

and AA, OU-2, OU-3, OU-4 part 1
524 Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol VI of VI, Appendices V - X CH2M Hill, Inc 491

and AA, OU-2, OU-3, OU-4 part 2

525. Jan 00 RA, Final Safety Submission, Chemical Warfare UXB lntematmnal Inc. 574

Materiel Investigation, Book 1, Vol I and I1 of 1II,
OU-I

526. Jan 00 RA, Final Safety Submission, Chemmal Warfare UXB Intemational Inc. 575

Materiel Investigation, Book 2, Vol I11 of 1II, OU-I
527. 09 Jan 00 Newspaper Article, "Neighbors Worry Over Depot The Commercml Appeal 419

Drmn-Off"
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No. Date Title Au~or AR#
528. 10 Jan O0 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on English, Jordan 576

Draft RI Report Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

529 12 Jan DO TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on English, Jordan 577
Draft RA Safety Submission Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
530. 13 JanO0 Newspaper Article, "Notice ofRAB Meetmg, 20 The Commercial Appeal 407

Jan 00"

531. 15 Jan 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 The Tri-State Defender 484
Jan 00"

532. 18 Jan00 RAB Meetln8 Minutes, 21 Sep 00 The Memphrs Depot 612
533. 20 Jan 00 RAB Meetin~ Minutes, 20 Jan 00 The Memphis Depot 485
534. 20 Jan 00 BCT Meetm[~ Minutes, 15 Dec 99 The Memphis Depot 578
535. 05 Feb 00 Newspaper Arhele, "Nohce ofRAB Meetmg, 17 The Tfi-State Defender 408

Feb 00"
536. 10 Feb 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 17 The Commercial Appeal 435

Feb 00"
537. 17 Feb 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice ofRAB Meetmgs, The Commercial Appeal 417

Multiple Days"
538. 17 Feb 00 RAB Meetm~ Minutes, 17 Feb 00 The Memphis Depot 492

539. 17 Feb 00 BCT Meetln8 Minutes, 20 Jan 00 The Memphis Depot 58O
540. 24 Feb 00 Newspaper Article, "Defense Depot Pollution is The Commercial Appeal 418

Topic"
541. 24 Feb 00 Press Release, Chemical Warfare Materiel Removal Defense Dmtrlbutmn Region 455

Project Set to Besin, Dunn Field Central
542 Mar 00 Fact Sheet, Maximum Cre&ble Event US Army Corp of Engineers 385

Huntsvdle District
543. Mar 00 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate 456

Commumcatlons, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

544. Mar 00 Fact Sheet, Vapor Contamment Structure US Army Corp of Engineers- 458
Huntsville Dmtnct

545. Mar00 Fact Sheet, Working Toward a Safer Tomorrow, US Army Corp of Engineers- 460

Cleanup of Chemical Warfare Materiel Huntsville District
546 11 Mar00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meetmg, 16 The Tn-State Defender 409

Mar 00, and Commumty Information Sessmn, 18
Mar 00"

547. 13 Mar 00 Technical Memorandum, SAP for Evaluation of CH2M Hill, Inc. 493

Blode~’adatmn ofVOCs m Groundwater
548. 13 Mar 00 Techmcal Memorandum, SAP Evaluatmn of CH2M Hdl, Inc. 579

Bmde~adatton of VOCs in Groundwater
549. 15 Mar 00 Newspaper Article, "Depot Tent to Contain Toxic The Commercial Appeal 416

Cleanup"
550. 15 Mar O0 Technical Memorandum, Amended SAP CH2M Hill, Inc. 581

551. 16 Mar O0 RAB Meetln~ Mmutes, 16 Mar 00 The Memphis Depot 494

552. 16 Mar 00 Techmcal Memorandum, Evaluatmn of CH2M Hill, Inc. 582

Recreational Land Use Scenanos~ OU-3
553. 17 Mar 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17 Mar 00 The Memphis Depot 495

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 26 of 36
Rev 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Vers4on 7 December 2003



-, 764 455

The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

No. Date Title Au~or AR#

554. 17 Mar 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17 Feb 00 The MempMs Depot 583

555. 22 Mar 00 Newspaper Article, "Chemical Warfare Removal The Sliver Star News 415

Project to Begin at Dunn Field"
556. Apr 00 Action Memorandum, Removal of Chemical Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 496

Warfare Materiel, Parcel 36
557. 01 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 The Tri-State Defender 410

Apr 00, and Weekly Chemical Warfare Materiel
Briefings"

558. 01 Apr 00 Newspaper Arhcle, "Why is Everyone Ignoring The Tn-State Defender 414

Depot Cancer Victims?"
559. 04 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "National Group Ends Race The Commercial Appeal 413

Protests"
560. 06 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Chemical Warfare Materiel The Commercial Appeal 439

i Weekly Bnefings~ 12~ 19, and 26 Apr 00"
561. 07 Apr 00 Press Release, Chemical Warfare Materiel Removal Defense Distribution Region 497

Set to Begin, Dunn Field Central

562. 12 Apr00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meetmg, 20 The Commercial Appeal 440

Apr 00"
563. 12 Apr00 Newspaper Article, "Nohce of RAB Meeting, 20 The Silver Star News 454

Apr 00
564 15 Apr00 Newspaper Article, "Ford Continues HMO Fight; The Tn-State Defender 412

Plans Depot Meetms"
565. 15 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meetmg, 20 The Tri-State Defender 443

Apr 00"
566. 16 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting, 16 Apr 98 Has The Memphis Flyer 400

Been Rescheduled for 21 May 98"
567. 19 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Delay Urged m Depot The Commercial Appeal 399

Cleanup"
568. 19 Apr 00 BCT Meetmg Minutes, 19 Apr 00 The Memphis Depot 498

569. 20 Apt oo RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Apr 00 The Memphis Depot 499

570. 25 Apt O0 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Emergency Phillips, Shawn 461

Notification Sheet The Memphis Depot
571. 26 Apr O0 Press Release, Pubhe Notice of Upcoming Chemical The Memphis Depot 500

Warfare Materiel Informatmnal Meetings and RAB
Meeting, 18 May 00

572. MayO0 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, May/Jun 00 The Memphis Depot 501

573. May 00 RAB Members Letter to RAB Concermng RAB Trurtt, Ulysses 584

Meetm8, 20 Apt 00 RAB Member
574. 16 May 00 BCT Meeting Mmutes, 16 May 00 Rlchards, Dorothy 585

The Memphis Depot
575. 17 May 00 RAB Meeting; Minutes, 17 May 00 The Memphis Depot 502

576 18 May 00 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meetmg, 18 The Memphis Depot 462

May 00
577. 18 May00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17-18 May O0 The Memphis Depot 503

578 23 May 00 Newspaper Article, "No Elevated Cancer Rate The Commercial Appeal 504

Found at Defense Depot"
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579. Jnn 00 EPA and TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Morfison, James W 508

Comments on FS, Draft Sod Report, Mare Ballard, Turpln
Installation Tennessee Department of

580. Jun O0 EPA and TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Momson, James W 509
Comments on FS, Draft Groundwater Report, Main Ballard, Turpln
Installation Tennessee Department of

581. 07 Jun O0 Disposal Support Package for Land Transfer Morris, P S 586
The Memphis Depot

582. 09 Jun 00 Press Release, Main Installation RI Results, Depot Defense Distnbuhon Region 436
Reaches Milestone in Environmental Cleanup Central
Program

583. 15 Jun 00 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Jun 00 The Memphis Depot 5O5
584 30 Jun DO Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Soil and Philhps, Shawn 506

Groundwater FS, Mare Installation The Memphis Depot
585. 30 Jun 00 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Sod and Phillips, Shawn 507

Groundwater FS, Main Installation The Memphis Depot
586. Ju100 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Fronthne Corporate 433

Commumeatlons, Inc.
The Memphis Depot

587 Jul 00 FS, Soils Report, Main Installation CH2M Hill, Inc. 510
588. Jul O0 FS, Groundwater Report, Main Installation CH2M Hill, Inc. 511

589. 12 Jtt100 RAB Member Letter to RAB Concerning CommentsGamson, John L, Jr 587
RAB Meeting, 15 Jun 00 RAB Member

590. 12 Jul 00 RAB Member Letter to RAB Concemmg Gamson, John L, Jr 588

Resignation from RAB RAB Member
591. 20 Jul 00 RAB Meeting Presentation, RI, Baseline Risk The Memphis Depot 589

Assessment, 20 Jul 00
592. 31 Ju100 Press Release, Pubhc Invited to Comment on Noble, Jackle 590

Proposed Cleanup Alternatives, No 11-00 The Memphis Depot
593. Aug 00 i Proposed Plan, Preferred Alternahve for Cleanup of The Memphis Depot Caretaker 438

Soft and Groundwater Contamination, Main
lnstallatmn

594. 23 Aug 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 23 Aug 00 The Memphis Depot 592

595. 24 Aug 00 Pubhc Comment Period Meeting Minutes, The Memphm Depot 593
Proposed Plan, 24 Aug 00

596. 28 Au8 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Jul 00 The Memphm Depot 595

597. Sep 00 Fact Sheet, EnwroNews, Sep/Oct 00 The Memphis Depot 594

598. 08 Sep 00 USEPA Letter to Depot Concernmg Approval of Ballard, Tmpln 596
RI/FS and Proposed Plan EPA Region IV

599 12 Sep00 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Proposed Plan Morrison, James W 597

Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation

600 13 Sep O0 TDEC Letter to Depot Coneemlng Comments on FS Momson, James W 598

for Groundwater, FS for Soft Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

601. 15 Sep 00 Remedlation Report, Removal Action Jacobs-Sverdrup, lnc 599

602. 21 Sep00 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Jul O0 The Memphis Depot 591
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603. 22 Sep00 Press Release, CWM RA Continues, No 16-00 Noble, Jackle 601
The Memphis Depot

604. 26 Sep 00 RAB Members Letter to Depot Concernmg Clay, Kevm E 6O2

Request for Information for RAB Member Confltct RAB Member
of Interest Issue

605. Oct 00 Final BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version The Memphis Depot Caretaker 603

606, 06Oct 00 BCT Meetin~ Minutes~ 24 Aug 00 The Memphis Depot 600

607. 15 Oct 00 RA, lntenm, Quarterly Groundwater Quahty Report, Jacobs-Sverdrup, lne 6O4
OU-1

608. 19 Oct 0O BCT Meetm[~ Mmutesr 21 Sep 00 The Memphis Depot 6O5

609. 19 Oct 00 RAB Meetm~ Minutes, 19 Oct 00 The Memphts Depot 606

610. Nov 00 Fact Sheet, Env~roNews, Nov/Dec 00 The Memphls Depot 607

611. 14Nov00 Pubhc Health Assessment Report Agency for Toxic Substances and 608

Disease Registry
612. 22 Dec 00 BCT Meetm~ Mmutes, 19 Oct 00 The Memphis Depot 6O9

613. Jan 01 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, Jan/Feb 01 The Memphis Depot 610

614. 18 Jan 01 BCT Meetin~ Minutes~ 19 Dec 00 The Memphis Depot 611

615. 29 Jan01 RA, Interim, Quarterly Groundwater Quality Report, Jacobs Engineenng Group 613
OU-1

616. 29 Jan 01 RA, Interim, Groundwater Annual O&M Summary, Jaeobs Engineering Group 614
FY00

617. Feb 01 ROD~ Main Installation CH2M Hdl, Inc. 615

618. Feb 01 Newspaper Article, "Record of Dectsmn Approved The Commercial Appeal 682
for the Main Installation"

619. 27 Feb0l BCT Meetin~ Mmutes, 18 Jan 00 The MempMs Depot 617

620. Mar01 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, Mar/Apr 01 The Memphis Depot 616

621. 09 Mar Ol Transportation and Disposal Plan, Contaminated UXB International, Inc 618
Waste, OU-1

622. 11Apr01 SOW, RA, Lead Contaminatmn Soil Removal CH2M Hill, Inc. 619

623. 16Apt01 BCT Meetm~ Mmutes~ 14 Mar 01 The Memphis Depot 62O

624. May 01 Fact Sheet~ EnvlroNewsr Ma~//Jun 01 The Memphis Depot 621

625. 05May01 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning Transportatton Spear, Harry L, Col 623

and Disposal Plan Revisions US Army Corp of Engineers-
Huntsvdle District

626. llMay01 City Letter to CH2M Concermng Approval of A1 Chokhacht, Akil 624

Request for Groundwater Disposal City o f Memphis
627. 16May01 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning SI and Potter, John C 625

Removal Aehon Nohee of Completmn for Chemical US Army Corp of Engineers-
Warfare Matenel Huntsville District

628. 17 May01 Press Release, CWM Removal Action Completed, Noble, Jackle 622
No 3-01 The Memphis Depot

629 Jun 01 RA, Interim, Semi- Annual Groundwater Quahty Jacobs Engmeermg Group 626

Report, OU-1
630. 05 Jun01 Techmcal Memorandum, Data Collectton Plan for CH2M Hall, lne 627

Lone-Term Operatmnal Areas
631 08 Jun 01 Depot Letter to RAB Member Concerning Dobbs, Michael A 649

Information Repository The Memphis Depot
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632. 12 Jun 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Pre- Ballard, Turpm 651

Desl~i Data Collection EPA Region IV
633 13 Jun 01 EPA Letter to Depot Conceming FOST 2 Ballard, Turpin 650

EPA Re~’ion IV
634. 15 Jun 01 Technical Memorandum, Data Collection Plan for CH2M Hill, Inc. 628

Long-Term Operational Areas, Table 4
635. 10 Jul 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Pre- Ballard, Turpin 653

Desi~n Data Collection EPA Region IV
636. 19 Ju101 RAB Meeting Presentation, Groundwater Update, CH2M Hill, Inc. 629

19 Jul 01
637. 19 Ju101 BCT Meetln~ Minutes, 17 May 01 The Memphis Depot 630
638. 16Au$01 BCT Meettn$ Mmutes, 19 Jul 01 The Memphis Depot 631
639. 16Au[01 BCT Meetml~ Minutes, 16 Au~ 01 The Memphis Depot 632
640 23 Aug 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Main Installation Ballard, Tulpm 652

ROD for AR Incorporation EPA Re~,ion IV
641 06 Sep O1 USEPA Letter to Depot Concerning Signing of Johnston, Jon D 633

ROD EPA Re~lon IV
642. 06 Sep 01 USEPA Letter to Depot Concerning EPA Sigmng of Green, Richard D 634

ROD EPA Regmn IV
643. 27 Sep 01 Disposal Support Package for Land Transfer Young, Christopher J 635

The Memphis Depot
644 Oct 01 Soil Vapor Extractmn Treatabihty Stud), Work Plan CH2M Hill, Inc. 636
645. Nov 01 DecontamInatmn Report and Certification for Jacobs Engmeermg Group 637

Closure, Site 35

646. 15Nov01 RAB Meeting Presentation, Groundwater Update, CH2M Hill, Inc. 638
15 Nov 01

647. 15 Nov Ol RAB Meetin[ Minutes, 19 Ju101 CH2M Hill, Inc. 639

648. 15Nov01 RAB Meetm~ Mmutes, 16 Au~ 01 CH2M Hill, Inc. 640

649. 15 Nov 01 Memphis Depot, Dunn Fmld RI Overview CH2M Hill, Inc. 683

650. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemmal Warfare Materiel UBX Intemahonal, Inc. 654
Investigation, Vol 1 of XXVIII, Text, Appendmes A- part 1

D
651. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX Intematmnal, Inc. 654

Investigation, Vol I of XXVIII, Text, Appendices A- part 2
D

652. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemmal Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 655

Investl~atmn, Vo111 of XXVIII, Appendices E-L
653. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc 656

Investigation, Vol III of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Analytmal Quahty Control
654. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 656

Investigation, Vol Ill of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analyhcal Quahty Control
655. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 656

lnvestigatmn, Vol Ill of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 3

Analytical Quahty Control
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656. Dec 01 RA, Fmal Report Chemical Warfare Matenel UBX International, Inc. 657
Investigation, Vol IV of XXVIII, Appen&x M, part I

Analytical Reports, COE130194, COE190257
657 Dee 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 657

Investigation, Vol 1V of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analytical Reportsr COE130194, COE190257
658. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 658

Investigation, Vol V of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Analytical Reports~ COE230195, COE240180
659. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 658

Inveshgatton, Vol V of XXVIII, Appendix M, ] part 2
Analytical Reports, COE230195, COE240180

660. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 659
Inveshgahon, Vol VI of XXVIII, Appendix M, ~art I

Analytical Reports~ COE260147, COE310132
661. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 659

Investigation, Vol VI of XXVIII, Appendix M, tort 2

Anal~ical Reports~ COE260147~ COE310132
662. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Matenel UBX International, Inc. 660

Investigation, Vol VII of XXVIII, Appendix M, tort 1

Analytical Reports~ COF020191, COF080328
663. Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 660

Investigation, Vol VII of XXVIII, Appendix M, ~art 2

Analytical Reports~ COF020191, COF080328
664. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 661

Investigation, Vol VIII of XXVIII, Appendix M, 3art 1
Analyheal Reportsr COF 140185, COF230254

665. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX Internatmnal, Inc. 661

lnvestlgatmn, Vol VIII of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analytical Reports, COFI40185~ COF230254
666. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Matenel UBX Intematmnal, Inc. 662

Investigation, Vol IX of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Analytical Reports, COF260151, COF290193
667. Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 662

Investigation, Vol IX of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analytical Reports, COF260151, COF290193
668. Dee 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 663

lnvestlgatmn, Vol X of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Anal~lcal Report, COF300207
669 Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX lntematlonal, Inc. 663

Investigation, Vol X of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analytical Report, COF300207
670. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 664

Investigation, Vol XI of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1
Analytical Reports, COG 130203R1, COG200210

671. Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 664

Investigation, Vol XI of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2
Analytical Reports, COGI30203RI, COG200210
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672. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX Internahonal, Inc. 665

Investigation, Vol XII of XXVIII, Appendtx M,
Anal)rtlcal Report, COG220122

673. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Matenel UBX International, Inc. 666
lnvestigaUon Vol XIII of XXVllI, Appendix M, )art 
Analytical Report, COG270302

674. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 666
Investigation, Vol XII1 of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2
Analyhcal Report, COG270302

675. Dec 01 RA, Fmal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc 667
Investigation, Vol XIV of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1
Anal~lcal Report, COH120157

676 Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 667
Investigation, Vol XIV of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2
Anal~lcal Report, COH120157

677. Dec01 RA, Fmal Report Chemtcal Warfare Matenet UBX International, Inc. 668
lnvestlgahon, Vol XV of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1
Anal~lcal Report, COH150146

678. Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX lntemahonal, Inc. 668
lnvestlgatmn, Vol XV of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Anal),tlcal Report, COH 150146
679. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemmal Warfare Materiel UBX Internatmnal, Inc 669

Investigation, Vol XVI of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Analytical Report, COH160154
680. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc 669

Investigation, Vol XVI of XXVIll, Appendix M, part 2

AnalyUcal Report, COH 160154
681. Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 670

Investigation, Vol XVlI of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1
Analytical Report, COHI70113

682. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 670
Investigation, Vol XVlI of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analytical Report, COH170113
683. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 671

Investlgahon, Vol XVlll of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Analytical Reports, COH220139, COH260118
684. Dec 01 RA, Fmal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 671

Investigation, Vol XVII1 of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analyhcal Reports, COH220139, COH260118
685. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX lnternattonal, Inc. 672

InvesUgatton, Vol XIX of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Analytacal Reports, COH310206, COI220208
686. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemlcal Warfare Materiel UBX lntemahonal, lnc 672

Investigation, Vol XIX of XXVIlI, Appendix M, part 2

Analybcal Reports, COH310206, COI220208
687 Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX lnternattonal, Inc 673

Investigation, Vol XX of XXVlll, Appendix M, part 1

AnalyUcal Reports, CO1280138, COJ140161
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688. Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc 673

InvesttgaUon, Vol XX of XXVIll, Appendtx M, part 2

Analytical Reports~ COI280138, COJ 140161
689. Dee O1 RA, Fmal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Ine 674

Investigation, Vol XXI of XXVIII, Appendix M, part I
Anal)’tmal Reports, CO J310200, COK150188

690. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc 674
Investigation, Vol XXI of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 2

Analytmal Reports, COJ310200, COK150188
691. Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemtcal Warfare Materiel UBX International, lnc 675

lnvestlgatton, Vol XXll of XXVIII, Appendix M, part 1

Analytical Reports, COK220253, C1 B090228
692 Dec O1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, lnc 675

Investigation, Vol XXII of XXVIII, Appen&x M, tort 2

Analytical ReportsI COK220253, CI B090228
693. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 676

InvesttgaUon, Vol XXIII of XXVIlI, Appen&x M,
Analytmal Report, C 1 B220250

694. Dec 01 RA, Faral Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX lntemahonal, Inc. 677
Investigahon, Vol XXIV of XXVIII, Appendix M, ~art 1

Analytical Report, C 1 B230148
695. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Matenel UBX International, lnc 677

Investigation, Vol XXIV of XXVIII, Appendtx M, )art 
Analyhcal Report, CIB230148

696. Dec Ol RA, Fmal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX Intematmnal, Inc. 678
Investigation, Vol XXV of XXVIII, Appendix M, part I
Analytmal Report, CIC150304

697. Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX lnternatmnal, Inc. 678

lnvestlgatmn, Vol XXV of XXVIII, Appen&x M, part 2
Analytical Report, C 1C 150304

698. Dee Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX Intematmnal, Inc. 679
Investigation, Vol XXVI of XXVIII, Appen&x M, part 1

Analyheal Report, C 1 C210184
699. Dec Ol RA, Fmal Report Chemtcal Warfare Matenel UBX Intemattonal, Inc. 679

Investtgation, Vol XXVI of XXVIII, Appen&x M, part 2

Analytical Report, C 1 C210184
700 Dee 01 RA, Fmal Report Chemtcal Warfare Matenel UBX International, Inc. 680

Investigatmn, Vol XXVII of XXVII1, Appendix M, part 1
Analytical Report, CIC220173

701. Dec O1 RA, Fmal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX Intematmnal, Inc. 680
Investlgahon, Vol XXVII of XXVIII, Appen&x M, part 2

Analyttcal Report, CIC220173
702. Dec Ol RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX lntemattonal, Inc 681

Investlgahon, Vol XXVIII of XXVIII, Appendtces
N-Q

703. 20 Dec 01 BCT Meetln~ Mmutesr 15 Nov 01 The Memphis Depot 641

704. Feb 02 RA, Interim, Groundwater Annual O&M Summary, Jacobs Federal Programs 642
FYOI
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705 ~b02 Final BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version US Army Corp of Engineers- 648

Huntsville District
706. 04 Feb 02 USEPA Letter to Depot Concerning Schedule Ballard, Turpin 643

Update for F[emedial Actlvlhes EPA Re,ion IV
707. 13 Feb02 Newspaper ,M’ticle, "RAB Meeting 21 Feb 02" The Commercial Appeal 685
708. 15 Feb 02 Remediation Report, Srte 83 Jacobs Federal Programs 644
709. 21 Feb 02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Dec 01 The Memphis Depot 645
710. 21 Feb 02 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Nov 01 CH2M Hill, Inc. 646
711. ! 21 Feb02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 21 Feb 02 The Memphis Depot 647
712 21 Feb 02 RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 Feb 02 The Memphis Depot 686
713. 21 Feb02 Memphis Depot Environmental Program Update CH2M Hdl, Inc 687
714 21 Feb 02 Mempins Depot, Dunn Field RI Summary of CH2M Hdl, lnc 688

Findings
715. Apr 02 Fact Sheet, EnvlroNews The Memphis Depot 684
716 Apr 02 Remedral Design Workplan, Revision 1 CH2M Hdl, Inc. 742
717. 10 Apr 02 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting 18 Apr 02" The Commerclal Appeal 689
718. 17 Apt 02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17-18 Apr 02 The Memphis Depot 690
719. 18 Apr 02 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Apr 02 The Memphis Depot 691
720. 29 Apr 02 Depot Letter to Shelby County Health Department DeBack, John 692

Concermng Information on InJection Wells Main The Memphis Depot
Installatmn

721. 31 May 02 Depot Letter to Memphis Dwlslon of Public Works Hunt, Clyde 694
Concerning Dunn Field Recover)’ Well S~¢stem The Memphis Depot

722. Jun 02 Interim RA Report, Semi-Annual Groundwater Jacobs Federal Programs 695
Qualit,/

723. 04 Jun 02 City of Memphis Letter to Depot Concerning AI-Chokhachi, Akil 696
Revised Industrial Wastewater Discharge City of Memphis
Agreement Permrt

724. 15 Jun 02 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting 20 Jun 02" Tn-State Defender 697
725. 20 Jun 02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Jun 02 The Memphis Depot 698
726. 20 Jun 02 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Jun 02 The Memphis Depot 699
727. 20 Jun 02 Memphis Depot, Dunn Field Pump and Discharge CH2M Hill, Inc. 700

System 5-Year Review
728. Ju102 Fact Sheet, EnvlroNews The Memphis Depot 693
729. Jul 02 Mempins Depot, Dunn Field EE/CA, Revlsmn 1, CH2M Hill, Inc. 701

Site 60
730. Ju102 RI Report, Revismn 2 CH2M Hill, Inc. 702
731. Jul 02 RI Report, Appendices A-I Through B, Rewsion 2 CH2M Hill, Inc. 703
732. Jul 02 RI Report, Appen&ces C-I Through K, Revlsmn 2 CH2M Hill, Inc. 704
733. Jul 02 Remedial Desl~o Workplan, Revision 2 CH2M Hill, Inc 705
734 27 Jul 02 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment Tn-State Defender 706

Period (July 25 to August 23, 2002) and Public
Meeting (August 15)"

735 13 Aug 02 EPA Letter Io Defense Distribution Center Ballard, Turpm 707
Concerning Submittal of Revised Site Schedule and EPA Region 1V
Overdue FS

736. 15 Aug 02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 Aug 02 The Mempins Depot 708
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737. 23 Aug 02 Depot Letter to EPA Conceming Revised Schedule DeBack, John 7O9

The Memphm Depot
738. Sep 02 BRAC Cleanup Plan, Version 6, Revmon 1 CH2M Hill, Inc. 710

739. 03 Sep 02 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning DLA Revised Ballard, Turpln 711
Schedule EPA Region IV

74O 24 Sep 02 BCT Meeting Minutes~ 24 Sep 02 The Memphis Depot 712
741. Oct 02 Action Memorandum, Revision 1, Site 60 CH2M Hill, Inc. 713
742. 12Oct 02 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting 17 Oct 02" Tri-State Defender 714
743. 17Oct 02 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Oct 02 The Memphis Depot 715
744. 17 Oct 02 Memphis Depot Environmental Program Progress CH2M Hill, Inc. 716

Report, 02
745 21 Nov 02 BCT Meetln8 Minutes, 21 Nov 02 The Memphis Depot 717
746. 25 Nov 02 Pistol Range Sac Remedlatlon Workplan Smith, Kraig 718

Addendum, Site 60 Jacobs Ensineerm8
747 Dec 02 Groundwater Interim RA, Semi-Annual CH2M Hill, lnc 719

Groundwater Quahty Report
748. Jan 03 Five-Year Review CH2M Hill, Inc. 720
749. Jan 03 Annual O&M Summary Report for Groundwater Jacobs Federal Pmgrums 721

Interim RA
750 Jan 03 Fact Sheet, The Depot, Soil Removal Begins at The Memphis Depot 722

Former Pistol Range on Dunn Field
751. 13 Jan 03 Fact Sheet, News Release, "Soil Removal Begins at Defense Loglshcs Agency 723

Former Pistol Range on Dunn Fmld"
752. 16 Jan 03 BCT Meeting Minutes~ 16 Jan 03 The Memphis Depot 724
753¯ 22 Jan 03 EPA Letter to Memphis Depot Concerning EPA Smith, Winston A 725

Concurrence on Five-Year Review Report for IRA EPA Regmn IV
at Memphis Depot~ Dunn Field

754. 12 Feb 03 Newspaper Artlcl% "RAB Meeting 20 Feb 03" The Commercml Appeal 726
755. 15 Feb 03 Newspaper Amcle, "RAB Meeting 20 Feb 03" Tri-State Defender 727
756. Mar 03 Fact Sheet, EvtroNews The Memphis Depot 728
757. Apr 03 Remedmtmn Report, Removal Actmn, Site 60 Jacobs Federal Pm~’arns 729
758. May 03 Proposed Plan, Memphis Depot~ Dunn Field ’ The Memphis Depot 730
759. 07 May 03 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment The Commercial Appeal 731

Period and Public Meeting, The Memphis Depot
Proposed Cleanup Plan for Dunn Field"

760. 08 May 03 RAB Member Letter to Depot Concerning Kids and Brayon, Eugene H 732
Chemical-Facts of Law RAB Member

761 12 May 03 Department of Health and Human Services Letter to Howle, Max M 733
Depot Concerning Health Consultation for Department of Health and Human
Memphis Defense Depot Services

762 14 May 03 BCT Meeting Minutes, 14-15 May 03 The Memphis Depot 734
763. 15 May 03 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 May 03 The Memphis Depot 735
764. 20 May 03 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Former Pistol DeBack, John 736

Range Verification of Demobilization, Site 60, Site The Memphis Depot
85

765 Jun 03 Fact Sheet, The Depot, Groundwater Sampling The Memphis Depot 737

Scheduled for the Depot Community this Summer

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 35 of 36
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The Memphis Depot Administrative Record File

Soo Date Title Author AR#
766. 11 JunO3 Department of Health and Human Services Letter to Crellin, John R 738

Depot Concerning Correspondence Regarding Department of Health and Human
Childhood Leukemia Services

767. 13 Jull 03 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Correspondence Ballard, Tuipin 739
Resardm~ Kids and Chemical-Facts of Law EPA Re~ion IV

768. 18 Jun 03 Newspaper Arhcle, "Notice of Extension of Pubhc The Commercial Appeal 74O
Comment Period, The Memphis Depot Proposed
Cleanup Plan for Dunn Field"

769. 19 Jun 03 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meetm[g 19 Jan 03" Tn-State Defender 741

770. 12 Aug 03 Techmcal Memorandum, Installation of Up- Jacobs Federal Programs 743
Gra&ent Momtorml[ Wells Near Dunn Fteld

771. 21 Aug 03 Administrative Record Fde Index LABAT-ANDERSON 01
INCORPORATED

772. UNK SOW, Ordnance, Explosive Waste, and Chemical US Army Corp of Engineers - 369
Warfare Materiel Sub-Surface Clearance Huntsville District
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SEP- 3-38 ?HU 8:45 AM DDC EQUIPMENT

DKFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
HEADQUARTERS

8725 JOHN J- KINGMAN ROAD, SUITE 253‘4

FORT 5ELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060-6221

Oi

I-I
r.

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDERS;INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS
COMMANDERS,SERVICE CENTE~
COMMANDER, DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER
COMMANDERS, DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGE~

DISTRICTS
COMMANDER, DLA EUROPE
COMMANDER, DLA PACIFIC
ADMII~STRATOI~ DEFENSE AUTOMATED PRINTING AND

SUPPORT CENTER
DLA EXECUTIVE TEAM

SUBJECT: DLA Compliance with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Jnstice

F %

Presidential Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations, directs Federal agencies to
consider "dlsproponionatc impacts on m~nority and low-income groups." My policy is to act in
an open and fair manner when considering an action that may impact human health and the
environment. While it does not create any new fights for specific individuals or groups, I expect
DLA managers and commanders to review proposed actions to identify disproportionately high
adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations. If you determine these will occur,
mitigating measures may be necessary to reduce the impacts of those actions.

DLAR 1000.22, Environmental Considerations of DLA Actions in the United States,
contains guidance on assessing the impacts of your actions on human health and th=
environment. Environmental Assessments (EA) and Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) 
the documents we generate to identify adverse impacts to human h~alth and the environment and ’
appropriate mitigating measures. Where practical ~nd app~oprlate, you must gather data to assess
impacts on minority and low-income populations. This will allow you to evaluate that
infonnation+ along with all other condderadons, when deciding on a course of action. I expect
you to apply your individual judgment, with the assistance of environmental and legal
professionals, to reach a case-specific solution.

[ also want you to ensure there is sufficient dialog with potentially impezted groups
during the seeping process (outlined in DLAR 1000.22) when preparing environmental
dozmnents. For actions such as environmental restoration where preparation of an
environmental document is not required, other fov-n~ may be used such as Restoration Advisory
Boards, Technical Review Committees, public notices in local papers, meetings with PTA and
church gToups, community leaders, etc. This will assure that you have the input you need to
make an informed decision.
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DDC EQUIP~NT FAX NO. 7177708284 P.

.

Please ~d<e ~rc we execute our environmental and public health responsibilhics in a
manner which is fair, open, unbiased, and fully consistent with the President’s direction. Contact
Mr. De.his Liilo, Director, Enviro-mental Quality, CAAE, at DSN 427-624 I, or Col Frank
Esposito, Associate General Counsel for Environment+,GC,. at,DSN 427-6079. for any additional
i~formation regarding the DLA environrnental,ju~,’~ polio.

HENRY T. OLISSON
Lieutenant General, USA
Director



~ ~UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

¯ ¯ REGION 4

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E.
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365
March 13, 1997

467

4WD-~’B

Return Receipt Requested

Colonel Michael J. Kennedy, Commander
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis, Tennessee 38114-5210

SUB J: Concurrence on CERFA Uncontaminated Parcels
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT)

Dear Col. Kennedy:

Under CERFA (Public Law 102-426), federal agencies are required to expeditiously identify real
property that can be immediately reused and redeveloped. Satisfying this objective requires the
identification of real property where no hazardous substances or petroleum products were released
or disposed. At National Priorities List sites such as DDMT, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) must concur with such determinations.

EPA Region IV has reviewed the determination of uncontaminated parcels at DDMT as detailed
in your ~ of December 5, 1996 and the Environmental Baseline Survey (f’mal revisions received
by EPA December 20, 1996). EPA concurs that the following (BRAC) parcels are uncontaminated
(qnalified or nnqtm|ified)and ready for hiaiexliate reuse: 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3,
2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 3.1, 3,3, 3.4, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 13.1, 13.2, 13.3, 14.1, 15.1, 17.1, 23.1, 23.2, 23.3~ 23.4,
23.5, 29.1, 33.1, 33.2, 33.3, 33.4, 33.5, and 34.1.

EPA does not concur with the determination that Parcel 3.2 (Building 195) is uncontaminated
bee~_-~ oftbe evid~ at that location, of groundwater contamination at levels above background
and ARA.Rs.

If you have any queations please contact me at 404.562.8552.

~ ///.O,ely’ -/~ -

Dann Spadosu, Ph.D
Remedial Project Manager
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UNITE[) STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

ATLANTA’ FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

October 20, 1998

f-

4WD-FFB

Mr. Shawn Phillips
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Defense Distribution Center Memphis
2163 Airways Blvd.
Memphis, TN 38114 - 5210

SUBJECT: Concurrence with CERFA Category 1 Properties.

Dear Mr. Phillips:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 4, has reviewed
the CERFA Letter Report from the Defense Depot Memphis Tennessee (DDMT) dated July 28,
1998. Based on the information presented in Table 2a, and at your request, the USEPA hereby
concurs with the designations as proposed.

If you have any questions, please call me at 404/562-8553.

Wm. Turpin Ballard, CHMM
Remedial Project Manager

ee: file

Intemet Address (URL) ̄  http’J/www.epa.gov
Reoycled/Reoycltble ¯ Pdntod wllh Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recyded Paper (Mfntmum 25% Postconsumer)
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uNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I
4"75 ALLENDALE ROAD

KiNG OF PRUSSIA. PENNSYLVANIA lS4QG-1415

April 16, 1999

Docket No. 030-33261
Control No. 126947

License No. 37-30062-01

Phyllis Campbell
Deputy Commander
Defense Logistics Agency ’
Defense Distribution Center
2001 Mission Drive
New Cumberland, PA 17070-5000

Dear Deputy Commander Campbell:

This refers to your license amendment request. Enclosed with this letter is the amended
license, The facility at Defense DistriDuSon Depot Memphis, Tennessee may De released for
unrestricted use.

Please review the enclosed document carefully and be sure that you understand and fully
implement all the conditions incorporated into the amended license. If there are any errors or
questions, please notify the U.S. Nuclear Regulatow Commission, Region I O~ce, Licensing
Assistance Team, (610) 337-5093 or 5239, so that we can provide appropriate corrections and
answers.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Pamela J. HencWs, Pn
Nuclear Matenals’SafetY Branch 2
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety

Enclosure:
Amendment No. 5

CC"
Allen Hilsmeier, Radiation Safety Officer
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER
2001 MISSION DRIVE

NEW CUMBERLAND, PA 17070-5000

Ms Pamela L Henderson
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region I
475 Allendale Road
King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415

’boy)v,---

Dear Ms Henderson:

Reference our March 6, 1997 memorandum that provided notification of our
intent to conduct a termination radiolog!cal survey at the Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, TN (DDMT). Forwarded herewith are the radiological survey reports
recommending that DDMT be released for um’estricted use.

All radiological activities have ceased and no radioactive material is on the
premises at DDMT. We request that DDMT be removed from the Defense Distribution
Center (formerly the Defense Distribution Region East) license 37-30062-01.

Point of contact for any additional information is Mr. Allen Hilsmeier, Radiation
Safety Officer, (717) 770-4762, e-mail: ahilsmeier@ddc.dla.mil.

Sincerely, "

Enclosures:

CO:
CAAEH
bDIvIT-D
DDC-T(BRAC)

Federel Recychng Program :~ Printed on Recyclod Paper
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DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER

TERMINATION RADIOLOGICAL SURVEY
FOR

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS
BUILDING 319, BAY 6

RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH GROUP

SAFETY & OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH OFFICE
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION ©

SURVEY CONDUCTED
APRH_, 7-11, 1997

_)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document encompasses a historical search, the sampling protocol to conduct a termination
radiological survey and the survey results for Building 319, Bay 6, at the Defense Distribution
Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT). The historical search involved discussions with key
persons who were directly knowledgeable of the past radiological operations at DDMT. The
radiological survey protocol was developed utilizJrtg the guidance contained in reference 1,
Appendix A. The survey resLdtS indicate that Building 319 can be released for unrestricted use.

The historical review of radiological activities at DDMT revealed that lantern mantles that contain
naturally occurring radioactive thorium were primarily stored in Bay 6, Building 319. Discussion
with current and former radiation protection officers and employees did not indicate any
destruction of the mantles or contamination of any facility surfaces or the environment. A
radiological environmental baseline study conducted at DDMT in August 1996 (see Appendix A,
reference 4), concluded that all facilities could be released for unrestricted use with the exception
of Building 319, Bay 6. The baseline data indicated that Building 319 had several wall surfaces
with alpha radiation above the alpha background radiation leveL The report recommended that
additional characterization be performed to determine the cause of the slightly elevated alpha
radiation in the facility.

The characterization study was completed on April 11, 1997. This report provides the data
analysis of the study which concludes that the higher levels of alpha radiation are a result of
naturally occurring radioactivity in pre-cast concrete.

BACKGROUND

This_characterization survey report is a continuation of the Environmental BaseLine Study
referenced in Appendix A. This Environmental Baseline Study identified a slight but elevated
amount of alpha radiation on the South wall in Bay 6, Building 319. The study indicated that the
alpha radiation level exceeded release criteria specified in Appendix A, reference 2, but was well
below the release criteria specified in Appendix A, reference 3.

Reference 2 in the Study, Table B-I, specified a surface concentration limit of 114 dpm/100 em2
,’Jr Thorium 232 (Th-232) in eq.il~rimn with its daughter products for unrestricted release of 
building. This value corresponds to a dose rate for building occupancy of 3 toRero/year. The
dose rate value has subsequently been superseded by a value of 25 mRem/ycer (Appendix A.
reference 6). This new value corresponds to a surface concentration release limit of about 950
dpm/100 cmz, which is essentially the same limit that NRC adopted in their release criteria stated
in reference 3. Appendix A. i.e.. 1000 dpm/100 cm2. ..
The walls for Building 319 were pre-formed and then layered into place. The concrete sections
are about 8 inches wide and 8 feet long. Natural background radioactivity in the concrete could
vary if the ingredients came from different geographical locations. To test this potentiality,
radiation measurements were taken on an exterior wall where no contamination could have
occurred. Elevated alpha radiation readings were recorded at isolated spots which were similar to.

3



the readings inside the building. Further, wipe tests on surfaces indicated that the radioactive
material (RAM) was not removable. Reference 7, Appendix A, stated that Tenn~ has 
significantly higher Uranium concentration than most of the United States, i.e., 50-80 parts per
million (ppm) to I-2 ppm, respectively.

No maintenance work took place at DDMT that may have involved the alteration or destruction
of RAM from the time of manufacture. Also, no repackaging or unwrapping of RAM occurred.
Based upon this background information, DDC determined that Building 319 would be classified
as an unaffected area as de,~rihed in reference I, Appendix A.

SITE DESCRIPTION

Persons interviewed stated that Building 319, Bay 6 was primarily used to store lantern mantles
but watches, electron tubes, smoke detectors and toggle switches were also stored in the facility.
They stated that most items were stored in the Southeast corner which prompted biased sampling
to take place there. One interviewee stated that lantern m~nties at one time were stored
throughout the bay. The East wall was believed to be installed sometime after RAM was already
being stored. Furthermore, there was evidence that a wag was originally installed on the West
side between Bays 6 and 7 but is now removed. Epoxy material was applied over the floor at
some time after the RAM was present and probably after the RAM had been removed from the
facility for subsequent storage of hazardous chemicals.

HISTORICAL REVIEW

The historical review of Building 319 operations involving RAM indicated that NRC generally
licensed and license exempt radioactive sources were st0fed in the building. Interviews were
documented in Appendix A, reference 4. Interviewees stated that radiation surveys had not been
conducted m the past.

TRAINING

The persons performing this survey were trained on the use of the instrumentation and the
procedures to follow during the survey prior to beginning work. The DDC Health Physicist was
responsible overall for tim accuracy and adequacy of the data. He was assisted by the DDMT
RPO.

SURVEY PROCEDURES

OVERVIEW



764 474

Building 319, Bay 6, was m’.ated as an unaffected area as defined in NUREG-5849. It was
considered a single survey unit. After the slightly elevated alpha radiation measurements were
observed during the environmental baseline study, the bay was reevaluated to determine if it
should be reclassified to an affected area. The characterization data supported the position that
the radioactive material was within the concrete walls and the bay could be treated as an
unaffected area.

Stationary measurements were taken in the facility using a "box and X" pattern, i.e., 5
measurements were taken in each I square meter grid "box." Measurements were taken in each
grid comer and in the center of the grid. For floor measurements, at least a I00 square centimeter
area was sanded before the :alpha/beta survey meter was placed on the surface. A gamma
radiation scan was also made over the surface of the grid as recommended in reference I,
Appendix A.

Alpha radiation measurements were conducted using two techniques. Wall surfaces where the
alpha radiation exceeded 3 times background as determined by the audio and ratemeter response,
were counted for I minute using an integrated count. This type of measurement improved the
Minimum Detectable Activity (MDA) and accuracy. Surfaces that indicated only background
radiation were counted over at least 2 time constants, i.e., 8 seconds, in the ratemeter mode to
expedite the survey. The MDA was higher but still below acceptable limits by a factor of 10.

Beta radiation measurements were conducted by using the ratemeter mode of the survey meter.
The size of the detector, i.e., 100 cm2, provided an optimum MDA. Surfaces that indicated only
background radiation were counted over at least 2 time constants, i.e., 8 seconds, in the ratemeter
mode to expedite the su~’ey.

Gamma radiation measurements were conducted by using the audio response and reading the
meter of the survey meter. Readings were taken on contact with the surface and at one meter. A
scan was also made of floor and wall surfaces. Particular attention was given to cracks in
surfaces.

The guideline values specilied in reference 3, Appendix A, could be observed using the
instrumentation described below. Each instrument’s MDA for various surfaces are provided in
the Instrumentation Section.

Wipe tests were taken throughout the facility. Each alpha/beta-gamma wipe test was conducted
by taking a 1.75 inch diameter falter paper and wiping about a 10 inch surface in an ’S~ pattern.
This test resulted in an area wiped of about 100 cm2. These wipe tests were counted m a scaler
capable of measuring both alpha and medium energy beta radiation.

INSTRUMENTATION

Instrumentation used for the surveys included a zinc snlfide scintillator for alpha detectt~n, a
plastic scintillator for beta detection and a sodium iodide crystal for gamma detection. Each
instrument underwent standard quality assurance checks such as a daily source check, background

5
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and efficiency determinations, establishment of a MDA and a flag value. Instruments were
calibrated by a’certified U.S. Army calibration facility on a six month basis.

Specific information on the types of instruments used are:

I. Fixed Contamination:

a. Alpha Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 2224, Serial Number 125598
Ludlum Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 134011
Calibration Date January 22, 1997
Background at site

Floor I I dpm/I00 cm2. (2.0 CPM)
Inner Concrete Block Wall 13 dpm/I00 cm~. (2.3 CPM)
Pre-Cast Concrete Wall 35 dpm/I00 cm2, (6.25 CPM)
Tile Wall 21 dpm/I00 cm2. (3.8 CPM)

Efficiency 18 % for Th-230
Detector surface area I00 cm~
MDA

Floor 100 dpm/I00 cm-J

Inner Concrete Block Wall 107 dpm/I00 cm2

Pre-Cast Concrete Wall 80 dpm/I00 cm’
Tile Wall 138 dpm/100 cmz

b. Beta Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 2224, Serial Number 125598
Ludlum Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 134011
Calibration Date January 22, 1997
Background at site

Floor 2,071 dpm/100 craz (290 CPM)
Inner Wall 1,628 dprr~ i00 cm2 (228 CPM)
Concrete Wall 1,614 dpm/100 cmz (226 CPM)
Tile Wall 3,745 dpm/100 cm2 (524 CPM)

Efficiency 14 % for Tc-99
Detector surface area I00 cm2
MDA

Floor 1,550 dprn/I00 cm2

Inner Wall 1375 dpm/100 cm2
ConereteWall 519 dpm/100 era2
Tile Wall 2,085 dpm/100 cm2

475

c. Gamma Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model’19, Serial Number 104568
Ludlum Detector, Model 19, Internal Mounted
Calibration Date January 22, 1997
Background at site

6



Floor Surface 6 uRem/hr; 1 Meter 6 uRem/hr
Inner Wall Surface 6 uRem/hr; 1 Meter 6 uRem/hr
Concrete Wall Surface 5 uRem/hr; 1 Meter 6 uRem/hr
Tile Wall Surface 12 uRem/hr; 1 Meter 10 uRem/hi"

MDA about 1 uR/hr static measurement*
MDA about 3 uR/hr scanning monitoring*

* Defined in Appendix A, reference 1, Table 5-6.

II. Removable Contamination

Alpha/Beta Radiation Ludlum Dual Scaler Model 2929 Serial Number 39100
Ludlum Detector Model 43-10-1 Serial Number 133993
Calibration Date April 24, 1997
Background

Alpha 1.0 dpm/100 cm2 (0.35 CPM)
Beta 434 dpm/100 cm2 (138 CPM)

Efficiency
Alpha 34 %
Beta 31%

MDA
Alpha 5.5 DPM/I00 cm2

Beta 132 DPM/100 cm2

QUALITY ASSURANCE CHECK

A daily check for portable survey instruments consisted of a source check and comparison of the
measurement to a reading determined after calibration. Measurements conducted before and at
the end of the day’s survey were within + 20% of the initial value. Additionally, the physical
condition of the instrument, to include battery, cables and probes were checked. A daily
background cheek was performed.

The laboratory instrument’s efficiency value and MDA were determined using National Institute
of Standards and Technology traceable standards. The standards were measured just prior to the
wipe tests being counted.

SURVEY TECHNIQUES
This second phase, the characteriT~tion study, involved confirming the original slightly elevated
alpha readings in the Environmental Baseline Study. Once the readings were confirmed, an area
was sanded rigorously with a mechanical sander. Health physics precautions were implemented
which included: donning of a full face respirator and protective outer garments; and covering the
floor with plastic to collect tha concrete dust. Measurements were retaken to determine iftbe
alpha readings had been reduced. These data are presented in Appendix D.
Stationary surveys for alpha radiation were performed by holding the probe in contact ~-vith the
surface surveyed for at least 2 time constants, i.e., 8 seconds. The time period was reasonable

7
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and ensured that the MDA values were below the guideline value. As stated earlier, wall surfaces-
where the alp’ha radiation exceeded 3 times background were counted for I minute using an
integrated count.

Stationary surveys for beta radiation were performed by holding the probe in contact with the
surface surveyed for at least 2 time constants, i.e., 8 seconds. The MDAs for the various surfaces
were slightly above the guideline value for Th-232 but below the guideline value for beta-gamma

¯ . ~ .’.. 7 2 2 ¯
ermttmg radlo~otopes, Le., 1,000 dpm/100 cm and 5,000 dpm/I00 cm, respectively.

Stationary surveys for gamma radiation were performed by holding the survey meter in contact
with the surface and at a distance of I meter for about 8 seconds. This amount of time ensured
that the meter had stabilized. The MDA, 1 uR/hr, is below the guideline value for gamma
emitting radioisotopes, i.e., 5 uR/hr as stated in the Acceptance Crite~ section below.

Scanning surveys for gamma radiation was performed by walking slowly through the area
obtaining exposure rate readings on surfaces. The highest reading obtained at a survey point was
recorded.

BACKGROUND DETERMINATION

Background determinations for gamma dose rate and alpha, beta count rate surveys were made
prior to the beginning of the survey. Measurements were made in Building 319 in an adjoining
room where RAM had not been stored but of similar construction as the facilities to be surveyed.
Further, alpha radiation measurements were taken on the West exterior wall of Bay 6 to
determine if any localized, elevated alpha radiation readings might be present. A total of 342
measurements were made using alpha, beta and gamma survey meters. The readings are shown
in Appendix C.

The alpha measurements ranged from 0 to l counts per 8 seconds for the floor and inner wail
The alpha measurements for the concrete wall ranged from 2 to 5 CPM. The number of
measurements required to be statistically accurate was about the same as the actual number of
measurements taken. The background was verified each day the survey occurred.

Background readings were made prior to use of laboratory equipment. These measurements were
used to determine the MDA for the several isotopes.

WIPE TESTS

Because of the nature of the RAM stored in Building 319, the possibility of finding loose
Contamination was sm~U Nevertheless, wipe tests of the facilities were taken to determine ff any
residual contamination was present. Eighty two wipe tests were taken on the floor and wnll~.
These wipe tests were counted in a scaler capable of measuring both alpha and medium energy
beta radiation.

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA
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The current standards for unrestricted use are contained in Appendix A, reference 3. These
standards formed the basis for the acceptance criteria used by DDC in the evaluation of Building
319.

The acceptance criteria are detailed in the table below:

Table 1: Acceptance Critarla

Radionudide Exposure little Ave. Gross Max. Gro~ Remorable t
(mRem/Hr) Contamlnntion t Contanflnaflon ~

U4at. 1.1-235. u-238, and
as~odated decay products

N/A 5,000DPM ~l~cza2 15,000 DPM a/t00 r’m2 1,000 DPM or/100 cm2

[ Tm~twanie. Ra.226. Ra.
228. TIP230. Pa-231. Ac-
227,1-125. 1-129 N/A 1~ DPM/I~cm2 3~ DPM/I~cm2 20 DPM/100 cm2

Th-aat. Th-232, Sr-90,
Ra-223, Ra-224. U-232.
1-126.1-131.1-133 N/A 1.000 DPM/100 an2 3000 DPM/100 an2 2~ DP~l~cm2

Bcta-gamnm
St-90 and othm-

noted above 0.005 mrem/hr 5,000 DPM/100 cm2 15,000 DPM/100 an2 1,000DPM/100cm2

I As used in this table, dpm (disintegrations per minute) means the rate of emission by radioactive

material as determined by¢orrecting the counts per minute observed by an appropriate detector
for background, efficiency, and geometric factors associated with the instrumentation.

2 The maximum contamination level applies to an area of not more than 100 cm2.

J The exposure rate criteria of 0.005 mrem/hr (5.0 pR/hr) was obtained from a Nuclear
Regulatory Commission internal memo dated October 29, 1986, from S. Block, Health Physicist,
Region V to Peter Erickson, Special and Standardization Project, NRR, subject: Conversion of
Regulatory Guide 1.86 Surface Contaminatiola Limits Into Exposure Rate For Release For
Unre.,stricted Use.

SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS

Data obtained for Building 319, Bay 6 are provided in Appendix D.

Regarding the direct measurement for alpha contamination in Bay 6 of Building 319, all
measurements were well below the guideline value, Le., 1,000 dpm/100 cm z. All but one reading
were at ~st a factor of I0 below the acceptance criteria. All individual readings were at least a
factor of 10 below the maximum allowable limit, Le., 3,000 dpm/100 cmz.

readings obtained during this characterization study patterned the original data obtained for
the Environmental Baseline Study. The areas where there were slightly elevated alpha readings
continued to show readings at the same level and areas where no elevated alpha readings_occurred
were reeonfwmed as not having readings above background. One area that had a slightly elevated
alpha reading was sanded and resurveyed. The results, tabulated in Appendix D, show that the

9
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readings tak~ before and after sanding were essentially unchanged. Two wall chips were sent to
an independent laboratory for alpha/beta measurement and a gamma spectrum analysis. The
laboratory confirmed the slightly elevated alpha reading on the South wall chip but no alpha
reading on the West watt chip. A similar slightly elevated reading was measured for beta
radiation. The gamma spectrum analysis did not reveal any peaks for thorium-230 or thorium-232
by analyzing for bismuth-214 and actinium-225, respectively. The data indicate that no
significant, if any, fixed contamination was present from the storage of gas lantern mantles. The
alpha readings were a result of natural background radioactivity in the concrete.

Regarding the direct measurement for beta contamination in the facility, only one average reading
taken at the North Interior Wall. location NEI, slightly exceeded the guideline value for Th-232.
This reading. S % over the limit, was attributed to the closeness of the guideline value to the
statistical variation of background radiation. All individual readings were well below the
maximum guideline value for Th-232, ie., 3,000 dpm/100 cm2. The data indicate that no
significant, if any, fixed contamination was present from beta emitting radioisotopes or Th-232.

Regarding the direct measurement for gamma contamination in the facility, the highest net value
at any location was 4 uRem/ht, which is less than the acceptance criteria, i.e., 5 uRem/hr. The
data indicate that no significant, if any, fixed contamination was present that emits gamma
radiation.

Regarding the removable net alpha contamination measurements in the facility, all readings were
well below the acceptance criteria for natural thorium, i.e., 200 dpm/10O cm2. The removable net
beta contamination measurements were also well below the acceptance criteria. The data indicate
that no significant removable contamination was present.

CONCLUSION

The data indicate that Building 319, Bay 6, had several wall locations that had slightly elevated
alpha radiation readings. These readings are attributed to the natural radioactivity found in
building materials and is consistent with soil levels in the area. Regardless, the readings were well
below the guideline values for unrestricted release of a facility. There is no internal or external
radiation haT-qrd ill the facility..The data indicate that Building 319 can be released for
unrestricted use.

10
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that Building 319.Bay 6, be, released for unrestricted use.

Submitted by:

ALLEN E. HILSMEIER
DDC Health Physicist

Approved:

Director

11
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Two copies of the environmental baseline radiological survey report are forwarded for
dissemination. Recommend placing one copy of the report in the archives for DDMT and a copy
retained by DDMT.

We would like to commend Mr. Paul Blake, Radiation Protection Officer for DDMT for the
invaluable assistance he rendered to the survey officer. He made significant contributions in the
coordination, preparation and accumulation of data contained in this report.

This report recommends that the DDMT facilities where radioactive material was previously
/-- stored, be released for unrestricted use with the exception of Building 319, Bay 6. This building

will require decontamination of the South wall and a thorough radiological survey of the entire
bay area before we could recommend its release for unrestricted use.
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770-4762.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This document encompasses a historical search, the sampling protocol to conduct an
environmental baseline radiological survey and the survey results for the Defense Distribution
Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT). "the ldstodcal search involved discussions with key
persons who were directly knowledgeable of the past radiological operations at DDMT. The
radiological survey protocol was developed utilizing the guidance contained in various references
that are listed in Appendix A. Also utilized were good health physics practices, and protocols
developed by the Department of the Army during previous base closures. The survey results
indicate that not all facilities that stored radioactive material can be released for umes~cted use at
this time. Remediation of low level contamination in Building 319 must be accomplished before
that facility can be released for unrestricted use.

The historical review of radiological activities at DDMT revealed that lantern mantles that contain
naturally occurring radioactive thorium were the primary items in storage. Discussion with
current and former radiation protection officers and emp!oyees did not indicate any evidence of
breakage or contamination of any facilities surfaces or the environment. However, this survey
identified the South interior wall of Building 319 as having alpha contamination present that was
slightly above the release criteria for unrestricted use.

The three other buildings iden~qed by previous and current employees at DDMT were found to
be free of any residual contamination. The employees collectively stated that the bulk of the
radioactive material was stored over the years in a conex container alongside Building 319. An
attempt to locate the conex container was unsuccessful.

BACKGROUND

DDMT was targeted for closure during a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) action. DDMT
must remove all radioactive material cun’ently in storage and ensure that facilities where
radioactive material was stored can be released for unrestricted use.

The radioactive material (RAM) at DDMT was wansfenr.d to other DDRE depots. Further,
action is underway to direct line item managers to no longer ship their radioactive commodities to
DDMT. Any RAM forwa~’ded to DDMT in the futm-e will be regarded as a transshipment and
immediately redirected to another Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) depot. They will perform no
processing or repackaging of the RAM received.

The primary RAM stored at DDMT were lantern mantles that contain naturally occurring
Tlmrium-232 (Th-232). The lantern mantles am exempt from licensing and control by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) because of their low level of radioactivity.

Other radioactive commodities identified as having been stored at DDMT are:

1. Smoke detectors containing generally licensed amounts of americium 241(Am-241).
2. Electron tubes containing non-Hcensed amounts of Th-232, tritium (H-3), and-raditun-226

(Ra-226).
3. Wrist watches containing generally licensed amounts of H-3 and Ra-226.



764 484
4. Indicator and toggle switches containing Ra-226.
5. Compa,~ses containing; H-3.

No maintenance work took place at DDMT that may have involved the removal of radioactive
material from the commodities and no repackaging or unwrapping of RAM occurred. Based
upon this background information, DDRE determined that all areas identified as having stored
radioactive commodities will be classified as unaffected areas as de-_~’ibed in reference 1,
Appendix A. ....................................

SITE DESCRIPTION

DDMT was t-LrSt activated as the Memphis General Depot in January 1942 under the U.S. Army.
It became a DLA depot in January 1964. It was a primary distribution site for clothing and
textiles. It is located in the extreme Southwestern comer of Tennessee in the southern part of the
city of Memphis. DDMT occupies 630 acres with 6 million square feet of covered storage.

The four buildings located at DDMT that stored RAM cbnsists of a concrete floor and concrete
precast or reinforced concrete wall.% Two of the buildings, i.e., Buildings 319 and 629, had an
epoxy material covering the floors. The epoxy was pmhably added after the RAM was no longer
stored in the buildings to accommodate other hazardous substances such as corrosives. A
radiological survey of the floor for these two buildings would not detect any alpha or beta
contamination.

HISTORICAL REVIEW

The historical review of DDMT operations involving RAM indicated that NRC generally licensed
and license exempt radioactive sources were stored at the Depot. Interviews were conducted on
August 6-7, 1996, with Mr. Woodward Thomas, Radiation Protection Officer (RPO), from 1975
to 1983; Mr. Paul Blake, RPO from 1995 to the present; Mr. Han’y Hartwig, Physical Scientist,
from 1985 to the present; Mr. William Lovejoy, Chief, Recycl.ble Materials Branch, from 1981 to
1984 and 1986 to 1987; and Mr. Skip Wallace, Chief, Fire Inspection, from 1982 to the present.
In addition, interviews were conducted with Mr. John Tibbels, RPO from 1983 to 1989; Mr.
David Luscavage, RPO from 1989 to 1993; and Mr. Charles Crouch, Safety & Occupational
Health Manager, from 1979 to 1987.

The interviewees stated that the RAM was primarily stored in a cortex container near Building
319 and that no disassembly of items occuned to, in, or from the cortex container. The conex
container was removed long ago and could not be located. The surface below the conex
container had been resurfaced with asphalt. Although the interviewees stated that they could not
remember any incidents involving RAM, they had not conducted a radiation survey to verify their
statement.

Interviewees stated that radiation surveys had not been conducted in the past because-they did not
have the necessary equipment Also, the items were all generally licensed and license exempt
which did not require any radiation surveys in accordance with NRC regulations.
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At the time of thi.~ survey, the storage cage in Building 359 housed about 4000 watches that
contained tritium. The watches were removed from the cage immediately and shipped to another
DLA depot.

TRAINING

The persons performing ,hi~ survey were trained on the use of the insu-umentation and the
procedures to follow during the survey prior to beginning work. The DDRE Health Physicist was
responsible overall for the accuracy and adequacy of the data. He was assisted by the DDRE
alternate Radiation Safety Officer and the current DDMT RPO.

SURVEY PROCEDURES

OVERVIEW
The facilities identified as having stored radioactive commodities were treated as unaffected areas
as defined in NUREG-5849. Each location was considered a separate survey unit. w,n~ were
monitored only if they were in contact with the RAM.

Regarding Building 319, Bay 6, it was used to primarily store lantern mantles but watches,
electron tubes, smoke detectors and toggle switches were also stored in the facility. The
interviewees indicated that the RAM was mainly stored in the Southeast comer. One interviewee
stated, however, that lantern mantles at one time was stored throughout the bay area. The East
wall was believed to be installed sometime after RAM was already being stored. Furthermore,
there was evidence that a wall was originaily installed between Bays 6 and 7 but is now removed.
Epoxy material was applied over the floor at some time after the RAM was present and probably
after the RAM had been removed from the facility. Even though the area was categorized as an
"unaffected area," one square meter grids were drawn on the floor and 2 meters up the wall at the
Sou~east corner to accurately measure any’residual contamination. If no contamination was
detected, ten square meter grids or less would be used for the remaining area in Bay 6.

Regarding Building 629, Bay 2. it served as an overflow facility when the cortex container or
Building 319 was fulL The RAM was stored on pallets at least 5 meters from the nearest waiL
Epoxy .material was applied over the floor at some time after the RAM was present and probably
after the RAM had been removed from the facility. The interviewee who remembered that RAM
w~ stored in Building 629 also stated that only lantern mantles were stored there. The surface
area was sectioned offin 3 meter grids and monitored for beta and gamma contsminadon even.
though it is recognized that the beta radiation would probably not penetrate the epoxy material.
Re~arding Building 835, Section 6, a small room Was used at one time to store small amounts of
radioactive commodities. It was not used regularly and only the East side of the room was
needed. Nevertheless, the entire room was monitored for residual alpha, beta, and gamma
contamination.

Regarding Building 359, Section 3, the security vault and wire cage were used to store pilferable
items such as watches and compasses. These radioactive commodities contained tritium.
Reference 6 was a special survey of the vault to detect the presence of any tritium contamination.
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The survey was performed in May 1988 by the U.S. Array Environmental Hygiene Agency.
Survey results indicated trititun contanaination exceeding the release limit, Le., 5000 DPM/100
cm2 on the outside of storage boxes but the floor, pallets and tables were well below the release
limits. The items were removed and shipped to another depot. At the time of tl~ survey,
watches containing tritium were stored in the wire cage only and these items were removed before
the conclusion of the survey.

Several interviewees indicated that watches containing RAM were stored in Building 360 at one
time. This building has since been torn down. Sampling of the ground surface below and around
the former facility was not considered necessary because of the unl~o.lino_~ of finding
contamination.

Stattonary measureraen~ were taken in the facilities using a "box and X" pattern, i.e., 5
measurements were tn~n in each grid "box." Measurements were taken in each grid corner and
in the center of the grid. A scan was also made over the surface of the grid as recommended in
reference 1, Appendix A.

Alpha radiation meast~ments were conducted by using the audio response of a survey meter and
counting the total nfimber of clicks over a 30 second tim~ period. This technique was used to
reduce the Minimum Detectable Activity (MDA) to as low as possible and yet provide 
reasonable time frame to collect the data. The surface was also scanned at a rate of about one
detector width per second, i.e., 4 inches per second.

Beta radiation measurements were conducted by reading the meter of the survey meter. The size
of the detector, i.e., 100 cm~, precluded taking an integrated count because of the relatively high
background. The large detector provided, however, the optimum MDA. A scan was also made
of the surface at the rate of about 4 inches per second.

Gamma radiation measurements were conducted by reading the meter of the survey meter.
Readings were taken on contact with the surface and atone meter. A scan was also made of floor
and wall surfaces and on stationary equipment such as shelves, conveyors, etc. Particular
attention was given to cracks in surfaces. The audio was used to determine if any elevated
contamination levels were present.

The guideline values specified in reference 3, Appendix A, could be observed using the
instrumentation described below. The instruments used to measure alpha, beta and gamma
radiation had MDAs of 70 DPM/I00 era2, 1,900 DPM/100 em=, and I uR/hr, respectively.

At least one wipe test was taken within each grid. For small rooms, numerous wipe tests were
taken to provide stnfistically meaningful results. Random wipe tests were mtr~n on shelves where
RAM was previously stored.

INS’TRUMENTA TiON

Instrumentation used for the surveys included a zinc s.lfide scintillator for alpha detection, a
plastic scintillator for beta detection and a sodium iodide crystal for gamma detection. Each
instrument underwent standard quality assurance checks such as a daily source check,background
and efficiency determinations, establishment of a MDA and a flag value. Insn’urnents were
calibrated by a certified U.S. Army calibration facility on a six month basis.
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Specific information on the types of instruments used are:

I. Fixed Coutaminaflon:

a. Alpha Radiation

784

Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 2224, Serial Number 125598
Ludlum Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 134011
Calibration Date July 29, 1996
Background at site

Floor 6 DPM/100cm2, (I.0CPM)
Wall 16 DPM/I00 cm2, (2.8 CPM)

Efficiency 18 % forth-230
Detector surface area 100cm2
MDA 70 DPIVl/I00 cm2

¯ Flag Value 75 DPM/I00 cm2, (13 CPM)

487

b. Beta Radiation Ludlnm Survey Meter, Model 2224, Serial Number 125598
Ludi.m Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 134011
Calibration Date July 29,1996.
Background at site

Floor 3,040 DPM/100 cm2 (350 CPM)
Wall 4,870 DPM/I00 cm2 (560 CPM)

Efficiency I 1.5 % for Tc-99
Detector surface area I00 cm2
MDA 1,900 DPM/I00 cm2
Flag Value 3,750 DPM/100 cm2, (430 CPM)

c. Gamma Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 19, Scrim Number 104568
Ludlum Detector, Model Lg, Internal Mounted
Calibration Date July 23; 1996
Background 6 uR/hr
MDA about I uR/hr static measurement*
MDA about 3 uR/hr scanning monitoring*

* Defined in Appendix A, reference 1, Table 5-6.

II. Removable Contamination

a. Alpha/Beta Radiation Te~nelec Model LB-5100 Serial Number 7040614
Proportional Counter
Calibration Date August 5, 1996
Background

Alpha 3.0 DPM/100 cm2 (0.74 CPM)
Beta 6.1 DPM/100 cm2 (2.73 CPM)

Eff~’ency
Alpha 24.9%
Beta 44.795

MDA
Alpha 2.7 DPM/100 cm2

7
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Beta 2.7 DPM/100 ram:

.... *. =°

b. Tritium Beckman Model 6500, Serial Number 7067417
Liquid Scintillation Counter
Calibration Date August 12, 1996
Background 20 DPM/100 cm2
~-mciency 67 %
MDA 10 DPM/100 cm2

QUALITY ASSURANCE CHECK

A daily check for portable survey instruments consisted of a source cheek and comparison of the
measurement to a reading determined after calibration. Measurements conducted before and at
the end of the day’s survey were within + 20% of the initial value. Additionally, the physical
condition of the instrument, to include battery, cables and probes were checked. A daily
background cheek was performed.

The laboratory instrument’s efficiency value and MDA were determined using National Institute
of Standards and Technology traceable standards. The standards were measured just prior to the
wipe tests being counted.

SURVEY TECHNIQUES

Stationary surveys for alpha radiation were performed bY holding the probe in contact with the
surface surveyed for at least a 30 second count time. The count time was reasonable and ensured
that the MDA value was below the guideline values. For example, the guideline values for Ra-
226 for fixed contamination are 100 DPM/100 cmz and 324 DPM/100 cm=, per refereneas 4 and
2, Appendix A, respectively. The guideline values for Th-232 for fixed contamination ate 1,000
DPM/100 cm~ and 114 DPM/100 cm2, per references 4 and 2, Appendix A, respectively. In
both eases, the alpha radiation MDA, 70 DPM/I00 crn2 is less than tl~ regulatory guidelin~
values.

Stationary surveys for beta radiation were performed by holding the probe in contact with the
surface surveyed for at least 8 seconds. This amount of time encompassed two time constants of
the instrument and ensured that the trading had stabilized. The MDA, 1,900 DPM/100 crn2, is
below the guidelitm value for beta emitting radioisotopes, i e., 5,000 DPM/100 em2, as stated in
reference 4, Appendix A.

Stationary surveys for gamma radiation were performed by holding the survey meter in contact
with the surface for about g seconds. This amount of time ensured that the meter had stabilire~d.
The MDA," 1 uR/ht, is below the guideline value for gamma emitting radioisotopes, Leo, 5 uR/ht
as stated in the Acceptance Criteria section below. A stationary survey was also made with a
gamma meter on shelves where RAM was stored.

t"

8
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Scanning surveys wen made’for alpha and beta contamination by moving the probe less than I cm
from the surface. Scanning surveys for gamma radiation was performed by w~lldng slowly
through the area obtaining exposu~ rate readings on surfaces. Scans were also made on shelves
and nearby wAlt~ where RAM was stored. The highest ~ading obtained at a survey point was
recorded. If any areas exhibited readings greater than the flag value, they would be subjected to
stationary stu~eys on contact with the surface, and a wipe test conducted.

Survey of the wAn.~ was performed if the RAM was in contact with the surface.

BACKGROUND DETERMINATION

Background determinations for gamma dose rate and alpha, beta count rate surveys were made
prior to the beginning of the survey. Measurements were made in Building 319 in an adjoining
room where RAM had never been stored but of similar construction as the facilities to be
surveyed. Twenty measurements were made using alpha, beta and gamma survey meters. The
average readings were shown in the Instrumentation section above. The variance of the
measurements was such that the beta and gamma readings were within the 95 % confidence level.

The alpha measurements ranged from 0 to 3 CPM in a 30 second time period. This spread,
although small in actual size, would nevertheless require over 180 measurements to be taken to
establish a statisticatly accurate average background. This number of background readings is
unrealistic m obtain and not considered necessary due to the background reading being a factor of
ten below the guideline value for measuring alpha radiation in the storage locations. The
background was verified each day the survey occurred.

Background readings were made prior to use of laboratory equipment. These measurements were
used to determine the MDA for the several isotopes.

WIPE TESTS

Because of the nature of the RAM stored at DDMT, the possibility of Finding loose contamination
was small. Nevertheless, wipe tests of the facilities were taken to determine if any residual
contamination was present. About 30 wipe tests were taken on the floor and shelves at each
storage location. Each alpha/beta-gamma wipe test was conducted by taking a 1.75 inch diameter
filter paper and wiping a 10 inch surface in an’S’ pattern. This test resulted.in an area wiped of
about 100 cma. These wipe tests were counted in a sealer capable of measunng both alpha and
medium energy beta radiation.

A wet wipe test was also conducted using a I inch square filter paper and wiping a 16 inch
surface in an ’S’ pattern. The filter paper was dissoluble in a liquid scintillation counter medium.
These wipe tests were counted in a liquid scintillation counter to measure any low energy beta
emfl~ng radioisotope such as tritium.

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

9
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Residual contamination is considered a low probability based upon the kinds and types of
radioactive commodities previously located at DDMT. Nevertheless, DDRE believes it prudent
to perform rea.~onable surveys to support this premise. "/’he current standards for unrestricted use
are contained in Appendb: A, references I through 4. These standards formed the basis for the
acceptance criteria used by DDRE in the evaluation of DDMT.

The primary accep~nce criteria are detailed in the table below:.

Table 1: Acceptance Criteria

RadionucUde E~sure Rate Ave. Gross M#x. Grins Removable i
(mRem/Hr) Contamination I Contamination"

U--~ U-~I$. u-~8. Lad
usoc’imed ~y ix’~’- ""-" N/A 5,000 DPM o/100 aa2 15,000 DPM a/100 c’mZ 1,000DPM~I~anz

Tram~r~ac. Ra-ZI6. Ra-
22& Th-230. Pa*DL Ae-

I 227.1-125.1429 N/A I00 DPM/100 am2 3~DPM/I~em2 20 DPM/100 cm2

Ta.nm. "t’h-I3Z ~r.90.
Ra.ZT.& Ra-Z24. U-232. 3000 DPM/100 cmz 200 DPMll~anz
1-126. !-131.1-133 N/A 1,000 DPM/100 era2
Bem-£,mmma cmiaea
¢xce~z St-90 and other 15.000 DPM/100 cm2 1,000 DPM/100 anz
uomd #bore 0.005 mrem/hr 5,000 DPM/100 crn2

t As used in this table, DPM (disintegrations per minute) means the rate of emission 

radioactive material as determined by correcting the counts per minute observed by an appropriate
detector for background, efficiency, and geometric factors associated with the instrumentation.

2 The maximum contamination level applies to an area of not mote than I00 cm2.

) The exposure rate criteria of 0.005 mrcm/hr (5.0 l.tRPdr) was obtained from a Nuclear
Regulatory Commission internal memo dated October 29, 1986, from S. Block, Health Physicist,
Region V to Peter Erickson, Special and Standardization Project, NRR, subject: Conversion of
Regulatory Guide 1.86 Surface Contamination Limits Into Exposure Rate For Release For
Unrestricted Use.

A secondary acceptance criteria is outlined in reference 2, Appendix A. The-se values are as
foUows for a projected Total Effective Dose Equivalent of 3 miIHrem per year from fixed and
removable surface contamination for a building occupancy (Table B-I).

H-3 5.29E6 DPM/100 cm2

Th-232 1.14E2 DPMI I00 cmz

Ra-226 1.91E2 DPNY 100 cm2

Am-241 3.71E1 DPM/100 cm2

SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS
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Data obtained for the four locations am provided in Appendix C. The dA’ta were compared to
both primary and secondary acceptance criteria.
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Regarding the direct measurement for alpha contamination in Bay 6 of Building 319, three wall
grids had an average net value that slightly exceeded the guideline values for all alpha emitting
radioisotopes that were previously stored at DDMT. Repeat readings were taken at two of the
grids and in general, the readings were in agreemenL One of the repeat readings at grid W8, i.e.,
328 net DPM/100 cm2, slightly exceeded the maximum allowable contamination level specified in
reference 4, Appendix A~ If either of these conditions occur during the course of the survey, the
area must be reclaasifw.d from an "unaffected" to an "affected" area. The testing requirements
become more rigorous as defined in reference 1, Appendix A. The direct measurement for alpha
contamination in the other facilities were all below the regulatory requirements.

Regarding the direct measurement for beta contamination in the facilities, all the readings were
within the statistical fluctuations of background radiation. The data indicate that no significant, if
any, fixed contamination was present from beta emiuing radioisotopes.

Regarding the direct measurement for gamma contamination in the facilities, the highest net value
at any location was 1 uR/hr. The data indicate that no significant, if any, fixed contamination was
present that emits gamma radiation.

Regarding the removable alpha/beta-gamma contamination measurements in all the facilities, all
readings were below the primary acceptance criteria for Ra-226, i.e., 20 DPM/100 cm2. Radium-
226 has the most stringent acceptance criteria. The dam indicate that no significant removable
contamination was present.

Regarding the removable tritium contamination measurements in the facilities and especially in
Building 359 where the bulk of the items containing tritium was stored, all measurements were
well below the primary and secondary acceptance criteria for tritium, i.e., 1,000 DPM/100 cm2,
and 5.29E6 DPM/100 cm2, respectively.

CONCLUSION

The data indicate that one,of the DDMT facilities where RAM was stored in the past, i.e.,
Building 319, Bay 6, was slightly contaminated above allowable limits for fixed alpha radiation.
In its present condition, it could not be released for unrestricted use. The facility does not present
a health h~v~rd because of the low level of contamination, present which is not readily removable.
The other facilities were all well within the limits and could be released for unrestricted use.

RECOMMENDATIOl 

It is recommended that: 1) Building 319; Bay 6, be restricted to limited access and controlled by
the DDMT RPO until it can be decontaminated; 2) that the entire area undergo a termination
survey as aa "affected" area in accordance with reference l, Appendix A~ 3) The epoxied floor in
Building 319, Bay 6, be scraped sufficiently to allow alpha measurements to be taken to determine

11
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if residual contamination is on the floor; and 4) The other facilities at DDMT where RAM was
previously stored be released for unr~tricted use.

Submitted by:

ALLEN E. ~m~mR
DDRE Health Physicist

Approved by:

~Publie Safety Office
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ASCE-WP
~ga

M~MORANDUM FOR COMMAND]~ DDMT

SUB~CT: R~oo Survey

The radon su~cy for the DDMT mi/it rd~, housing area was completed on Februa.,y 14/
1996. The Prio//ty I (child care, hospita]s, schools, and llving quarters) radon assessment
was conducted in acenrdance w~th AR 200-I, Chatter I 1 (attac/mlent).

On November 6, 1995, radon detecton were placed in eight n~tary housing smlctures’
for ninety days to measure indoor radon gas levels. The objectiw of the e.~msment wa~ to
identkry structures cxceedln8 the Eev~ronmental Protection Agent’ (EPA) recommcnded
action level of 4 pico Curies of radon per liter ofa]r (pCi/]), Based on this ~.reening, the
buildings measured did not exceed the EPA action level (anaelm:~ent), therefore, no addition~d
sarnpl~ng is [equired.

Since Priodv/I concen~reuon5 were not greater than 4 pC~, Pdorit7 2 and 3 structures ’
will not ne&[ m be measured, LAW AR 200-I.

Two radon detectors were placed in e~ch structure on ~ovembcr 6, 1995 with the
andcipztion of performing the Long Term Meadow.meet (L’rM) (one year), if the radon levels
exceeded 4 pCi/I. Since the re~lts of the 90 day monitoK~ axe below the ~;PA ,.~tablished
standards, the r~ng detectors are not needed. ASCE-WP reque~s :;omebody from your

¯ instalIztion retrieve and dispose of the additional detectors in your municipal we.szc sa’eea~

I.f you have soy qucat[ons or need further assistance coota~ Barbara Johns, ASCE-WP.
DSN 97’7-462 I.

SIGNED

LARRY V. NEIDLINGEI~ P.E.
Director
O~ce of ~ee~b~ and

Equipment Management

Attac~cnts

Barbara JohnslaSCE-~lV/4-462tlH~rch 7, 1996/bJl~et:dPerfecc

/

"Off£c~al Readlng F£1a"
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Advisory
Council On
Hi~oric
Preservation

JU~ ~ 5

Colonel Earle C. Richardson. GS
Deputy Chief of Staff for

t/~,~i~g, Housing, Environment and In~cr, llation Logistics
U.S. Army Materiel Command
Deganm~_ t of the Army
5001 Eisenhower Avennc
Al~andrla VA 22333-0001

REF: Closure of Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, Shell~ County, Tennessee

Dear Coloney Richardson:

The enclosed Memorandum of Agreement for the refermaced project has been accepted by the
CounciL This acceptance completes the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and tim Council’s rcgulatioas. We recommend that you provide a copy of the
fuUy-executcd Agreement to the Teuncsscc State Historic Preservation Officer.

Should you have any question.s, please contact me at (202) 606-8528.

Ralston Cox
Historic Preserv~on Analyst
Office of Plunning and Review

Enclosur~
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA, PENNSYLVANIA

MEMPHIS DEPOT CARETAKER DIV~ON
2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114-5210

August 26, 1999

Turpin Ballard
Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Solid Waste
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303

Dear Mr. Ballard;

This letter is to notify you of our intent to designate a 75-foot strip along Hayes Road on
the east side of Dunn Field as a separate BRAC parcel. This is a necessary step to the
Department of Defense making this strip available to the City of Memphis for a roadway
widening project. This project was discus.~ed at the June 1999 BRAC Cleanup Team meeting.

This redesignation of that strip will be established and defined in the upcoming BRAC
Cleanup Plan. The parcel real5 ~kill also be updated to reflect this change.

For more information, please contact me at (901) 544-0611.

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Cc:

John DeBack, DDSP-F
Mike Dobbs, DDC
Jim Covington, DRC
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764 4 9 8 DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA, PENNSYLVANIA

MEMPHIS DEPOT CARETAKER DIVISION
2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114-5210

August 23; 2000

Mr. Turpin Ballard
Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
Office of Solid Waste
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303

Dear Mr. Ballard:

This letter is to notify you of our intent to designate a 2-acre plot south of Parcel 2
(Housing Area) as a separate BRAC parcel. This plot is currently included in Parcel 3.5. This
is a necessary step to the Department of Defense making this plot available to the Depot
Redevelopment Corporation for an entrance roadway fl’om BaH Road to the Housing Area.
This project was discussed at the July 2000 BRAC Cleanup Team meeting.

This plot will be redesignated Parcel 2.8. This P19t will be established and defined in the
upcoming BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 4. The Location of MDRA and BRAC Parcels map
(Figure 1-3) and the Environmental Condition of Property Main Installation map (Figure 3-5)
will also be updated to reflect this change.

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

Sincerely,A /7

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

cc:
John DeBack, DDSP-I~
Mike Dobbs, DDC
Jim Covington, DRC



Co per Denise ~DDMTI

~’~ ~m:
/tt:

To:
CC:
Subject:

HokleTrout@aol.corn ’,
Wednesday, September 13, 2000 11:53 AM
ballard.turpin@epa.gov; jmozTison2@mail.state.tn.us; dcooper@ddc.dla.mil
JohnPDB@aol.com; debackjp@acq.osd.mll
FYI, Parcel 2.7 and 2.8

,’199

Gentlemen,
I have had a conversation with the Army regarding my redesignation of
about a

two acre portion of Parcel 3.5 as a new Parcel 2.8. Please refer to my
letter dated August 23, 2000, that designated this area as Parcel 2.8.
This
is the area south of the housing units that is required by the
transferee for
city road frontage and the area that Dr.’s Simon and Mylavarapu did an
exposure point calculation regarding.

Designating this as a new parcel was one approach, however it makes more

sense to include this area in the current parcel 2.7. These contiguous
properties are still part of a single real estate transfer.
Accordingly, I
will change the boundary of parcel 2.7 to include the southern property
discussed above. I will also designate this expanded parcel as ECP
category
4 (areas where releases occurred, but all remedial actions have been

taken),
ich is appropriate. Denlse will merely note in the BCP tables
.scribing

the environmental actions taken on the parcel that only the northern
portion
underwent the 1998 soil removal.

There will be no further correspondence from me on this unless either
Jim or

Turpin require it. Please attach this emsil to my August 23 letter to
amend
that letter.

Thanks, Shawn



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA PENNSYLVANIA

OL, MEMPHIS
2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114

500

tN REPLY
REFER TO DDSP-D (Memphis)

Mr. Turpin Ballard
Envlromnental Protection Agency, Regmn IV
Federal Faedities Branch
61 Forsyth Street
Atlanta, GA 30303

August 9, 2002

Dear Mr Ballard.

This letter is to notify you of parcel boundary changes at Duma Field. These changes are needed to
facihtate the Duma Field finding of suitabdlty to lease/transfer process.

Create Parcel 36.32 to delineate the Recreation Area as defined by JDB Parcel 36.32
description will read "open land area not included m other parcels m northeast comer of
Duma Field surrounding Budding 1185, the former pistol range and the drainage ditches."
Boundaries for this parcel will be. bounded on the north by fence line, bounded on the
east by Parcel 36.31 (75-foot wide strip along Hays Road), bounded on the west by top 
the ndgeline inside the dirt/gravel road, and bounded on the south by reside of gravel
road.

Parcel 36.15. Change description from "fluvial aqmfer groundwater contamination
beneath Duma Field" to "open land area surrounding disposal sites m northwest comer of
Dunn Field." Change map boundaries to: bounded on the north by the fence line, on the
east by the inside of the road that runs along the radroad tracks, on the south by the
southern edge of the asphalt pad (artersectmg but excludarg Parcel 36.29), and on the
west by the fence hne. This area basically coincides with the Disposal Area identified m
the Dunn Field Remedml Investlgatmn - eastern boundary m the DF RI for the Disposal
Area along foot of ndgelme on east side of radroad tracks, so that the Disposal Area
includes the radroad track and paved road
Parcel 36 30" Change description and map bomadanes to: "all open land areas of Dman Field not
arcluded in other parcels." This parcel coincides with areas on Duma Field that appear to be
available for unrestricted reuse based on the DF R1.

These changes were incorporated into the Rev. 0 BRAC Cleanup Plan Versmn 6 (BCPV6) document. All
pertinent maps wdl also be updated to reflect this change.

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

JOHN P. DEBACK
DOD Base Trans~tmn Coordinator

Cc.

Mike Dobbs, DDC
Jma Cowngton, DRC
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DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA PENNSYLVANIA
OL, MEMPHIS

2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114

IN REPLY
REFER TO DDSP-D (Memphis)

Mr. Turpin Ballard
Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Street
Atlanta, GA 30303

August9,2002

Dear Mr. Ballard"

This letter is to notify you of parcel boundary changes at the Mare Installation. These changes
will facilitate a finding of suitability to transfer for the Main Installatton. Below are the descriptions
for the four new sub parcels we are creating in this year’s BCP based on the areas identified for
the next Finding of Suitability to Transfer for the Main Installation (MI FOST 3).

Sub parcel Number and Label 24.4(4) HS/PS
CERFA Map Location 12,6
This sub parcel is associated with the eastern side of open storage area X03 extending
from the recently constructed W.E. Freeman Drive to 6th Street. The Depot created this
sub parcel in 2003 upon request from the DRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area.
This sub parcel consists of a gravel area that was used to store mission stock chemicals
and POLs in 55-gallon drums This area was also historically sprayed with waste otl
containmg PCP, pesticides and herbicides. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several
constituents exceeding BCT screening cnteria that did not present unacceptable nsks for
industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI ROD
ceils for remedial actton in the form of ICs to prevent residential or daycare operations
reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred that this sub parcel be a Category 4 based on
Implementabon of the ICs.

Sub parcel Number and Label 29.4(4)
CERFA Map Location 4,18
Th~s sub parcel is associated with the eastern end of open storage area X30 extendmg
from the recently constructed W.E. Freeman Drive to C Street. The Depot created this
sub parcel in 2003 upon request from the DRC m order to factlitate transfer of this area.
This sub parcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed
with pesttcldes, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts
were removed tn 1999/2000. In addition, this sub parcel is assoctated with a 1.25-gallon
hydraulic fluid spill that was reported on September 12, 1995. The spill reportedly spread
north, through Gate 15, and across Dunn Avenue (DDMT 1995) The Spill Team
responded, applied absorbent, removed any stained soil and disposed of all residues in
accordance with federal, state and local regulations The MI RI Report indicated levels of
several constituents exceeding BCT screenmg criteria that dtd not present unacceptable
risks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable nsks for residential reuse. The MI
ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent residential or daycare
operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred that this sub parcel be Category 4 based
on implementation of the ICs

Sub parcel Number and Label 33 12(4)
CERFA Map Location 14,9
This sub parcel is associated with the open land area surrounding Sub parcels 33.2,
33 4, 33.3, 33.7, 33.10 and 33.11 at the southern end of Parcel 33 extending from the
Memphis Depot Parkway and W.E Freeman Dnve to 6th Street. The Depot created thts
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sub parcel m 2003 upon request from the DRC in order to faclhtate transfer of this area.
This sub parcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were histodcally sprayed
with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP. The railroad tracks and ballasts
were removed in 199912000. The MI RI Report indicated levels of several constituents
exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial
reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse The MI ROD calls for
remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent residential or daycere operations reuse. In
2003, the BCT concurred that this sub parcel be Category 4 based on implementation of
the ICs

Sub parcel Number and Label 33.13(4)
CERFA Map Location 12,15
This sub parcel is associated with the open storage areas X09 and X08 as well as the
open land area surrounding Buildings 720 and 727 at the northern end of Parcel 33
extending from W.E. Freeman Drive to 6th Street. The Depot created this sub parcel in
2003 upon request from the DRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area. This area
contains gravel areas where mission stock chemical items were stored in 55-gallon
drums This sub parcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically
sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil centammg PCP The railroad tracks and
ballasts were removed in 1999/2000 This subparcel also contained a 12,000-gallon
diesel aboveground storage tank west of Budding 720 that was removed in 1997. The MI
RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that
did not present unacceptable risks for industrial reuse, but d=d present unacceptable risks
for residential reuse The MI ROD calls for remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent
residential or daycare operations reuse. In 2003, the BCT concurred that this sub parcel
be Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

These changes are incorporated into the Rev 0 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 7 document. All
pertinent maps w=ll also be updated to reflect th=s change.

For more information, please contact me at (901) 544-0622.

JOHN P. DEBACK
DOD Base Transition Coordinator

CC
Mike Dobbs, DDC
Jim Covington, DRC
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@
STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEFIV~"RO]~ ............... ’:

June 29, 2001

401 CHURCH STREET
L & C ANNEX 6TH FLOOR
NASHVILLE "IN 37243-1534

Mr. Cyde Hunt
Remedial Program Manager
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis, TN 38114

Subject: TERMINATION OF NPDES Permit No. TN00~2322
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee

Dear Mr. Hunt:

This letter is to inform you the Division of Water Pollution Control is terminating ttte above referenced
permit effective as of the date of this letter. The reason for this action is that the facility is being leased by
the City of Memphis and Shelby County which has been transferred to Depot Redevelopment ~tJon
(DRC) per your letter dated Apdl 9, 2001,

If you should decide to discharge again, you must reapply for an NPDES pewnit at feast 180 days prior to
any proposed discharge.

If you have questions conceming ~is correspondence or if we may be of assistance to you in any way,
please contact Ms. Ranjana Chopra Sharp at (615) 532-0644 or by E-mail at rshatp@maiLstafe.tn.us.

SlnCorab],

Manager, Permit Section
DMslon of Water Pollution Control

8AQ/RCS
P/WAT-29
T~ R~al L¢~er ~DOC

Enclosure

as: Division of Water Pollution Control, Permit Section
Envimnmentai Assistance Comer - Memphis, Division of Water Pollution Control
Enforcement and Compliance Section, Nashville

f_
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

Division of Solid Waste Management
Fifth Floor, L & C Tower

401 Church Street
Nashville, Tennessee 37243 %" 1535

October 22, 1998

CERTIFIED MAIL P 446 336 049
ItETURNRECEIPTREQUESTED

Mr. M.J. Kennedy
Colonel, USMC
Commander
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis, Tennessee 38114-5210

RE : Termination of Permitted
Container Storage

Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis, Tennessee 38114-5210
EPA ID No.: TN4 21 002 0570
Permit No.: TNHW-053

Dear Mr. Kennedy:

The purpose of this letter is to notify you that pursuant to Tennessee
Rule 1200-i-ii-.07(9)(d), I have terminated only the operational
container storage portions of your permit. This termination action does
not affect the remainder of the permit (TNHW-053) or any permit
condition, including any corrective action requirements. Termination of
the container storage portion of your permit signifies that, by this
action, the present permit (TNNW-053) is modified to reflect that only
the container storage portion no longer has any valid authority to
either be constructed or operated.

This termination and the subsequent modification of the operating permit
is effective on October 22, 1998. After this date, the container
storage can no longer be constructed or operated for the management of
hazardous waste unless a new permit is sought and obtained in accordance
with Rule 1200-i-11-.07.

This decision can be appealed pursuant to the Hazardous Waste Management
Act,. T.C.A. 68-212-113, and Rule 1200-i-ii-.07(7) (k).



If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Hymelia Craig
at (615) 532-0828.

Tom Tiesler, Director
Division of Solid Waste Management

Enclosure (I)

cc: Ms. Jamie Burroughs, Manager, Treatment and Storage Section
Mr. Otis Johnson, EPA, Region IV
Mr. Narindar Kumar, EPA, Acting Chief, RCRA Branch
Mr. Mark Thomas, Memphis Field Office
Mr. O.J. Wingfield, Chief, Financial Compliance
Mr. Bill Krispin, Manager, Land TSD Section

: 764 505

of my staff C

......

C
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State of Tennessee
Department of Environment and

Conservation
Division of Solid Waste Management

Hazardous Waste Management
Program

5th Floor, L & C Tower
401 Church Street
Nashville, TN 37243-1535
(615) 532-0828

NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF A PERMITTED ACTMTY AND
MODIFICATION OF THE OPERATIONAL PERMIT

Permittee:

Facility Location:

U.S. Department of Defense and Defense
Logistics Agency," 9efense Depot Memphis

2163 Airways Blvd.
Memphis, Tennessee 38114-5210

EPA ID No.: TN4 21 002 0570

Permitted Activity: Container Storage (S01)

Permitted Capacity: 154,440 gallons

Permit Number: TNHW-053

Pursuant to the Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1977, as
-"-" amended (Tennessee Code Annotated 68, Chapter 212, Part i) and the

regulations promulgated thereunder by the Tennessee Solid Waste Disposal
Control Board (found at Tennessee Rule Chapter 1200-I-ii), it has been
decided to terminate only the portion of the operational permit that
allowed the construction and operation of a 154,440 gallon hazardo
waste container storage area. This decision is based on the Permittee
request, dated June 30, 1997, to remove this from the permitted
activities as identified in Permit Number: TNHW - 053.

Only activities authorized in the permit as part of the container
storage operation will terminate on the effective date this document is
signed. Terminated portions of the permit include Section III and
Attachments 1 through i0. This action does not affect the remainder of
the permit or any permit condition, including any corrective action
requirements. 2tfter the_effective date, no further-activities involving
the container storage portion of the permit is effective and if, in the
future, the Permittee wishes to conduct such operations, a permit must
be applied for and obtained from this Department in accordance with Rule
1200-I-iI~.07.

This permit termination action is being processed as set forth in Rule
1200-1-11-.07(7) and can be appealed pursuant to the Hazardous Waste
~anagement Act, T.C.A. 68-212-113 and Rule 1200-i-ii-.07(7) (k).

~., Tom Tiesler, Director Effective/Date
Division of Solid Waste Management

~Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
~46 Neal Street

Cookeville, Tenncsv:e 3~501

July 23, 1996

~tr. Roger A. Burke

Chief, En~’onment and Resoure~ Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engincea~
P.O, Box 2288
Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001

Dear Mr. Burke:

Th..~ you for your letter and enclosures of July 1 O, 1996, regarding the cleanup activities at the
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis in Shelby County, Tennessee, The Fish. and Wildlife
Service (Service) has reviewed the informationsubmittcd and. offers the £ollowing comments.

Information av.il~ble to the Service does not indicate that wetlands exist in the vicinity of the
proposed project. However, our wetland determination has been made in the absence of a field
inspection and does hot constitute a wetland ddinention for the purposes of Section 40~. of the
Clean Water Act or ~ wetland conservation provisions of the Food Security Act. The Corps
of Engineers or the Natural Re~twees Conservation Service should be contacted if other
evidence, particularly that obtained during an on-site impection, indicst~ the potent/al presence
ofw~lands.

Endangered species collection records available to the Service do not indicate that federally.
’ listed or proposed endangered or threatened species occur with;, the impact area of the project,
We note, however, that collection records available to the.Service may not be all.inclusive. Our

.ditta base is a compilation.of collection records made available by various individuals end
reso.uree agencies. This information is seldom based on comprehensive surveys of all potential
habitat, and thus does not necessarily provide conclusive evidence that protected species are
present or abseht st a specific localffy, However, based on the best information available at this
time, we believe that the requirements’of Section 7 of the’Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, ate ftdfilled. Obligations under Section 7 nfthe Act must be roconsidezed if(I) new
information reveals impacts of the proposed action that may affect listed ~ecies or critical
habitat in a manner not previously considered, (2) "dae proposed action is subsequently modified
1o include activities which were not considered during this consultation, or (3) new species are
listed or critical habitat designated that might be affected by the proposed action.

¯ " ’ n. If you have any questions, pleaseThank you for the oppormmty to comment on this acUo
contact Timothy Merritt of my staff at 615/528-6481.

Sincerely,

/~
Lee A. Bat~lay, Ph.D.
Field Supervisor
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