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* ~~~~~~~~Executive Summary

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected interim remedial action (IRA) for
DDMT in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (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
contaminant plume in groundwater beneath Dunn Field, Contaminants identified as those
of potential concern include volatile organic compounds, such as solvents used forI ~ ~~cleaning mechanical parts, and metals. It is not intended as a permanent solution;
however, it is intended to bt compatible with the final remedy.

U.. ~ ~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 cv~iluated. The alternative chosen as the-preferred alternative
consists of extraction onloffsite and discharge to a publicly owned treatment works
(PQTW). This alternative assumes that pretregtrrnent 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.

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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I ~~~~~~~~1.1I Site Name and Location

Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT)

Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee

1 ~~~~~~~1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose'

This decision document (Record of Decision [ROD]) presents the selected interim remedial action
(ERA) for the.DDMTf site, Memphis, Tennessee, developed in accordance with the
ComprehensiveEnviromnmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superflund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U. S.C.I ~ ~~Section 9601 el seq., and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Pollution'
Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 Code ofFederal Regulat ions (CFR) Part 300.The DDMT is the lead
agency for the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/PS) process for the site. The U.S.I ~ ~Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Tennessee Department of Environibent and
Conservation (TDEC) are the supporting regulatory agencies for the site. In accordance with 40
CFR. 300.430, the regulatoryagencids have provided input during ths process. The regulatoryI ~~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 Tennessee concur with the selected interim
remedy.

1.3 Assessment of the Site

'Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the DDMTf site, if not addressed byI ~ ~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 ERA provides for hydraulic control of a contaminant plume in groundwater beneath Dunn
'Field (also called OU-1). 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 will help prevent the possible contamination of the area's drinking water supply. As
a contingency remedy, the ERA also includes a provision for pretreatment if necessary. As
described in the IRA 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
Silly characterized., subsequent action may be taken to provide long-term definitive protection,I ~ ~~including remediation of source areas. To the extent possible, the interim action will not be
inconsistent with, nor preclude implementation of, the expected final remedy. RIWFS activities at

* ~~OU-2, OU-3, and OU-4 will address-contamination found within the southwestern quadrant,
U ,.,. southeastern watershed and golf course, and northern portions of the Main Installation,

I~~~rspciey
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This IRA addresses only Dunn Field. OU-2, OU-3, and OU-4 will be addressed in the remedial

documents for those QUs.

The major components of the selected IRA for OU-l include the following:

I . S~~~~~ Evaluation of aquifer characteristics which may include installation of a pump
test well

1 ~~~~~~0 Installation of additional monitoring wells to locate the west&r edge of the

groundwater plume

I S~~~~~~ Installation of recovery wells along the leading edge of the plume

* S~~~~~~ Obtaining discharge permit for disposal of recovered groundwater to the T. E.
5 . ~~~~Maxson Wastewater Treatment Plant publicly owned treatment works (POTW) or

municipal sewer s~ystem

5 S ~~~~~~Operation of the system of recover wells until the risk associated with the
contaminants is reduced to acceptable levels or until the final remedy is in place

I. ~~~~~~0 Chemical analysis will be conducted to monitor the quality of the discharge in
accordance with the city discharge permit .requirenlents; the permit will include

parameters to be monitored and frequency.

£ ~~~~~~~~~1.5 Declaration

This interim action is protective of. human health and the environment, complies with federal andI .~~state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate, and is cobt-effective.
This action is interim; it is not intended as a permanent or final reme-dy. However, it is intended'
to bectompatible with the permanent solution. It is not intended to be the permanent solution, an4d
uses alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practical for this interim response.
Because this action does not constitute the final remedy for this OU, the statutory prefereneq 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 OU.
Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining onsite above health-based
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 ROD, review of the remedy will be ongoing as
DDMT continues to develop the final remedial action for OU-l:

CHRISTIN E. KARTMAN Date
Chief, Environmental Protection and Safety Office
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* ~~~~~~~~~~Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanna PennsylvaniaIC ~~~~~~~~Memphis Depot Caretaker Division
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September 1999
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ACTION MEMORANDUM

Old Paint Shop and Maintenance Area

f ~~~~~~~~~~~Parcels 35 and 28

Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

Site Status: Closed Industrial Area
Category of Removal: Non-Time-Critical Removal Action
CERCLIS ID: TN4 201 002 0570I ~~~~~~~~~~Site ID: Sites 29, 32, 88,89

1. Purpose
K ~~~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'I ~ ~Airways Boulevard, Memphis, Tennessee 38114. The Depot is in Shelby County.

£ II~1. Site Conditions and Background
A. Site DescriptionC
I1. Removal Site Evaluation
The Memphis Depot is a former Def ense Department supply depot. The Depot operated
from World War IIuntil its closure inl1997. Since closure, the Depot has been operated by
the Memphis Depot Care taker, a division of the Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanina,
Pennsylvania.

Aspart of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) activities, the Depot was divided intoa ~ ~~36 parcels to facilitate assessment of the environmental condition of the property and to
determiane if it can be transferred from government ownership for Private- or public-sector
uses.

BRAC Parcels 35 and 28, located at the southwestern corner of the Depot, contajixi the fanner
maintenance shop, grease rack, sandblast, paint shop, and storage facilities. The Depot

RedeelopentCorporation plans to develop the area as part of BRAC activities for future

commercial and industrial uses.

Chemical contamination identified in Parcel 35 and the southern portion of Parcel 28'I ~ ~~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 conducive3 ~~~to permit transfer of the parcels for the planned future reuse.

*Remove residue, dust, and sedim-ent that have accumulated in buildings associated with (213 ~~~~past operations;

3 ~~~woC99ttSOOIloc2a.OTI
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IC *~~~ 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.

1 ~~~2. Physical Location
The Memphis Depot is a 642-acre area in the central section of Memphids, Tennessee,

approximately 5 miles east of the Mississippi River, 4 miles from the central business district

'4 ~~~of Memphis, and approximately I mile north of the Memphis International Airport.
Airways Boulevard borders the Depot on the east and is the-primnary access to the Main

* ~~~Installation. Dunn Road, Ball Road, and Perry Road serve as northern, southern, and

* ~~~western boundaries, respectively, of the Main Intstallation. Figure 1 shows the general

location of the Depot within the Memphis area. Figure 2 shows the configuration of the

I ~~~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. To the north of the Depot are rail lines of the Frisco Railroad

and Illinois Central Gulf Railroad. Large industrial and warehousing operations are locatedI ~~~along the rail lines in this area. A triangular area immediately to the north of the Depot,

bounded by Dunn Road, Castalia Road, and Frisco Avenue, also contains several industrial

a ~~~~acilities. Formerly a residential neighborhood, the area is characterized by small

U ,.~~ comnmercial and manufacturing uses with some single-family residences remaining.

IC ~~~Airways Bouleva'rd 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 commercial establishments

are located to the north, south, and west of the Depot. Most are small groceries orft ~~~convenience stores that serve their immediate neighborhoods.

The Depot is surrounded by residential development, including single- and multiple-famr-ily

residences. Numerous small church buildings and schools are located throughout the area.5 ~~~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:a . ~~~Building 1084 - A former maintenance shop, which also was used as a wood shop and a

pesticide storage area;

II~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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C *~~ Building 1085 - A concrete slab from a former grease rack;

* Building 1086 - An industrial building formerly used as a preparation area, paint shop,I ~ ~~~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 partially enclosed warehouse where some 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 acret of Parcels 35 and 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 operational control of the
Defense Logistics Agency. Parcels 35 and 28 will be transferred to the ownership of the5 ~~~Depot Redevelopment Corporation for reuse.

4. Release or Threatened Release Into the Environment of aHazardous Substance, Pollutant,
or ContaminantI ~ ~~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 frequently detected constituents were metals (copper,3 ~~~cadmium, lead, mercury, nickel, and zinc). Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PA~s)

(benzq(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, and phenanthrene) were also

detected in significant quantities. In addition, the samples contained sparse concentrations

* ~~~of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (acetone, methylene chloride, methyl ethyl ketone,

- ~~~and toluene); phthalates (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and di-n-butylphthalate); and pesticides

(p,p'-I[)DE, p,p'-DDT, and dieldrin). The concentrations were distributed throughout the3 ~~~parcel; and were not concentrated in a particular area.

Conce~ntrations of PAT-s and lead exceeding U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Regioti III risk-based criteria for residential land use were detected in samples along Perry

Road, 1within the utility corridor west of the Main Installation perimeter fence. PA~s and

I ~~lead at-e common constituents of exhaust gases from motor vehicles. Concentrations of
-j ~ ~ A~ladlead from near-road samples adjacent to the paint spraying and sandblasting

opera ions are elevated relative to other samples near the road but away from these

I ~~~opera ions. 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

operaions. During the early stages of the removal action, additional sampling will beI. ~ ~~perfo- med to determidne if the lead and PAH in surface soil within Parcels 35 and 28 have
been trnported across the utility corridor toward Perry Road.

I ~~~All ofl the industrial buildings within the fenced industrial area contain dust, residue, andQ ~~sedinjent f rom, their past operations. Although sampling has been minimal within the

buildings, it is anticipated that constituents within the buildings will be similar to those

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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detected in the adjacent graveled areas. A 1993 survey of asbestos-containing materials (

(ACMI) at the Depot identified the presence of asbestos-containing roof flashing materials on

Building 1084 and asbestos-containing 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 LIST,
which was removed in 1989, contained waste oil, and also may have contained various other

liquids containing petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, polychiorinated biphenyls CPCBs),......I> ~ ~~and rne'tals'.

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

transport of contaminated surface soil or residues by surface water runoff, off-site hracking
of contaminated surf ace soil or residues by vehicles or personnel operating in the area, and

suspension and migration of contamination as dust. There is also a potential for downward
migration of contaminants from the previous UST and underground sump locatidns. The

likely exposures to these potential release mechanisms are from dermnal contact or ingestion
by an on site worker. Exposure to duwt from the suspension and migration of contamidnation C>3 ~~~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. andI ~ ~~must fulfill requirements under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CEltCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The

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

Conservation (TDEC) and EPA Region IV.

A sitewide remedial investigation and feasibility study (Rl/BS) 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. I

Froposed removal actions outlined in this Action Memorandum, however, are actions thea ~ ~~Memphis Depot decided to voluntarily pursue to remove readily accessible chemical
contamination in Parcels 35 and 28 to facilitate property transfer. Further remedial action

- I ~~requirements. if any, will be determined by a record of decision following the RI/FS. The

proposed removal actions will not preclude remedial actions, if any are required, for other

WNDC9S 1SOOO0LDOC/ILBTI
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B. Other Actions

1. 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 hydraulicI ~ ~~lift, were done in 1989 by the Memphis District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. No records
of how the tanks were removed or closed are available. Observations of the vertical inlet
pipe for the hydraulic fluid tank, however, suggest that the UST was dosed by filling it with
sand, a common practice at that time. However, this has not been confirmed.

2. Current Actions

I' ~~No operational or remedial actions are currently ongoing in the vicinity of Parcels 35 and 28.

SillII. 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 commnercial. Employees working within th e industrial area
of Parcels 35 and 28 will be the primary individuals encountering contamination within the

No risk assessment was conducted for the area. Instead, detected contaminant
concentrations in Parcels 35 and 28were compared with industrial screening criteria based
on background concentrations, BRAC Cleanup Team (BC1) screening values, and EPAI ~ ~~Region III risk-based concentrations (RBCs) corresponding to a Hazard Index (HI-) of 1.0 and
updated to current (October 1998) values. Contaminants that exceeded the industrial
screening criteria were aluminum, antimony, arsenic, benzo(a)pyrene, iron, lead, and
phenanthrene. Of these, arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene are carcinogens. The remaining
contaminants are noncarcinogens.

5 ~~~B. 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 vegetation is present. According to the "Environmental
Assessment for BRAC 95 Disposal and Reuse of the Defense Distribution Depot, Memphis,
Tennessee" by Tetra Tech, no endangered species or wetlands are present in the area.

I ~~IV. Endangerment Determination
Contamination has been detected in excess of industrial screening criteria within theI ~ ~~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 transferred for future industrial use:

Remove residue, dust, sediment, and incidental ACM and lead-containing materials inIC ~ ~~~readily accessible areas of existing industrial buildings in Parcels 35 and 28;

3 ~~~~W0C91190001.OOCJ2T B
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* Remove surface sail to a depth of 12 inches in areas within the Main Installation
perimeter fence at the industrial area of Parcels 35 and 28 that had contaminant levels

exceeding the industrial screening criteria for the Depot;

* If surface soils with PAH- and lead concentrations exceeding residential risk-based
criteria within the utility corridor are determined to be associated with operations

within Parcels 35 and 28, remove to a depth of 12 inches; and

* Sample and remove contaminated soil related to a sump and UST locations at Buildingst 2~~~~084 and 1085.
These locations are shown in Figure 4.-

I ~V. Proposed Actions and Estimated Costs

£ ~~A. Proposed Actions
Three alternatives were developed for meeting 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 Structures,

Contamidnated Soil, and Debris;

* Alternative 2 - Decontaminate Existing Metal and Masonry Buildings for In-Place(i
BRAC Transfer, Decontaminate, Remove, and Dispose of Associated Equipment; and3 ~~~~Remove and Dispose of Wooden Structures, 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 and Debris.

Alternatives were evaluated in termns of effectiveness, implementability. cost, and the

following removal ±tfion goals and objectives:

I ~ ~* 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 commonly acceptedI ~ ~~~cohstruction practices;

* Minimize, to the extent possible, the volumes of materials that must be removed andI ~ ~~~~landfilled off-site;

* Have a reasonable and acceptable cost;

.1 ~~* Be implemented in an expedited manner to meet BRAG parcel transfer and leasing
schedules; and

g * ~~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. Th ere is a potential for slightly greater effectiveness with
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Alternatives 2 and 3, but thiis is offset by the increased work scope, disposal requirements,

i ~~~and cost,

U~ ~~~WM100.OMT1
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Alternative 2 was initially recommended because it provides, at a reasonable cost, open andIC ~~fully decontaminated buildings that could be used for a variety of purposes. Upon further
consultation with the Depot Redevelopment Corporation, Alternative I was selected
because the proposed future use requires that the existing sandblast and paint booth

facilities remain in place.

1. Description of Proposed Action
The proposed action (Alternative 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
confirmatory samples and compare analytical results with industrial screening criteria

for the Depot.
*Remove all loose dust, debti, 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.I * ~~~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 confirmatoryI ~ ~~~sampling in areas inside the fenced industrial area where previous sampling indicitedC ' ~ ~~the presence of cheniiel ~bhtarninant levels exce6dinrth~'iuidti~tiiil ski~e&mnn rii6n- ......
for the Depot. Collect confirmatory samples and compare analytical results withI ~ ~~~industrial screening criteria for the Depot.

*Conduct confirmatory sampling of surface soil outside the perimeter fence along Perry
Road to confirm the belief that elevated PAH and lead levels are not associated with past
industrial activities in Parcels 35 and 28. Remove contaminated soil outside the
perimeter fence only if the confirmatory samples suggest that this is not the case. Soil

I ~~~~exceeding residential risk-based criteria will be removed.
*Sample and remove contamidnated soil related to the sump and UST locations at

Buildings 1084 and 1085. Collect confirmatory samples and compare analytical results

with industrial screening criteria for the Depot.

2. Contribution to Remedial Performance
The proposed removal action will remove residual contamination (e.g., contaminated
surface soil, surface residues, debris, and dust) to the extent necessary to facilitate transfer of
the property for further industrial or commercial reuse. It will also remove the potential risk
of subsurface contamination in identified areas (e.g., sump area and UST 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 support a No Further Action 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/FS for these sites.

WDC991I90001O0CI2M8T 12
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3. Description of Alternative Technologies (

On-site and off-site treatment alternatives to landfilling may be potentially viable from aI ~ ~~technical perspective, but the relatively small volume of soil (less than 1,200 cubic yards)
and the low cost of landfill disposal (approximately $20 per cubic yard) at a local industrial
landfill suggest that treatment options would not be cost-effective. As a result, no treatment

alternatives to landfill disposal were considered.

4. Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EEICA)I ~~~The proposed removal action is based, on removal action requirements and an alternatives
evaluation documented in the Draft-Final Fanner Defense Distinbution Depot Memphis,

- ~~~Tennessee, Engineering Evaluation/Cast Analysis (BE/CA), Old Paint Shop and Maintenance Area,3 ~~~Pdrcels; 35 and 28, dated'April 1999, and information and decisiohs made stibiequient to-
publication of that document A final HE/ CA document is currently being prepared to
document these changes. Appendix A, Responsiveness Summary, lists all comments made5 ~~~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:

I .~~~ 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 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 (PFE) will be used and safe work practices

wlbefollowed.I ~ ~ ~~ ACM will be packaged in leak-tight containers and disposed of in accordance with the
appropriate OSHA, EPA, and Memphis/Shelby County Health Department/ Pollution3 ~~~~Control Division requirements.

* Lead-based paint will be managed in accordance with the appropriate OSHA and
Memphis/Shelby County Health Department/Pollution Control Division requirements.

* PCB-contarninated materials, if any, will be managed in accordance with the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA). PCH-contarninated 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-perrnitted chemical landfill.
*Soil surrounding former lUSTs 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.

3 ~~~WOCSS1190001DOUjJIT 13
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* Water pollution control requirements of the federal Clean Water Act and NationalC' ~ ~Pollutant Discharge Elimination 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 beI ~~~~included as applicable.

6. Project Schedule
The Mobile District, U.S. Army Carps of Engineers, has procured a contractor for cleanup

actions at the Depot. The removal action for Parcels 35 and 28 is scheduled to be the first
action under the contract.

Current projections indicate that the work wil begin diizi'the fall of 1999. It is estimated
that approximately 3 fflonths will be required to complete the removal action once the
contractor is on-site..

I ~~B. Estimated Costs
The conceptual-level cost estimate for the proposed removal action is $871,000. This cost

estimate includes a direct capital cost (for example, cost for construction, 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. Ibdirect casts are assumed to be
about TO percent of the direct costs. Conceptual-level cost estimates are order-of magnitudeI ~ ~~cost estimates made without detailed engineering data and include estimates ofmajor cost

components and quantities; '#kM''calc''ts 5fr'o&m slrril;wotfco s't c'u'rv'es,"a~nd sicale-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
alternative 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, treatment systems, etc., will be requiredf ~~~to augment the removals.

VI. Expected Change in the Situation Should Action Be
I ~~~Delayed or Not Taken

As long as surface soil contamination and debris and dust in the buildings rem-ain, there is a

potential for migration of surface contaminantts 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.

I, ~~~The potential for downward midgration 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 I084 is currently coverml with aI ~ ~~~concrete slab and roof. Little, if any, migration of contaminants from that area is
anticipated.

5 ~~~~WOC991SNIIDOOIOCIaBT 14
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j ~~~The pot~liniai 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 covered with a

concrete slab and roof. Little, if any, migration of contaminants from that area is

I ~~VIl. Outstand~ing Policy Issues
The work is being funded fully by the Defense Logistics Agency. No policy issues3 - ~~concerning cost sharing or EP4 funding are invclved'for tihe removal action.

ViII. EnforcemnentP ~~~The proposed removal action is a non-time-critical removal action 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

EnfrceentAddendum is not required.

I IXR. Decision
This decision document-represents the-selected removal -action for Parcels 35-and&28 andthe .....
former Defens~ Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee, developed in accordance with
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 II ~ ~~approve the recommended removal action.

bW. KCENNEY

Captain, SC, USN -

Commander

I~ ~~WC9100 oia
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Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis
'tN ~~~~~~for the Removal of Chemical Warefare Materiel

Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

ADDENDUM I
SITE NUMBERS TO AREA NUMBERS

The EEfCA for the removal or chemical 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 an figure's and maps. The

areas identified for investigation under this EE/CA correlate to the site numbers as follows:

Areas A- I 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 GWM
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/pits on Dunn Field. The findings of the
EE/CA recommend that removal actions be implemented for A- I and A-2.

Area B-I correlates to Site 86 and Site 9. Area B3-I was described in the ArchivesI ~ ~~Search Report (ASR) as two long trenches that were used for the disposal of XX-CG-3
Impregnite, DANO, Chlorinated Lime and RHIO65. The ASR also states that thiese areas
were used to dispose of rood supplies and such. Maps that were used to record theseI ~ ~~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- I is not recommended for removal action.

I ~~~~~Area B-2 correlates to Site 1. Area B3-2 is a pit where Chemical Agent Identification
Sets were buried in 1955-1956. Broken sets were reportedly buried 5 or 6 times by placing
thorn in a pit and covering with dirt. This pit was marked on maps as Site I and dated asI ~ ~~22 July 1955. The existence and location of the burial pit is doumeented in the ASR and an
USATHAMVA report (Installation Assessment of Defense Depot Memphis, TN, Report No.
191, March 1981). Area 8-2 is recommended for removal action.

SITE CORRE LATION TABLE _ _______

EE/CA Site Number RII'FS Site Number New Site Number

A- I (Mvustard bomb burial trench) 24 24-A
A-2 (Chlorinated lime pits) 24 24-B

if ~~B-iC Food stuff burial trench) 9 &86 9 &86
B-2 (CAIS burial pit) 1 1
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Action Memorandum

I ~~~Removal of Chemical
I ~~~~Warfare Materiel.,

* ~~~~~~~Parcel 36,
Former Defense Distribution

I ~Depot Memphis, Tennessee

I ~~~~~~~~~~Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanna Pennsylvania

Memphis Depot Caretaker DivisionI ~~~~~~~~~Memphis, TN 38114-5210

April 2000
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j ~~~~~~ACTION MEMORANDUM

Removal of Chemical Warfare Materiel3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Parcel 36
Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, TennesseeI ~~~~~~~~~~~Site Status: Closed Industrial Area

Category of RemovaL~ Non-Tine-Critical Removal Action
CERCLIS ID: TN4 201 002 05703 ~~~~~~~~~~~~Site ID: Sites 1,% 924.86I I~~. Purpose

The purpose of this Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA) Action
Memorandum is to document approval of the proposed removal action described herein forI ~ ~~Sites!1, 24A, and 24B Areas A and B of Dunn Field at the former Defense Distribution DepotMemphis, Tennessee (Memphis Depot or Depot) located at 2163 Airways Boulevard,
Memphis, Tennessee 38114. The Depot is in Shelby County. The action is required by and3 ~~~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 parcel is subject to
future transfer from the federal government per the Base Realignment and Closure Act,3 ~~~1995.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is the lead respondent under theI ~~~Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the Defense Logistics Agency is the lead
agency under the USEPA Federal Facilities Agreement. Based an the results of the
completed BE/CA, the excavation and removal alternative is recommended for the sites
identified as potentially containing chemical agent Excavation and removal of chemicalI ~~~warfare materiel (CWM) will eliminate the possibility of exposure and hazards to the public
and the environment from CWM at the suspected burial pits and trenches. It is the only
alternative that fully meets the remedial objective: to ensure that exposure to any level ofCMdoes not occur in the future. The BE/CA was prepared to document the potentialalternatives that were analyzed and to recommend the appropriate alternative for the site.

The State of Tennessee and USEPA have participated and are in agreemtent with the selected rernedy..
The administrative record for this site is located at the Memphis Depot. Additional
information repositories that include copies of the administrative record are: theI ~~~Memphis/Shelby County Health Department in Memphis, TN; the Memphis/Shelby
County Public Library, Main and Cherokee Branches, and in the Memphis Depot3 ~~~Community Outreach Room.

3 Vt~~7322S9tACT.MEMOtACMEMO2.DOC
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II. Site Conditions and Background
A. Site Dascription

* ~~~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 assess the environmental condition of each parcel and to

* ~~~determine ff it can be transferred from government ownership to private or public-sector
ues. Dunn Field is parcel number 36.

T'he history of CWM diso6sal at Dunn Field began in July 1946 when 29 mustard-filledI ~ ~~German bomb casings were destroyed and buried. Most likely these bomb casings were
filled with sulfur mustard. These bomb casings were part of a railroad shipment en route
from Mobile, Alabama to Pine Bluff, Arkansas. Records indicate that some of the bomb
casings were leaking and had resulted in the contam-ination of the rail lines and freight cars
that contained the munitions. Prior to reaching Pine Bluff, three railcars were identified as
containing leaking munitions and these cars were transferred to the Memphis Depot for3 ~~~proper handling. These railcars were staged in the Main Installation area for unloading and
decontainination. As the bomb casings were unloaded from the railcars, those found to be

leaking were taken to a pit, containing a bleach (chloride of lime) solution, that was
constructed at Dunn Field for draining of the mustard. Reports indicate the drained bomb
casings were then destroyed and buried in a shallow trench in case any of the bomb casings
contained a bunster charge. A total of twenty-four 500 kilogram and five 250 kilogram

i ~~~bombs were destroyed. These two sites are in Area A.
During the early to mid 1950s, Chemical Agent Identification Sets (CAIS) were buried in
Dunn Field. These sets were used by the military to train soldiers to identify chemical
agents in the field and were probably K951/KC952 sets that contained small glass ampoules
of mustard, lewisite, and chloropicrin,, mixed with chloroform. Set K951/K952 also
included an ampoule of concentrated phosgene. At least six sets were buried at Dunn Field.
CAIS stocks found to be leaking or broken during periodic inspection were reportedlyI ~ ~~buried in Dunn Field. The chloroform was included in the ampoules as a solvent. Each of
the ampoules, with the exception of phosgene, contained anywhere from 0% to 50%3 ~~~~chloroform. This site is in Area B.

The investigation at Dunn Field included an archives and literature search, interviews with
* ~~~former Memphis Depot employees, aerial photograph study, geophysical investigations,£ ~~~soil borings and sampling, groundwater well installation and sampling, sampling data

analysis, and a streamlined risk evaluation (both human health and ecological). Thr-ee
a ~~~locations in Areas A and B were identified as potential CWM burial pits and trenches.U ,N ~~CWM 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 to3 ~~~environmental media outside of the burial pits or trenches. However, it is assumed that

3 ~~~~1A73212%a3CT-MEM(AACrMEM02,DOC 2
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chemidcal agents are present in the pits/ trenches and that exposure to these materials would1 C3 ~~~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 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 MainI ~ ~~Installation. Dunn Road, Ball Road, and Perry Road serve as northeril, southern, and
western boundaries, respectively, of the Main Installation. Figure 1 shows the general
location of the Depot widthin the Memphis area. Figure 2 shows the configuration 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 theI ~~~Depot is intensely developed. The area immediately east of Dunn Field bounded by Hayes
Road, Dunn Road, Castalia Road, and Persons Avenue is residential. The area north of
Dunn Road and between Dunn Field and Dunn Elementary School is part residential and
part industrial. To the north of the Depot are rail lines of the Frisco Railroad and fllilnois

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, Castalia 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-famidly residences remaining.

3 ~~~Airways Bloulevard 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 commercial establishments
are located to the north, south, and west of the Depot. Most are small grocery orI ~ ~~convenience stores that serve their immediate neighborhoods. The Depot is surrounded by
residential development, including single- and mnultiple-famidly residences. Numerous
schools and small church buildings are located throughout the area.

3. Site Characteristics
Dunn Field is located to the north of the Main Installation (north of Dunn Avenue) and wasN ~ ~~~used in the past for bulk mineral storage and waste disposal. It was divided into four areas
for the purpose of the ER/CA (Area A, B, C, and D [Figure 3]). Areas A and B are 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 19 acres in

size and the topography is characterized by flat to gently rolling slopes and hills.

The Depot is currently under the ownership Department of Army and is operated by theI, ~ ~~Defense Logistics Agency. Dunn Field will be transferred to the ownership of the Depot
Redevelopment Corporation or sold through public sale for reuse.

1A:32253%ACT.MEMO'kACTMEM02.D0C 3
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1 ~~~4. Release or Threatened Release Into the Environment of aHazardous Substance1 Pollutant,
or Contaminant

Soil and groundwater samples were collected during the EE/CA for Dunn Field. SoilI ~ ~~samples were collected between 0 and 15 foot depths. Groundwater samples were collected
from six new wells installed 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. Thallium was the only metal
not detected out of those for which analysis was conducted. These detections areI ~ ~~comparable to natural background conditions. Three explosive compounds were detected
at trace levels in surface soils. These included 2,4,6-trinitrotoluene, H-MlX (octahydro-1t3.5fl--
tetranitro-1t3,5,7-tetrazorine), and RDX (hexahydro-1I35-trintro-1,3,5-triazine). TheseI ~ ~~compounds were detected in two samples. No CWM or breakdown products were detected&
in any surface soil samples.

Twenty metals were detected in subsurface soil samples. These detections are comparableI ~ ~~to natural background conditions. Of those metals analyzed, cadm-iuma, silver, and thallium
were the only metals not detected. Two explosive compounds were detected at trace levels
in subsurface soils. These included 2A4,6-trinitrotoluene and RDX. The compound 2,4,6-
trinitrotoluene was detected in three samples. RDX was detected in one sample. No CWM
or breakdown products were detected in any of the subsurface soil samples.

Thirteen metals were detected in site groundwater samples collected from wells MW-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 lim-it 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 limit These compounds were not detected in any

The Memphis Depot was placed on the National Priorities List (NFL) in October 1992, and

must fulfill requirements under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The
Depot is under the jurisdiction of the Tennessee Department of Environment and

I ~~~Conservation (TDEC) and EPA Region IV.

1A73l22$MCT4.EMO\CaMEM02.D0C
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1 ~~~FigureS3. Site Map
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A site wide Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/PFS) is currently being
prepared for the Depot in accordance with CERCLA and NCP to evaluate human health.

adenvironmental risk, and to screen for potential remedial actions.

The proposed removal action outlined in this Action Memorandum, however, is proposed
voluntarily by the Defense Logistics Agency to remove suspected CWM at Dunn Field to

eliminate potential risks to human health and the environment and to facilitate property
transfer. Further remedial action requirements for other sites on Dunn Field and other
potential contaminants, if any, will be determined by a record of decision following the

RI/EFS. The proposed removal action will not preclude remedial actions, if any are required,
for other environmental media or sites.

U ~~~B. Other Actions
1 . Previous Actions

No previous actions have been undertaken to address the suspected CWM at Dunn Field.

2. Current ActionsI ~~~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,3 ~~~these actions are unrelated to the CWM investigation.

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

I ~~~A. Threats to Public Health or Welfare
A streamlined risk evaluation was conducted for the areas directly adjacent to suspected
CWVM burial pits. The risk evaluation included a human health risk evaluation (HHRE) and

an ecological preliminary risk evaluation (PRE). Potential exposure for both current and
futuxre huma receptors to groundwater and soil at Dunn Field was evaluated in the HHER.
Chemicals that were found in soil and groundwater samples were evaluated as potentialI ~ ~~risks to these human and ecological receptors. Constituents of Concern (COCs) identified
from the HERE included lead in surface soil (0-1 foot); lead, chromium, and iron in mixed
surface and subsurface soil (0-11 feet); and nitrobenzene, aluminuni. iron, and manganese in3 ~ ~~~groundwater. Based on the risk analysis that indicated safe levels and the fact that these
COCs are not CWM related, none were identified, as COCs to be removed. Therefore,
adverse effects to current and future human receptors resulting from exposure to site media3 ~~~~are not expected to occur in the areas directly adjacent to the suspected CWM burial pits.

B. Threats to the Environment
I ~~~~An ecological PRE, including a site walk, a visual inspection, and soil screerning was

conducted at Dunn Field. Chemical compounds in surface soil (0-1 foot) and mixed surface
and subsurface soil (0-11 feet) were evaluated and the ecological site characterization
indicated it is highly unlikely that wildlife populations would be sustained at Dunn Field or

RCN ~~~in the surrounding area. No significant impacts to ecological populations are expected from
CWM or CWM byproducts in the areas directly adjacent to the suspected CWM burial pits.



I ~~~IV. Endangerment Determ ination
3 ~~~Although sail or groundwater samples were not collected directly beneath or within the

suspected CWM burial pits, it is assumed that CWM exists in these areas and they are, by
definition, toxic to human and ecological receptors. These wastes will result in an
unacceptable risk if left in place. Therefore, removal actions are necessaiy to reduce or
eliminate the potential CWM risk posed by these wastes. The locations of the removal areas
are shown on Figure 4.

I ~~V. Proposed Actions and Estimated Costs
A. Proposed Actions
Four alternatives were evaluated for the removal action at Dunn Field. These alternatives

3 .~~~ Alternative 1 - No further action;

* Alternative 2 - Institutional controls;

3 .~~~ Alternative 3 - Capping; and

* Alternative 4 - Excavation and Removal of CWM.3 ~~~Alternatives were evaluated in terms of effectiveness, implemnentability, cost, and the
following removal action goals and objectives:

* Reduce or eliminate any chemiical risk posed by CWM that remains at Sites 1, 24A, andI ~ ~~~24B in Dunn Field;

• Remove any OH found in the suspected CWM burial pits;3 .~~~ Recommend a response that is consistent with the intended future land use of the site;

*Have a reasonable and acceptable cost; and3 * ~~~Be implemented in an expedited manner to meet BRAC parcel transfer and leasing
schedules.

Alternative 4 is the only alternative that fully meets the removal action goals and objectives,I ~ ~~including the Department of Defense Ammunition and Explosive Standard (DoD 6055.9).

1 . Description of Proposed ActionI ~ ~~The proposed action (Alternative 4) includes the following elements:

* Excavating and off-site disposal of the material contained inthe three areas shown onI ~ ~~~Figure 4; and
* Confirmatory soil sampling.
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2. Contribution to Remedial Performance

U ~ ~~The proposed removal action will remove the source of contamdination (e.g., pit contents and
contaminated soil) to the extent necessary to facilitate transfer of the property for further
industrial or commercial reuse. it will also remove the potential risk of exposure to
subsurface contamination in the areas of concern where such soils could present a hazard

for future development or a potential source of groundwater contamination. Removal of
the suspected CWM will support a No Further Action determination for Installation3 ~~~Restoration Program sites 1, 24A, and 248.

3. DescrIption of Alternative Technologies
On-site treatment of CWM contaminated soils was not evaluated due to the nature of theI ~ ~~suspected contaminants and Community issues. The objective of the removal action is to
eliminate any potential exposure to CWM in the future. The proposed removal action,
excavation and off-site disposal, may include either landfilling or treatment of contaminated

soil at a regulator approved facility.

4. Engineering Evaluatlon/Cost Analysis (EEICA)U ~ ~~The proposed removal action is based on removal action requirements and an alternatives
evaluation documented in the Engineering EvaluatioVlCost Analysis (FPWCA)%Jbr the Remova~lof
Gwnutcal Warfare Mate riel, Former Defense Distribution Depot, Memphis Tennessee, dated June

1999, and inform-ation 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 public notice/ comment period
on the BE/CA and the proposed removal action took place from June 10 to August 9, 1999.
A public meeting to receive commuents and a community information 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 period3 ~~~and provides the agentys 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 afid 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 CFlR 261 Subpart D.

U *~~~ Applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSH-A) 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.

1Ak7322B3\,ACT.MEMOACTMEM0OLOOC
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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 and decontamination operations.

* Applicable NC? requirements, including public comment period provisions, have been

followed.

6. Project Schedule3 ~~~The U.S. Army Engineering Support Center, Huntsville, has procured a contractor for CWM
cleanup actions at Sites 1, 24A, and 248. Current projections indicate that the work will

- ~~~begin during the spring of 2000. It is estimated that three to six months will be required toI ~~~complete the removal action once the contractor is on-site.

B. Estimated Costs
I ~~~The conceptual-level cost estimate for the proposed removal action ranges from $3.2 to $5.9

million. These costs are high and low estimates based on the amount of soil excavated and
how it is characterized (i.e., CWM contaminated or HTRW contaminated). This costI ~~~estimate includes a direct capital cost (cost for transportation, and disposal) of $1.B to $4.4
million and fixed casts (fees for subcontracts, travel and per diem and labor) of $1.4 nillion.

* ~~~Conceptual-level cost estimates are order-of magnitude cost estimates made without

* ,- ~~detailed engineering data and include estimates of major cost components and quantities 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 will be3 ~~~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, treatment systems, etc., will be required

after the removal action is complete.

VI. 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 exposure3 ~ ~~to the CWM in the burial pits and trenches and potential for migration of subsurface
contaminants via infiltration and leaching of rainwater. However, recent sampling results
indicate that migration of contaminants from the burial pits is not occurring. The Defense
Logistics Agency can not absolutely prevent exposure to CWM after the property is
transferred if the removal is not conducted.

* . ~VII. Outstanding Policy Issues
The work is being funded fully by the Defense Logistics Agency. No policy issues

e---; concerning cost sharing or EPA funding are involved for the removal action.

U I~~~~1f722s3'LACr.MEMo1ACTM6M02.DaC 12
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ViII. Enforcement
I ~~~The proposed removal action is a non-time-critical removal action voluntarily being

undertaken by the Defense Logistics Agency. It is not an enforcement action; however,3 ~~~review and oversight is provided by TDEC and EPA.

IX. Decision
3 ~~~This Action Memorandum represents the selected removal action for Sites I, 24A, and 248,

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 theI ~ ~~Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the Defense Logistics Agency is the lead
agency for actions under the USEI'A Federal Facilities Agreement. This Action
Memorandum was developed in accordance with CERCLA as amended, and consistent
with the NC?. The Department of Defense Ammunition and Explosive Standard (DoD)
6055.9) requires the action. The decision is based on the information in the administrative
record for the site.3 ~~~Conditions at the site meet the NC? section 300.415()(2) criteria for a removal action and I
approve the proposed removal action.

I~~~~ t
Commander

I~ ~ ~~:7291C-MMNCMM2DC1
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* -~ 1 .0 Declaration

* ~~1.1 Site Name and Location
Memphis Depot3 ~~~~Main Installatiow, Functional Units (PUs) I through 7
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Identification Number (ID): TN4210020570

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose
This decision document presents the selected remedy for the Main Installation (MI) of the
Memphis Depot, in Memphis, Tennessee. This action was chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), asI ~ ~~~amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to the
extent applicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
decision is based upon the Administrative Record far the MI, including EPA Policy, Land

* r-~~~ Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process (OS WER Directive No. 9355.7-04). This policy
provides for consideration of the likely future land use of the Memphis Depot when3 ~~~~selecting the remedy.

The State of Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) and EPA
concur with the selected remedy.

U ~~1.3 Assessment of the Site
The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is necessary to protect humanU ~ ~~~health and welfare, and the environment. The selected action will prevent imminent or sub-
stantial danger from actual or threatened releases from the MI of pollutants, contaminanits,3 ~~~~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 contamination, which will allow the transfer or lease of the MI property
for its intended land use (industrial and recreational). The selected surface soil remedyU ~ ~~~consists of land use controls for Pu~s I through 6, coupled with excavation, transport, and
off-site disposal of an estimated 7,200-ft2 area of surface soil in FU4. The selected

* ~~~~groundwater remedy for P137 is enhanced bioremediation, which includes land use controls
* ~~~~ and long-term monitoring. The selected remedy applies to the Ml portion of the Memphis

Depot and does not include Dunn Field (Operable Unit 1), located to the north of the NG.

U ~~~~DkWRWea1
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The remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility study (FS) for Dunn Field are scheduled to be
completed in 2001 and the final ROD in 2002.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

Excavation, transportation, and off-site disposal at a permitted landfill of an estimated
7,200 WI of surface soil containing lead concentrations equal to or greater than 1,536 mlli-I ~ ~~~~gramns per kilogram (mg/kg) near the southeast corner of Building 949 in FU4.

Deed restrictions and site controls, which include the following:

I ~~~~~- Prevention of residential land use on the Myl (except at the existing Housing Area).

- Daycare restriction controls.

U ~~~~~- Production/consumptive use groundwater controls for the fluvial aquifer and for
drilling into aquifers below the fluvial aquifer on the Wl.

3 ~~~~~- Elimination of casual access by adjacent off-site residents through maintenance of a
boundary fence surrounding P02.

*Enhanced bioremediation 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 and3 ~~~~~to detect potential plume migration to off-site areas or into deeper aquifers.

*5-year reviews of the selected alternatives.

I ~~~~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 Quality

Control Board for the City of Memphis and Shelby County.

No source materials on the MI are "principal threat wastes" as defined by EPA guidance.I ~ ~~~Surface and subsurface soills across the NU are not considered to be principal threats. No
evidence of non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL) has been discovered on the NE. 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 requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, is cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
(or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected remedy
allows the entire NU to be available for the anticipated future land use.

* ~~~~The-selected remedy for groundwater contamination at the NU satisfies the statutory
* c ~~~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.3 ~~~~However, the remedy for surface soil was chosen for the following reasons:

3 V WI aI~ftM WnFIv 212
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*Deed restrictions and site controls can~be implemented quickly.

*Deed restrictions and site controls provide additional layers of protectiveness above

existing land use restrictions and controls.

U * ~~~~Excavation and off-site disposal provides permanent risk reduction at the MI through
removal.

*The remedy will allow the property, t~l be used for industrial and recreational land use,

and does not preclude future respons Iactions, if warranted.

*The remedy is cost-effective at achievi'rg anticipated industrial (and recreational) land

use criteria.
The remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-

site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure; therefore, in

accordance with Sectiornl21(c) of CERCLA and NCP §300.43OX5)(ifi)(c),a statutory review
will be conducted within 5 years of irnitia~a of remedia action, and every 5 years there-3 ~~~~after, to ensure that the remedy continues to be protective of human health and the
environment.

Hazardous substances above health-basec levels will remain in groundwater beneath the

I ~ ~~~Memphis Depot after implementation of Ihsremedy. Because hazardous substances are to

remain, the Defense Logistics Agency (DI A), TDEC, and EPA recognize that NaturaL

- ~~~~Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) miin accordance with CERCLA, may be

5 ~~~. applicable. This document does not addrs restoration or rehabilitation of any natural

resource injuries that may have occurredr whether such injuries have occurred. In the

interim, neither DLA nor TDEC waives ayrights or defenses each may have under

CERCLA, Sect. 107(a)4(c).

* ~~~~1.6 ROD Data Certification Checklst
The following intformation is included in heDecision Summary section (Section 2) of this

ROD. Additional information can be fo nd mthe Administrative Record for the NU.

I .~~~~ Current and reasonably anticipated fuueland use assumptions and current and
potential future beneficial uses of groimdwater used in the baseline risk assessment and3 ~~~~~~ROD (page 2-15).

* Chemicals of concern (COCs) and terrespective concentrations (page 2-17).

* Baseline risk represented by the COCs (page 2-21).

* Clewn-up levels established for COCs and the basis for these levels (page 2-24).

3 .~~~~ Key factor(s) that led to the selection f1the remedy (page 2-40).

* Estimated capital costs, annual operation and maintenance (O&M) costs, total present

- ~~~~~worth costs, discount rate, and number of years over which the remedial cost estiMates

are projected (pages 2-46 to 2-47).

Dflml~~~~~~vri ~~RN, 2 .
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3, . ~~~~Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the NH as a result of the
selected remedy (page 2-48).

There are no source materials constituting principal threats on the MI; therefore, this topicI ~ ~~~will not be addressed.

I ~~~1.7 Authorizing Signatures
For this document, DLA is the prime signatory while EPA and TDEC concur with theU ~ ~~~findings of the ROD.

QM /6~~~~~ -~2~.2 Ji?& ThcI
ZIL Mc~~~~~elvey- ~~~~Date

Richard D. Green, Director Date
Waste Management Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 4

'ennessee Department of EnvironmentU ~ ~~and Conservation

PO. 2 1.4
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ACTION MEMORANDUM

I ~~~~~~~~~~Former Pistol Range

I Defense Distribution ~~~Site 60

Defns DitrbutonCenter (Memphis), Dunn Field

Site Status: Closed Pistol Firing RangeI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~Category of Removal: Non-Time Critical Removal Action
CERCEIS ID: TN4 201 002 0570
Site ID: 60

H I~~. Purpose
The purpose of this Action Memorandum is to request and document approval of theI ~ ~~proposed removal action described herein for the former Pistol Range at the Dunn Field of
the Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) (also referred to the Memphis Depot) located at
2613 Airways Boulevard, Memphis, Tennessee, 38114. The Memphis Depot is in Shelby

* ~~~County.

* II~1. Site Conditions and Background
* ~~~A. Site Description

1 . Removal Site Evaluation
The Memphis Depot (formerly known as Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, TennesseeI ~ ~~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 RangeI ~ ~~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 in removal activities being conducted there as well.

Contamination within Site 60 and 85 primarily consists of contaminated surface soil.
Historical information, on-site inspection, and the results of surface soil 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;

ATL\P 10492\ASK EC.01 -EECA FOR PISTOL RANGEACTION MEMORANDUMREV. 1UREV. I ACTION MEMORANDOUM.DOC
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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 approximatelyI ~ ~~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 theI ~ ~~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 one1 ~ ~~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 byI ~ ~~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 Dunn

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

3. Site CharacteristicsI ~ ~~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 constructedI ~ ~~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 everI ~ ~~~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
(USATH-MA, 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 a
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.
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4. Release or Threatened Release into the Environment of a Hazardous Substance,
Pollutant, or Contaminant

At Site 60 and the adjacent Site 85, 6 surface 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 lead5 ~~~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,I ~ ~~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 (CH2MIIILL, July 2002) presents the locations within the NortheastI ~ ~~Open Area where samples were collected for pesticides analysis, and highlights 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 grassyI ~ ~~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 concentration 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.

3 ~~~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. NFL Status
The Memphis Depot was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in October 1992, andI ~ ~~must fulfill the requirements under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The
Depot is under the jurisdiction of the Tennessee Department of Environment and

Conservation (TDEC) and EPA Region IV.

A sitewide remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) have been finalized (July
2002) or submitted for review (August 2002), respectively, in accordance with CERCLA and

the NCP to evaluate human health and environmental risk, and to screen for potential
remedial actions.

3 ~~~Proposed removal actions outlined in this Action Memorandum, however, are actions the
Memphis Depot decided to voluntarily pursue to remove readily accessible chemical
contamination at Site 60 to facilitate property transfer. Additional remedial actionI ~ ~~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 remedialI ~ ~~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 USAGE - 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
jJ ~~~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.

£ Ill11. Threats to Public Health, Welfare, or the Environment
I ~~~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.

3 ~~~~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 wasI ~ ~~~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 concentrationI ~ ~~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 site are expected to pose health hazards for any of the receptorsI ~ ~~mentioned because both screening levels have been exceeded.
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B. Threats to the Environment
3 ~~~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 was3 ~~~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 actions to removeI ~~~readily accessible contamination so that the property may be transferred for future
unrestricted use:

9 * ~~~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.

a 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

I ~~A. Proposed Actions
To expedite this removal action, the BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) for the Memphis Depot3 ~~~~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 FE/CA and
feasibility study activities at the Memphis Depot, especially those conducted for Parcels 35I ~ ~~~and 28 and the surface soils on the Main Installation (e.g., Building 949) in Functional Unit
(EU) 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 FE/CAI ~~~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

i ~~~the primary remedial 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 effectivelyS ~ ~~~meet risk-based cleanup criteria and decrease residual effects; (2) the alternative is
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 removalI ~ ~~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 andB ~ ~~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.I ~ ~~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 succe~ssful implementation of those previous removal actions, excavation,
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 dleteremined by the RA contractor, prior to excavation resulting in direct load-
out of the material when mobilization occurs.

I *~~~~ Removal of 12-inches of soil for all areas (except Area Cin 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

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

* Confirmatory sampling from all excavations to ensure that: (1) no additionalI ~ ~~~~contaminated soil above residential screening criteria (lead at 400 mg/ kg) is present; and
(2) spent bullets are not present.
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I Replacement of excavated areas (primarily Areas A and B) with clean (laboratory[ ~~~~~tested), backfill soil. The source of this soil is the backstop aiea.

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 extentI ~ ~~~necessary to facilitate transfer of the property for unrestricted use. Removal of the soil willsupport 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 willf ~~~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 Fielda ~~~Remedial Action for subsurface soil.

3. Description of Alternative Technologies
Onsite and offsite treatment alternatives to excavation and removal may be potentiallyI ~ ~~~viable from a technical perspective, but in consideration of previous removal actions at theMemphis 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 (EEICA)j ~~~The proposed removal action is based on removal action requirements and an alternatives
evaluation documented in the Final Memphis Depot Dunn Field Engineering Evaluation/Cost
Analysis, Formner Pistol Range, Site 60, dated July 2002, and information and decisions made
prior to publication of that document.

5. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements3 ~~~The following list of applicable or relevant or appropriate requirements (ARARs) was
developed based on the scope of work to be performed during the removal action:f - * ~~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 not3 ~~~~~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.3 ~ ~~~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). A
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 CER 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 activitiesI ~ ~~~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 emissions, among others.

3 ~~~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 CostsI ~ ~~~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.

3 ~~~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 or3 ~~~~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, competitive market conditions, final project costs, implementation schedule,ft ~~~and other variable factors. As a result, the final project costs will vary from the estimates
presented herein.
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VI. Expected Change in the Situation Should Action BeK ~~~Delayed or Not Taken
As long as surface soil contamination at Site 60 remains, there is potential for migration ofII ~~~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.

II ~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.I) ~VIII. Enforcement
The proposed removal action is a non-time critical removal action voluntarily beingundertaken by the Depot. It is not an enforcement action; however, review and oversight ofteremoval action by TDEC and EPA are expected. Since it is a voluntary action, an
Enforcement Addendum is not required.

II ~IX. Recommendation
This decision document represents the selected removal action for Site 60, and the Memphis* ~~~Depot, developed in accordance with CERCLA, as amended, and is consistent with the
NCP. The decision is based on the administrative record for the site.I ~~~~Conditions at the site meet the NCP Section 300.415(b) (2) criteria for a removal action and Irecommend approval of the proposed removal action.

R.J. RITCHIE (Date)
Captain, SC, USNI ~ ~Cornmander
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* ~1.0 Declaration

I ~1.1 Site Name and LocationI, ~ ~Memphis Depot
Dunn Field, Operable Unit I (OU-1)
2163 Airways Boulevard3 ~~~Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Identification Number (ID): TN4210020570

5 ~~1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose
This decision document presents the selected remedy for Dunn Field of the Memphis Depot,5 ~~~in Memphis, Tennessee. This action was chosen by the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability

-' ~~Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP, 40 CFR Part 300 et. seq.). This decision is based upon the
Administrative Record file for Dunn Field, and EPA Policy including, Land Use in the
CERCLA Remedy Selection Process (OSWVER 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 Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) and EPA
concur with and approve the selected remedy.

' ~~1.3 Assessment of the Site
The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is necessary to protect publicU ~ ~~health or welfare, or the environment, from actual or potential releases from the Dunn Field
of pollutants, contaminants, or hazardous substances into the environment.

1 ~~1.4 Description of the Selected Remedy
The selected remedy includes the remediation of disposal sites and associated subsurface
soil, and groundwater contamination as well as volatile organic compound (VOC)
contamination within subsurface soil that is outside of the disposal sites. The remedies will

allow the transfer or lease of the Dunn Field property for its intended land use (industrial

Dedarabon Rev, 2 1-I
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The major components of the selected remedy for Dunn Field include:

.Excavation, transport, and disposal of soil and material contained within disposal sites
located in the western half of Dunn Field based upon results from a pre-design
investigation into these sites.'5 * ~~~Use of soil vapor extraction (SVE) to reduce VOC concentrations in subsurface soils to
levels that are protective of the intended land use and groundwater.

j * ~~~Injection of zero-valent iron (ZVI) within Dunn Field to treat chlorinated volatile organic
compounds (CVOCs) in the most contaminated part of the groundwater plume, and
installation of a permeable reactive barrier (PRB) to remnediate CVOCs within the off site3 ~~~~areas of the groundwater plume.

*Monitored natural attenuation (MNA) and long-term groundwater monitoring (LTM) to
document changes in plume concentrations, to detect potential plume migration to off-
site areas or into deeper aquifers, and to track progress toward remediation goals.

*Implementation of land use controls, which consist of the following institutional
controls: deed and/or lease restrictions; Notice of Land Use Restrictions; City of
Memphis/Shelby County zoning restrictions and the Memphis and Shelby County
Health Department groundwater well restrictions.

Subsurface soils, including the disposal sites, in the Disposal Area are considered to be
principal threat wastes as defined by EPA guidance. The principal threat wastes have
significantly degraded groundwater quality in the shallow fluvial aquifer. Based on the
highest observed concentration of the detected solvents trichloroethene (TICE) and 1,1,2,2-
tetrachloroethane (PCA) in groundwater, free-phase solvents may be present in Dunn Field
groundwater and would be considered principal threat wastes. However, free-phase
solvents have not been detected during the RI and subsequent groundwater sampling

1.5 Statutory Determinations
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies withI ~ ~~Federal and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, is cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
(or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected remedy
allows the entire Dunn Field to be available for the anticipated future land use.

The selected remedy for VOC contamination in groundwater and in subsurface soil outside
of the disposal site locations at Dunn Field satisfies the statutory preference for treatment.
The selected remedy for the disposal sites and associated subsurface soil non-VOC
contamination at Dunn Field does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as aI ~ ~~principal element of the remedy. However, the remedy for the disposal sites and associated
subsurface soil was chosen for the following reasons:

Dee~~~ara~~~i~~n ~Rev 2 1-2
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*Excavation and off-site disposal provides permanent risk reduction through removal.5 . ~~~The remedy will allow the Disposal Area of Dunn Field to be used for industrial land
use, and does not preclude future response actions, if warranted.5 . ~~~~The remedy is cost-effective at achieving anticipated industrial land use criteria.

*Land use controls, which include institutional controls, can be implemented quickly and
provide additional layers of protectiveness to the existing land use controls (zoning and
groundwater well restrictions).

In-situ treatment is not selected primarily because of the homogeneity of disposed materials,
which is incompatible with the technology. Ex-situ treatment calls for excavation and
separation of pit contents, and return of residual mass to the pits. Either treatment
alternative would leave residual concretized mass that could interfere with reuse options.
As long as the disposal pit contents have to be excavated, it is prudent to dispose of them in
a permitted landfill subject to all relevant regulations.

The remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-£ ~ ~~~site above levels that allow for unlimited use and recreational exposure; therefore, in
accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(5)(iii)(c), a statutory review
will be conducted within 5 years of initiation of remedial action, and every 5 years there-5 ~ ~~after, to ensure that the remedy continues to be protective of human health and the
environment.

Although active restoration is the remedial action objective for the contaminated
groundwater, hazardous substances above health-based levels may remain in groundwater
associated with Dunn Field after implementation of this remedy. Therefore, DLA, TDEC,
and EPA recognize that Natural Resource Damage claims, in accordance with CERCLA,I ~ ~~may be applicable. The remedy does address restoration or rehabilitation of groundwater,
but does not determine the extent of any natural resource injuries that may have occurred.
However, neither DLA nor TDEC waives any rights or defenses each may have under

CERCLA, Sect. 107(a)4(c).

5 ~~1.6 ROD Data Certification Checklist
The following information is included in the Decision Summary section (Section 2) of this3 ~~~ROD. Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record for Dunn Field.

*Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and
potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment andI ~ ~~~ROD (Section 2.6).

*Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective concentrations (Section 2.7.1.1 andI ~ ~~~~Table 2-6).
*Baseline risk represented by the COCs (Section 2.7.1.5 and Tables 2-11 through 2-19).

Remediation goals for soil and groundwater established for CO~s, and the basis for
these levels (Section 2.7.3 and Tables 2-21A through 2-21G).
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*Source materials constituting principal threats on Dunn Field and how these threats areS ~~~~being addressed (Section 2.11).

Key factor(s) that led to the selection of the remedy (Section 2.12.1).

*Estimated capital costs, annual operation and maintenance (O&M) costs, total present
worth costs, discount rate, and number of years over which the remedial cost estimates
are projected (Section 2.12.3).I . ~~~Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at Dunn Field as a result of the
selected remedy (Section 2.12.4).

I ~~1.7 Authorizing Signatures

R.J. Ritchie Date
Captain, SC, USN

Commander

5 ~~~Winston A. Smith Director Date
Waste Management Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

Region 4

5 ~~~James W. Haynes, Director Date
Division of Superfund
Tennessee Department of Environment5 ~~~and Conservation
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S ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~October 21, 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR FILE

SUBJECT: Technical Memorandum: Early Implementation of Selected Remedy
Component to Address Groundwater Contamination West of Dunn Field,
Rev. 2, CH2M HILLUATL, October 14, 2004

Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, as the BP-AC Cleanup Team
(BCT) for the Former Memphis Defense Depot, concur in the need for this Early
Implementation as described in the attached Technical Memorandum. The early
implementation has been discussed at BCT meetings in July, August and September
2004. The technical memorandum provides background information and the basis for the
early implementation and describes the action, which consists of zero valent iron
injection in west of Dunn Field with groundwater monitoring before and after the
injections. This implementation is within the scope of the Dunn Field Record of Decision
(final approval April 12, 2004). The action represents a non-significant modification to
the remedy, in order to optimize remedy performance in light of new technical
information. The BCT understands that subsequent monitoring may identify areas where
additional injection will be required.

MICHAEL A. DOBB~~
Environmental Program Manager
Defense Distribution Center

WM. TURPIN BALLARD, RPM Me3
Federal Facilities Branch
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4

JAMES W. MORRISON
Program Manager
Division of Superfund
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
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Early Implementation of Selected Remedy ComponentI, ~to Address Groundwater Contamination West ofDunn Field
PREPARED FOR: USACE-Huntsville Center

PREPARED2 BY: CI-2M HILL/ATL

'I ~ ~~~COPIES: Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), U.S. Environmental ProtectionAgency, Region IV (EPA), Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TrOEC, MACTEC, Inc., and MitreTek Systems, Inc.5* ~ ~~~DATE: October 14, 2004

REVISION: 01

I. Introduction & Objective
remedy in an area of groundwater contamination westbf Dunn Field of the Defense

Disribtio Ceter(Memphis) in Memphis, Tennessee (see Figure 1).
Grondwtercontaminant extent and remedies selected for remediation of the groundwaterwere identified in the April 2004 Final Dunn Field Record of Decision (ROD). The remedy

selected for treatment of groundwater for chlorinated volatile organic compounds (CVOCs)
in the most contaminated part of the plume is injection of zero-valent iron (ZVI). ZVIconsists of pure iron metal granules or powder, which must be specially manufactured and
packaged to prevent premature corrosion, Once released into the environment, ironoxidation fosters anaerobic conditions, which yields ferrous iron and hydrogen ions, both ofwhich are reducing agents for chlorinated solvents.

New data collected during the Remedial Design (RD) phase of work show that
contamination in the shallow aquifer is greater than previously known near areas known tobe in connection with the Memphis aquifer and are approximately one-half mile upgradient
of the Allen Well Field (Memphis aquifer) capture zone. Both Treatment Areas 1 and 2,identified in Figure 1, were not identified in the ROD as requiring treatment. Treatment
Area I was previously identified for monitored natural attenuation (MNA) while TreatmentArea 2 was expected to receive treatment by being within the zone of influence of a ZVIinjection area. For site background and historical information, please refer to the ROD andadministrative record on which the document is based.

Based on the results of sampling conducted subsequent to the ROD in June arid August
2004,th DLA is conducting a early implementation of a component of the selected
groundwater remedy (injection of ZVI) to address the concentrations of CVOCs at the
leading edge of the high concentration portion of the plume (within the 500 pg/L total
CYOCs).

ATLEARtY IMLEMIINTATION TMLTEXTDOO 
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II. Description of Current Situation
This section describes the hydrogeology of the site west of Dunn Field, the nature and extent5, ~~~~of contaminants in this area, and fate and transport parameters associated with the plume.

A. Hydrogeology
Groundwater underlying the Dunn Field and areas west of Dunn Field is within a
predominantly medium to fine-grained sand geological formation locally referred to as the
fluvial aquifer. The aquifer varies in thickness but has been observed to range from 3 to over3.. ~~~30 feet thick west of Dunn Field with an average thickness of 18 feet. The fluvial aquifer is
underlain by a massive clay unit that is regarded as an aquitard (i.e., little to no
groundwater flows through the unit). This clay unit is part of the Jackson Formation/ Upper
Claiborne Formation. A top of clay contour map is presented as Figure 2. The clay map5* ~ ~~~reveals that a swale exists beginning in the area of MW145 and is oriented northwards
towards MW4O. Current interpretation of the geology indicates that there is a geologic
"window" to the underlying intermediate aquifer at MW40. The United States Geological
Survey (USGS) has established that the intermediate aquifer is in connection with the lower
Memphis aquifer at several points in Memphis. Figure 3 presents a lithologic cross-section
through the early remedy implementation area.

As shown in Figure 4, groundwater predominantly flows to the west-northwest in the
fluvial aquifer. However, a groundwater divide exists in the area of monitoring wells
MW151 and MW152, where groundwater flow appears to split and begins to flow
southwest and to the north. Seepage velocities range from 0.17 to 1.58 feet per day (ft/dy)
across this area of the higher concentration portion of the area impacted by the subject
plume. Seepage velocity from monitoring well MW-77 to MW-150 is estimated to be 0.91
ft/dy. Flow apparently slows down from MW-150 towards MW-152 as the velocity
decreases to 0.17 ft/dy.

B. Nature and Extent of Groundwater Contaminants
Groundwater sample data was collected from the site in June 2004 from 7 new wells
(MW144 through MW15O) installed to identify and define groundwater contaminant extent
west of Dunn Field. Analysis of groundwater samples from these wells revealed a high
concentration plume in the area of MW1144, MW54, and MWI50. To verify the extent of the
high concentration plume, seven additional wells (MW1S1 through MW157) were installed
in August 2004 west of Dunn Field. Samples from these wells redefined the groundwater
plume previously presented in the ROD. As shown in Figure 5, contaminants are highly
concentrated within this area. Note that the principal VOC constituents within this plume
are 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane (1,1,2,2-PCA), trichloroethene (TCE), and 1,2-dichloroethene(I,2-DCE). Figure 3 also displays the contaminant concentrations within the fluvial aquiferalong the predominant groundwater flowpath from August 2004.

As shown in Table 1, concentrations of 1,1,2,2-PCA range from 2100 micrograms per liter
(gag/L) to 8000 pg/L in the area of wells MW54, MWI5Q and MW155. TCE levels are also
elevated in the area of wells MW54, MW15O and MW155, with concentrations ranging from
1000 to 3000 gg/ L.

ATI.EARLY IMPLEMENTATION TM-TEXTDOC2
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C. Fate and TransportII ~ ~~~Figure 6 presents an historical view of the concentration of TCE and 1,1,2,2-PCA at MW`54.
Concentrations of these contaminants have been increasing since the beginning of 2002 and,II ~ ~~~as of the last sampling event, do not appear to have reached a peak. The rapid rise in
contaminant concentration indicates that the plume is relatively dynamic and unstable in
this area possibly as a result of recent water table fluctuations (periods of drought andI, ~ ~~~recovery). The information from MW54 could suggest that the existing plume (observed atwell MWI5Q) is migrating in a more westerly direction than was previously observed.
As discussed in Section If A, groundwater seepage velocities are an order of magnitude3* ~ ~~higher from MW77 to MWI50 than from MWISO, through MW155 to MW152, where the
solute front of the >500 pg/L total CVOC plume is interpreted to be at this time.

Ill. Basis of Decision
In the judgement of DLA, E3PA, and TDEC, early implementation of a selected remedy is
appropriate to address the contamination within the 500 ltg/L total CVOC plumeO. The
expedited response actioni is needed because of the following:

•The identification of higher concentrations of the COCs at the distal portion of the plumeI, ~ ~~~~that could go unhreated and adversely affect the MNA component of the selectedremedy;

* At the time of the ROD, contaminant concentrations greater than or equal to 500 ;,g/l,
were targeted for active treatment. With the discovery of contamination greater than 500
gig/l, downgradient of the proposed PRB, the BCT determined that engineered
treatment is appropriate:

* Allowing concentrations to go untreated may adversely affect the proposed I'RB
component of the selected remedy for this area (e.g., the placement or location of the
PRB3 could be in an area of greater saturated thickness, which may result in higher costs
and potential encroachment onto offsite private property); and,

* Proximity of these COCs to potential migration pathways to the drinking water aquiferI ~ ~~~~that supplies the City of Memphis.

Implementation of this action is within the scope of the Dunn Field ROD. The action
represents a non-significant modification to the remedy, in order to optimize remedy
performance in light of new technical information.

The selection of ZVI injection for this early remedy implementation was also based upon theI ~ ~~~results of a ZVI Treatability Study conducted as part of the RD for Dunn Field. The studywas performed on Dunn Field in a known soil and groundwater contaminant source area
centered around monitoring well MW73. The study was conducted from October 2003 to
April 2004 and, during this study, four injection points were installed in the study areaalong with five new monitoring wells and, approximately 25,000 pounds of ZVI were
injected into the fluvial aquifer. Over the course of five confirmatory separate sampling
events, there was an observed 84 to 99 percent reduction of VOCs in the ZVI treatment zone.

ATUEARLY IMPLEMENTATION TM-T1EXT DOC 3
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5. ~~~~This remedy will comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARs) as defined in the ROD, including State of Tennessee or Memphis-Shelby CountyUnderground Injection Control (UIC) regulations (Page 2-69 of the Dunn Field ROD).
Remedy actions (i.e., ZVI) will occur "onsite", as defined in 40 CFR Part 300.5 and3* ~ ~~~300.400(e)(1) (Page 2-68 of the Dunn Field ROD). Under CERCLA 121(e)(1), no permit isrequired for actions conducted entirely on-site; although, the substantive requirements mustg ~~~~~be met.

IV. Description of Remedial ActionIi ~~~~The remedy selected within the Dunn Field ROD for high concentrations of contaminants inW ~~~~the fluvial aquifer underlying Dunn Field and the area west of Dunn Field is injection of ZVI
(Page 2-57, Dunn Field ROD).

A. Summary of ZVI Remedy
There are two (2) engineered groundwater rernediation components to the groundwater

* ~~~~remedy selected within the Dunn Field ROD, including a permeable reactive barrier (PRB)and ZVI injections. The ROD states, "The [selected] alternative employs ZVI injection as atreatment technology of the most contaminated parts of the plume, and treatment of the
* ~~~~remaining areas of contaminated groundwater through installation of a PRB and naturalattenuation." ZVI does not require extensive lead time to design and implement, has thecapacity to reduce contaminants concentrations effectively in the short-term, and requiresI * ~~~no long-term operation and maintenance.

Applying the ZVI injection technology to the distal end of the plume where total CVOCs aregreater than 500 pig/l, is expected to reduce the time to achieve remedial action objectivesI, ~ ~~~(RAIDS) for groundwater within the overall contaminant plume.

B. Location and Size of Early Remedy Implementation AreasI * ~~~~Figure 1 presents the primary and secondary treatment areas that are part of the earlyremedy implementation. The larger and primary, of the two areas (noted as Area 1 in Figure 1.)is west of Dunn Field and extends from the Canadian National (CN) railroad hracksI, ~ ~~~northwest to the Memphis Light, Gas, and Water (MLGW) electrical substation and isbisected by Menager Avenue. The area encompasses monitoring wells MW54, MW150, andMW155. The total surface area in Area I is approximately 75,000 square feet.I ~~~~Area 1 has several access restrictions within the perimeter, including five electric linesupport towers, CN railroad tracks along the southern edge, and a portion of an MLGW
electric substation. Approximately 24,000 square feet of Area I is within a security fence forthe MLGW substation and access to this area has been denied. There are also several powerlines that extend fromn the towers to the substation, which are low enough that accessunderneath the lines for heavy equipment used to implement the remedy may not beU ~ ~~~permissible.
The secondary area (shown as Area 2 in Figure 1) is also west of Dunn Field but is between
wlM-14Thsaeisapoiaey0fetwdanamxiuno27fetlnfothe perimeter of Dunn Field and the CN rail line. This area is centered around monitoring

I' ~~~~ATUEARLY IMPLEMENTATION TM TEXT DOC 4
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total surface area of approximately 22,000 square feet. There is one electric line support
tower within Area 2, which also has access restrictions surrounding the tower.
C. Scope of Field Work far Early Remedy Implementation
The early remedy implementation field effort will include three main activities:* Installation of additional monitoring wells. Installation of ZVIinjection points and injection of the ZVT into the fluvial aquifer
* Monitoring of groundwater prior to and subsequent to the injection

Additional Monitoring Well Installation
As shown in Figure 7, approximately 8 new monitoring wells will be installed in sevenlocations up- and dlowngradient to the proposed early remedy implementation areas. Onenew well cluster will be installed near Area 1, approximately midway between MWI52 andMWI5S. The wells will be suitable for sampling using passive diffusion bag (l'DB) samplersand have screen lengths of 15 feet or less. Two wells are required to screen the full saturatedthickness.

Additional wells will be installed to confirm the limits of the planned early remedyimplementation and to allow for monitoring results of the action. One well will be installedin Area I immediately south of the MLCW property along Menager Avenue about 160 feetwest of MW148. Four wells will be installed in Area 2 at th north and south ends of theplanned line of injections and upgradient and downgradient of MW144.

ZVI Injection Points and Injection Locations
Based upon the results of the Dunn Field ZVI Treatability Study, the radius of treatment ofthe ZVI injections was determined to be up to 40 feet This radius of treatment is based uponthe reduction of VOC concentrations within monitoring well MW131, which is located 40feet from the study injection point IW-2. However, note that the quantities in this TM arebased upon a 25 foot radius of influence (ROI) from each injection point. This distance isbased upon observed thickness of ZVI within treatability study confirmation borings.

Area I
Based on the anticipated 25-foot ZVI ROL, 13 points will be used for ZVI injection at Area I(Figure 7). The number of points proposed for this area will provide significant ROT overlapto treat groundwater flowing through the available treatment zone and, groundwaterflowing through the treatment area should encounter ZVI at some point in the flowpathbefore exiting the area.

The aquifer directly beneath Area I varies from approximately 8 to 28 feet in thickness.Using an average thickness of 20 feet and the total surface area of approximately 25,525square feet (thirteen 50-foot diameter injection areas), the amount of soil within the Area 1aquifer is approximately 510,500 cubic feet. Assuming that there is 30 percent porosity in theaquifer, then the total cubic feet of soil in the Area 1 aquifer is approximately 357,000. Usingan iron to soil mass ratio of a 0.5 percent (as was used during the treatability study) for eachinjection point, a soil density of approximately IIJO pounds per cubic ft, then approximately175,000 pounds of H-200 sponge ZVI will be required to hreat the soil.

ATUEARLYrMPLEMENTArON TM-TEXT.DOC 
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Area 2
Based on the anticipated ZVI ROI of 25 feet, 5 points will be used for injection of the ZVI atI ~ ~~Area 2 (Figure 7). The number of points proposed for this area will provide significant ROToverlap to treat groundwater flowing through the available treatment zone and,groundwater flowing through the treatment area should encounter ZVI at some point in theflowpath beoeexiting the area.
Using an average thickness of 4 feet and the total surface area of approximately 9,820 squarefeet (five 50-foot diameter injection areas), the amount of soil within the Area 2 aquifer isapproximately 39,300 cubic feet. Assuming that there is 30 percent porosity in the aquifer,then the total cubic feet of soil in the Area 1 aquifer is approximately 27,500. Using an iron tosoil mass ratio of a 0.5 percent (as was used during the treatability study) for each injectionpoint, a soil density of approximately ioo pounds per cubic ft, then approximately 14,000pounds of H--200 sponge ZVI will be required to treat the soil.

Groundwater Monitoring
Groundwater samples will be collected from monitoring wells up- and downgradient fromeach of the treatment areas before and after injection of the ZVI to establish baselinegroundwater chemistry and geochemnical conditions and to confirm the reduction of thecontaminants in groundwater. Samples will be collected through the use of POD samplersand low-flow groundwater sampling techniques. The methods and procedures used in thefield will adhere as closely as possible to procedures described in the site-specific QualityAssurance Project Plan, the U.S. EPA Region 4 Science and Ecosystems Services Division,ESnvironnen tal Investigations Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Assurance Manual(EISOPQAM), dated November 2001, as well as sampling and purging procedurespresented in Low-Flow (Minimal Drawdown) Groundwater Sampling Procedures (Puls andBarcelona, 1996), Sections 7.2.2 and 7.3.3.

Groundwater samples will be analyzed for VOC constituents as well as geochemicalparameters, including the metals iron, magnesium, manganese, selenium, and arsenic, aswell as calcium, alkalinity, nitrate, and nitrite.

V. Public Notification
A Fact Sheet describing the early implementation of a component of the selected remedywill be produced and distributed to the public in September 2004. The Fact Sheet is forgeneral informational purposes and should present much of the same information containedwithin this technical memorandum. The Fact Sheet will also provide a date for presentationof this information to the public and the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). The date for thepresentation is currently set for October 21, 2004.

ATLJEARLY IMPLEMENTATION4 TMATEXTOODC 
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I ~~Appendix D
Contains summaries of the following documents. Complete copiesI ~~located at Memphis Depot information repositories:

I ~ ~ idng fSiailt oLae hog
Findings of Suitability to Transfer 1, 2, 3 and 4
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'C > ~~~~~FINDING OF SUITABILA1Y TO LEASE
(FOSL)

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION.DEPOT M[EEO[HS

APRIL 1997

I 1~. INTRODUCTION

In my capacity as Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Environmen4 Safety, and-
Occupational Health, I have determined that certain parcels consisting of'4 buildings at Defense
.Disfrt~un Depot Memphs Tennessee Q)DMT) are suitable fo~r lease to the Memphis Redevelopment

andteenvronienLThepurpose of thisFinding OfSuitatilty ToLease(FOSL) is tDdocumcnt
eavironmcntnfy-rclatcdf 6,dings forthe proposed lease propetyandpresetuse restictions as specified
inter.attachedcenvironmental protecton provisions.*

I .~2. PROPERIY DESCRIPTON

A site map of the proposed lease buildings is at enclosure 1. Information regarding eachU ~ ~building addressed in this FOSL is included in Table 1, enclosure 2..

3 ~3. REGULATORY COORDINAflON

The Tenixessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) and the U.S.I ~~Envioonmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IV were notified of the initiation of the POSEL.
-- Regulatory comments received during the FOSL development were reviewed and incorporated

into the document at enclosure 3. All comments received from TDEC and the EPA during reviewt ~~were resolved and incorporated into the FOSL.

4. EXISTING ORDERS/AGREEMENTS

3 ~~~On Octoberl14,1992, the EPA placed DDMT on the Natianal Priority List (NFL) for
environmental restoration. DDMT has since enw~ed inb. c. Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA)I ~~with the TDEC and the EPA. The EPA established regulatory coordination procedures" and a
schedule for environmuental investigation *nd restoration activities.

S. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEMPA) COMPLIANCE

I Th~~~'e environmental impacts Mssociated with leasing the subject faciliffes have been
adequately analyked in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NMA). The3 ~~results of this analysis have been dotumented in the Final Environmental Assessment for Master
,Interim Lease, Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee, dated Septemberl1996.

3 ~~~~The proposed use of this property is consistent with the Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis Reuse Plan. The environmental effects of the rouse activities anticipatedwiider the proposed
lease were determined to not be significant. The proposed lease will not have an adverse efflect on

human health and the environment.I' .2~~~~~~~~~~~~
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''N 6. ENVIROINMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY FINDINGS
* .) ~~A determiination of the environmental condition of the Taeilities has been made in-the5 ~~form of a Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) evaluation, and

Environmental Baseline Survey (BBS), dated September 1996. The infbrmation provided is aI ~~result of a complete search bE agency files during the development of the EBS. The BBS
documents the environmental condition of the property being offered for lease with regard to the
storage, release, or disposal of hazarous substances and petroleum products.

I ~~6.1 -Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The property addressed by this FOSL, is clasified as Department of Defense (DoD)I ~ ~Environmental Condition of Property (ECP) Categories 1, 2, 3, and 4. The &clolitdes ire listMd
according to the appropriate ECP Categories.

3 ~~~~Category I 1: Areas where storage, release, or disposal of hazardous substanlces.or~
petroleum has occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent areas).

3 ~~~~Category 21: Areas where only storage of petroleum products has occurred, but no
release, disposal, or migration has occure&d-

I ~~~~Category 3: Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has
W C' ~~occurred; and at concentrations that do not require a removal or remedial response.

3 ' ~~~Category 4: Areas where release disposal and/or migration of hazardous slbstances has
* ~~~~occurred; and all removal or remedial actions to protecf human health and the

environment have been taken.

I ~~~~The EBS determined that the following 38 facilidies are considered to be ECPtcategory I:
1, 2, 7, 8,9, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 129, 139, 144,145,155,176, 178, 179, 181, 183, 184, 193, 195,U ~~196, 198, 252, 270, 271, 360, 459, 727, 754, 755, 756, 787, 795, T860, S995.

6.2 Hazardous Substances

I. ~~~The EBS determined that I11 of the buildings being offered for lease contain areas
considered as ECP Categories 2, 3, and 4. There is evidence that hazardous substances orI ~~petroleumproducts were stored andreleased at t2 areas witffi aor outside buildings: 2L-0,470,
489, 490, 560, 670, 685, 689, 690, 753, and 756. Releaseswerethe result of spillsinside the
buildings, except building 756 which had a fuel tank outside. The releases were remediated in

* ~~accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. Although hazardous substances were stbred
* ~~or released in the subject facilities, these facilities'can be leasedwithout risk to human health or

the environment and without interference to the.environmentall restoration process. Notification
* ~~of hazardous substance and petroleum product storage, release, or disposal on the property shall5 (N be provided in the lease documents as required by DoD FOSL Guidanep, and is at Table 2,

CiManes In the FY97 Approprimions Act have tlnce chmagesd Iedennflnons of Cotegorn.1 nd 2 to allow the Incilusln orfonncr hnmdous..... .3 g~~~ubstanoc anal pctrolcuwn product stonage cs

3~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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6.3 Asbestos

5 ~~~~~Asbestos surveys indicate asbestos containing materials are present in all of the
buildings proposed for lease with the exception of Buildings 24, 25, 193, 360, and 560. TheI ~~buildings meet all local, state, and federal regulations fbr asbestos a~d do not pose a threat to human
health or the environment. The lease will include the asbestos warning and covenant included in the
Enviroumental Protection Provisions of this FOSL.

3 ~~6.4 Lead-Based Paint (LEP)

Based on their age Ceonstruction prior to 1978). allof the buildingsproposed for
lease are assumed to oQnatn lead-based paint with the exception of BuildingsJ16O and 569., Th
lease will include the lead-base'd paint warning and covenant included in the Enviror .mental Protection

U ~635 Unexploded Ordnance

None of the buildings or surrounding land proposed for lease are known to have,U ~~unexploded ordnance. present.

3 ~7. FINDING oF.SUrrABrMlr TO LEASE

On the -basis of the above results from the site-specific EBS and subsequent
* I, investigations, certain terms, conditions, reservations, restrictions, and notifications are required

forthe proposed lease. Environmnental Protection Provisions are at enclosure S and will be
included in all lease documents. The subject property may be used by the Lessee pursuant to the
termis and conditions specified in the lease, including the use restrictions detailed in the enclosed3 ~~Environmental Protection Provisions, without posing a tiada tobhurnan health and the environment or
interference with environmental remediation efforts Notifications of hazardous substance storage,U ~~release, and disposal on the property shall be provided in the lease documents, as required under
DoD FOSL Guidance.

Eased on the'infornat=z detailed in the BBS and references cited therein,!I haveE ~~concluded that all lDepartment of Defense requirements to reach a Finding of Suitability to Lieas
have been fully met for the subject properieis.

~da Raymnd]. Fatz

3 4 ~~~~~~~~~OASA(I,L&E)

4
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I . ~~~FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO. LEASE-

* ~~~~~~~(FOSL)

* ~~~~~~Parcel 5. 1, Parcel 5. 2, Parcel 30. 1

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

(FOSL Number 2)

3 ~~~~~November 5, 1997
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'C 1~. PURPOSE

3 ~~~~~The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Lease (FOSL) is to document the
environmental suitability of certain parcels of propprty at Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, Tennessee for leasing to the Depot Re-devilopment Corporation consistent with
the Department of Defense (DOD) and Anny policy. In addition, this FOSL identifies use
restrictions 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. Uses of the
nropertv will be restricted to ligt industry storage. sorting operations. receivingt
packagin and shipping. support activities, mechanical shop to SwRnOrt material handlinn3 ~~~equipment. recreation. welfbre activities. training. education, and general office,

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTON

I ~~~~~The proposed property to be leased consists of 3.39 acres t hat include three
buildings. The three buildings are identified as Building 274 (CT' Street Cafeteria), Building
T272, and Building 925. A site map of the property proposed to be leased can be found at

enclosure 1.

Ic ~3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDMON OF TUE PROPERTY-

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based
on the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Report, datedI ~ ~~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 the CERFA Letter Report and EBS. The following documents alsoI ~ ~~provided infbrmation on environmental canditidns of the property: Final RemedialInvestigation Report (Law Environmental, August 1990), Final Environmental Assessment
for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech, September 1996), Remedial Investigation Soil3 ~~~Sampling Letter Report (CH2M Hil May 1997), OU - 3 and OU - 4 Field Sampling Plans
(CH2M Hill September 1995), RCRA Facilities Assessment (A.T. Kearnay, Inc., January
1990), and the Installation Assessment (USAEH.A4 March 1981).

1 ~~~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 specific buildings and/or parcels are as follows:

U ' ~~~~~ECP Category 3: Parcel 5.1 to include Building T272
HOP Category 4: Parcel 30.1 that is Building 9253 HO~~~~EP Category 6: Parcel 5.2 to include Building 274

A summazy of the ECP Categories fir specific buildings or parcels is provided in
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Table 1 - Description of Property (enclosure 2).

3 ~~~3.2 Storage, Release, Treatment or Diposal or Hazardous Substances

It was determined that no hazardous substances were stored, released, or disposed
in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities in Building 1272. Accordingly,
there is no need for any notification of hazardous substance storage, release, treatment, or
disposal for this building.

It was determined that even though no hazardous substances were released or
disposed in Building 274 in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities, there was3 ... ~a possible previous spill involved with this are. Building 274 was constructed on a-former

* ~~~transformer storage area. Prior to construction of the cafeteria, a spill probably occurred in
this area as evidenced by the informiation obtained from the CH2M Hil sampling conducted
in 1997. One out of five.samnpl~s'taken indicate a level of PCB's in the grassy areaU ~ ~~immnediately sutrounding the cafeteria slightly above the Residential Risk Based ----

Concentration (RBC) for soil ingestion (1.39 mglkg vs 0.83 mgtkg). DDE, DDT, DDD,3 ~~~and Dieldrin levels found in the five samples were all below the RBC for soil ingestion.

It was determined that even though no hazardous substances were released or
* ~~~disposed in Building 925 in excess of the 40 CFR Fart 373 reportable quantities, there was

a previous spill 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 flanmmble materials and petroleum

concrete bermed area was covered with a fabric tension structure that was calledpoutweesrdinaerhnadtencceebnedra.Aoe tieah
spandome. This building was labeled Building T925., OnJanuary 19, 1988, during a periodU ~ ~~of inclement weather (windlrain), the spandome colfapsed resulting in a release of
hazardous substances in the bermed area. In order to safely remove the collapsed laminate
roof and associated steel girders, the bermed area needed to be emptied. Two tanker trucks3 ~~~with pumps removed approximately 36,000 gallons of product and rain water that had
accumulated. The following isaflist of the impacted products and the 40CFR Part 373
reportable quanitity associated with them:. Toluene C1.000 pounds), Xylene (100 pounds),
Methyl Ethyl Ketone (5,000 pounds), Methyl IsoButyl Ketone (5,000 pounds), Acetone
(5,000 pounds), and Isopropyl Alcohol (5,000 pounds). It was later determined that
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 40CFR Part 373 reportable quantity of 100 pounds (13.92 gallons)
and/or Toluene to exceed the 40CFR Part 373 reportable quantity of 1,000 pounds (1373 ~~~~gallons).

Temporary Building 925 was replkced in 1993/1994 with Building 925. While
* ~~~Building 925 stored hazardous materials (acetone, methyl ethyl ketone, methanol, ethanol)
* ~~~ and petroleum products, it was determined that there was no evidence of any release or

disposal in excess of 40 CPUR Part 373 reportable quantities. A summary of the buildings int
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I C' ~which hazardous substances were stored, released, or disposed in excess of 40 CFR Part
373 reportable quantities is provided in Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance and
Petroleum Products, Storage, Release, or Disposal (enclosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

U ~~~3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum or Petroleum Products

There is no evidence that any petroleum or petroleum products were stored,U ~ ~~released, or disposed at the properties listed in this FOSL except fbr' the area involving
Building 925. Building 925 was built on the former earthen and then concrete bernned area
of X - 25 and Building T925. There is no evidence that. any petroleum or petroleumI ~ ~~products were released or disposed in this area. The January 19, 1988 spill did not contain
petroleum products. A summary of the building or area in which petroleum or petroleum
products were stored, released, or disposed is provided in Table 2 - Notification of

Hazardous Substances and Petroleum Products Storage, Release, or Disposal (enclosure 3).3 ~~3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (IST/AST)

The BBS 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.I i.-> ~There is no evidence of petroleum contamuination at these sites,

I. ~~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 the3 ~~~location of a former storage area for electrical transformers that contained PCB's. During
the Installation Assessment conducted in March 1981, two transfbrmers 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

assumed to be prior to 1981. Activities ceased in the mid-1980's because of the
construction of the new DD)MYcafeteria,.

U ~~~~~Surface soil sampling in the grassy areas surrounding Building 274 revealed one out
of five samples indicating a slightly elevated level of PCB (Aroclor - 1260) above the3 ~~~residential risk-based concentration for soil ingestion (1.39 mg/kg vs 0.83 mg/kg). There is
no swttce exosure. This site is a -candidate for an early removal action or Baseline Risk
Assessment to support a Record of Decision for No Further Action. A restriction
associated with this Building will be that no digging (soil disturbance) will be allowed in any
of the grassy areas surrounding the 'T' Street Cafeteria without the express permission of

The lease will include t.he PCBE notification provision included in the Environmental
Protection Provisions (enclosure 4).
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3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and
January 1994) indicate asbestos containing materials (ACM) are present in Building 274.
The tile mastic contained 3% to 5% chrysotile. 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 included in the Environmental Protection3 ~~~Provisions (enclosure 4).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

I ,B a~~~~Bsed on the age of Buildings 925 and 274 (constructed after 1978), they are
presumed to contain no lead-based paint. The canstruction date of Building T272 (lumber
storage shed) was 1942, and therefore it is presumed to contain lead-based paint.

No residential use is to be permiitted under the, terms of the leaset

I ~~~~~The lease will include, the lead-based paint warning and covenant included in the
Environmental Protection Provisions (enclosure 4).

3.7 Radiological Sources or Contamilnation

There is no evidence that the Army or DDMT used or stored radioactive sources on3 ~~~~the property listed in this FOSL.

3.8 Radon

In keeping with DOD policy 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 accordance 'with regulations in the following residential structures at DDMT1:
Buildings 17.6, 179, 181, and 184. Radon was not detected above the EPA residential3 ~~~~action level of 4 picocuries per liter (,pCi/L) in these buildings.

3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

U ~~~~~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.

I ~-.. 3.10 Other Hazardous Conditions
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E ~~~~ ~There are no other knogwn hazardous conditions that present a threat to human health

or the environment.

4. REMEDIATION

In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed DDMTf
on the 'National Priorities List (NFL) for environmental restoration. DDMT has sind~e
entered into a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) with the Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservaition (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental contamnination on the
property does not present a hazard to leasing the property. In addition, environmental
conditions on adjacent property do not present a hazard to the .lcasing of" the property.I-.. ~~Regulators have concurred with DDMT that the property-does not pose risks. above-levels
deemed piptective provided that the property is used fbr the proposed purpose. The lease
will include a provision reserving the Army's right to conduct remediation activities in the
Environmental Protection Provisions (enclosure 4).

S. REGULATORY COORDINATION

I ~~~~~TDEC and EPA Region 4 were notified of the initiation of the FOSL. Regulatory
commients received during the FOSL development and the BRAC Cleanup Team meetings
were reviewed and incorporated as appropriate. All commnents received from TDEC andI- ~~the EPA during the review process were resolved and incorporated into the FOSL. No

written comments were received from the public.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE
AND CONSISTENCY WITHI LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed lease of the property have been.1 ~ ~~adequately analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The results of this analysis have been documented in the Final Environmental AssessmentI ~~~for Master Interim Lease, Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee, dated

- ~~~September 1996. The environmental effects of the activities anticipated under the proposed
lease were deternined not to be significant.

I ~~~~~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 praperty3 ~~~set forth in the Memphis bepot Redevelop ment Plan dated May 1997.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

I ~~~~On the basis of the above results from the site-specific 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 areUrN ~~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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I - ~~FhINDU40 OF su~rABILn TO LEAsE

* ~~~~~~~~(POSL)

Parcel 4.12 and Parcel 27.2

*Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

(FOSL Nu mber 3)

N ~~~~~~~~~May 20) 1998
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The purpose of' this Plpding Of Suitability To Lease OFOSL) is to document the

envlromnmwtal suitability of certain puce1; of property at Defease Distribution Depot Memphis,

Teommess (DD~MT) fin leasing to the Depot Ra dvolopment COIPrpombo (DP.C condowtnt With

the Deparitnont ofDefena (DOD) ajid Azmny polity. The expected reuse of th.s properties co as

* ~~~follows: Building 251 - Ponfion of a Police Department Preinct. auilding 972 - Wood Pallet

* ~~~Production. 3xpected rwse includes light [udusky, stoxage or gencl officei use, Ja addition,
ths PO5t identifies us restbIctions as specified in the text and attached Environientatl

-. Protoction. PYovidOI2B (Enolsu S).nccsary to'protect human health or the ervironmwnt and to

2.. ?PoER6P TYt SCRYPTON

I - The~~17 proposed property to be leased consists of 6352 ao that in$l~dd tWO BPRAC Parcels.
The two parcels am identiacaA as 4.12 (Building 251) mnid 27.2 (BuildIng 972>. A site mnap of

3, NVIRONMENTA:L cONDITION OIF THE PROPERTY

Adetermination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on

the Community Environmental Rusponse Facilitation Act (CERA) Letter. Rtport, dated

fleccmnbe 5, 1996 and an Envlronmenetfl Baseline SurveY (BBS), dated. Nov6mbcr 6, 1996. The

informatiomi providcd is a result of a complete search of agenoy files during the development of

I the~qL CERFA 1_etter R~eport and Ens. This tilowing'documnents also provided infonnation on

eaviranmental conditions of the ProPerty. Draft Final BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-

FE, November 1997), Asbestos Reinspoction (DPC-WP. QOctober 1996), Final EnviraonmentalI ~ ~~Assessment for Master Interim. Lease (Tetra Tecl, September 1996), Remedial investigation Soil

Sampling Letter Report (CH-2M'Hill, May 1997), OtT - 2 and OtT - 3 FIeld Sampling Plans

(CH2M HilL, September 1995). Asbestos Idcntification. Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and

3anuary 1994).. RORA Facilities Assessment (A.T. Kcearay, 1nA. January 1990), :Final

Remedial Invea82gAtco Report (LAW BnAVfonmental, August 1990) and the installation
Assessmnent QJSAA, March 1981).'

3 ~~~3.1 - nvlronmental Conaitiou of I?roperty Categories

Thocproperties that are being considered for lease arc atassified as DOD Environmental

Condition, of Property (P).Category 4. The ECP cutegorcy for the specific buildings and/ar:

I pa~~~~RCPl ra ma goryo4s: Puarcl 4.12 Building 251 only

BC? Category 4. Parcedl7 Building 92ol

3 (AN ~~~A aummary of the EC? Categories for the speciflo building Is provided in Table I -

Identification Of Property rind Envlronenwtal Conditions (Enclosuro 2),

H ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~FOSL -Page 1 M4ay 20. 1998
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3.2 Storage, Release, Treatinont or~isposat of Hazardous Substances

It was dctenniued 'gm theme is un0 evidmme 0tat haardous substances wore storwd or
disposed in Thilldlng 251. However, IL oflO squawfoot floor drain was samplvd. and found to
contain sediment with levels of con= c& r Lwd end Poly Arnmatio Hydrormtoap. in
accordance with directon from ithe SOT, the sedimentwas remcivcd ficon the floor druim The
floor drain was then filled witb concrate.

3 Th~~~uliding 972 stored flammables. solvents, End waste oils, Knovvn weleues in this
bvildb4S are addrsased In, psagrapi3.31, -Storag Releane, or Disposal-of Parlcium or
Petroleum Products.

A su~mmy of the buildings io whichbazrdaua suscMwr .sord ram or

disposed in ec~css of 40 CPH Fait 373 retportable quantities Is provided in Table 2 - Notification
of Hazardous Substance StoraeRelease. orDisposni(Enolosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

I A ~~3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum or Petroleum Products

It was determined that petroleum products Were used in BuildingZ5l. Building 251
housed a smiali enginelequlpment shop area and a cawhflnio's work pit that contained a small
suamp. There is no evidenoc of any pofroleum products being released or disposed in this area.

The mechanic's work pit and snurp were filled with concrete. priorto 1976.

It was determined that petroleum products were stared in Building 972 and releases
occurred. Operational spills were: cleaned when'they occurred. In addition, oil stained areas
were observed dluring a visuali inspection to faclitate the Screening Sites Field Sampling Plan
(CJ*2,M THil 1995). Building 972 has been retrofitted with the floor being cleaned and sealed
with new flooring material.

A stumwmay -gf the buLl4Inp or mm In which petrolein or petrolenn products were-
stortd, released, or disposed is *revldcd in 'Table 3 - Nlotification ofPeilusPrdcstoa.

3.3.2 Underground and Abovo.-Grouza4Storage Tunis (USTIAST~)

There was no svidence tlat arty petroleum or petroleu products wera stored in

USTs/ASTe an toe properties listed in this POSL-

IN~~~~~~~~~~~~~~VS ae2 ~ 0.9,
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C ~~3 Polydilorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

There at U pa s Pc ntni r frm or otht P08 containing equipment, exop
hemeegiy, udedfluresent i~bdb ell that mcay coyntain PCLx. located 6u the prwpexty

listed in tic POSE.. Tbzrc to no evidence thwo ballaWt have leaked- There in no evidence ofI ~~=nnxamedlW telees ofPC equipmaent. The lease will include the PCD notification provision
Included in the !i1vlzoxnental ?ttection Provisions (HAc0OsUTa 5).

I . ~3. Asbestos

Th SEBS and. the Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering. Dooopiber 1993 and Jan2uar

1994> iudicoM ar~osoda onta~ining rnnteiama(ACM) ic res~enet In Dull4ngsti 2S Iand.972.

Ax4,cstos findings In Building 261 were os follows;

I E~~~~oilerlflua Insulation: Miaterial contained 35% arnosite and ¶00% to 200% chrysotile.
Material was in. good condition with minimal damage dna to niatural deterioration and
maintenance activity. Boiler/fluo insfulation removed In 1995.

I ~~~Thermal System Pipe Insulatiorn Contained 35% to 40% amosite and 8% to 25%
cbz-ysotilo- Materiel was in goad condition with minimal damage due to natural deterioration andI ~~~naintentanca activty. Insulation removed in 1995.

Ediler Door Insulation: Contained 35% to 55% chrysotile.. Material was in good3 ~~condition with minor natural deterioration. Insulation removed In 1995.

Exterior Window Patty: Contained 41% to 7% chrysotiLe. Material was in fair to poor
condition due to physical damage and natural detezioration.

9 X 9 Floor Tile: Tfile and mastic in the restrooms contained 20% to 2.5% chrysotil~e.

Material was non-friable and in good condition.

PofFlashiug Material used to scal the mof perimeter and all roof *penctratonn
contained SON clnysotUe. Material was non-fluahie and In good condition.

I ~~Aszb eatn findings in EuildIng 91 were as fbilowa:

* ~12.X12/9X9FloorTLie., Twolayersota~sbetsoontalningflaortielannflhlclfthlw
office andbreakzaoromontainzd 10% to 25% abrysotfie. Matexialwas in good condition.

9 X P) Belge VinW Floor Tile: Vinyl floor tib instaflle in -the office area of BayS5

contained 30% cbrysotile. iatarialwasano-frmablc and ingoodocondition.

* 9 X 9Ploor ile: Vinl fllhoortand mastiotistaled in theoffcearce.of Bay5L ~~contained 2S% chrysotile Material was non-Blab!. and in good condifion.

VOSL -Papgo3 May 20.1998
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I ~ ~~~~a Cenwt Adbetos Pioducts: Cement asbeatoR board installed oni4he0 ceiling and wall area
of theshop in BLy 6 contaned. ISV. chrywotile. Maeral was in faircon~dition wit niodorate

damag80 due to flIntUelfllOcflaoitty. Boardsxremolfved in 1998.

The ACM does not ucurenl pose, a threat to human healt Or toe environment becanse

u ~ ~ hm! n ial sbso.Telease wllincludB the asbestos warning and covenant Included In

3.6 Lead-Daged Paint (131

£ B~~~~ased on the upe of Enildinup 972 and 251 (constructed ptior to 1978), toey are

presumed to contain lead-based pint. No resdentia use is to be pormittod unde t ili terms of

the lonse. The, leame sal -inclade Om leadtbased. pdInt warning and covenant included in the

Eaviroximenltal Protcclin. Provisions aEnnia sure 5).

I.. ~3.7 Rad~fib1ogical Sources oi Contaminlaton

There is no evidence that the Army or DDMT used or stored radiocative sources on the

Iproperty listed it tis FOSL.

3.8. Radon

5 ~~~~in k~e~piXg with DOD policy to not perforrm radon assenument andi mitigatiou prior to

transfer of BRAC proPrtLY, therm were no radon surveys conducted in the buildings in this iFOSL.

Radon surveys were conducted in accordance with regulations in the following residential

structares at DDMT:, Buildings 176, 179, 181, and 1S4. Radon was not detected above the

Environmerntal Protection Agency (EPA) residential action level of 4 picoenries. per liter
(pIJL) in these buildings.

1 iS~3. Unexploded Ordnance

Based an areviow of wexiting records and available infannalion, nono of toe buildings or

surrundng andproose fu lie ae known to contain imxpladed corsdna~.

£ ~~~3.10 Other H3azardous Conditions

Threm are no other known hazardous conditions that present a threat to human health or

tho unviloninwit

U-I
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I ~4. REMIDIATION

In October 1992, the U.S. EPA placed DDMT au the Natlonal Priorites List (NpL) for
wvanmiotental reatoration. DDMT Ws since entered into a Pod crl Facilities Agreement (PMA)
with the Twnessec Departmnent of Environment and Consorvalou (IWE) and the EPA.
Envltromwntel dontamInation on the proparty does not present a haz-ard to leaing the property.I ~~In addition, envirxvnmmntal conditions on edjaeat propet do not presnit a hazard to the leasgu
of the property. R~egulators have concurredvwith IDDMT that the property does not pose risks
above levels deemhed pzctototive provided that fth propmWy is used for the proposed ptuapose. No
reuwdiatdcn Is ounrenily unmrwuy orplamiat. The lease wAll include a provisiont resrving theI ~~Army's righ to conduct remnediation activities in theBEuvironmezital Proteoflon ?xoviuions

56 REGULATORY C OORDINATION

5 I~~~~DEC and EPA Region 4 weiw noified'of the initiation of Ibis POSE. kegulatmy
corruents rereived during the POSL development and the BVLC Cleantup Team maeetings were
reviewed and incorporated as appropriate. 'ih FOSL was discussed With public at the Yantiry
22, 1998 Recstoratiaxt Advisory Board meeting. Ng verbal or writtent comments were received

f~rom. the public.

* ~6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMILIANCE AND
(C" ~CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed lease of the property have been.
adequately analysed 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 Lease, Defense Distribution Depot Memnphi, Tennessee dated September 1996. The
enwironmnental effects of' the activities anticipated under the proposed lease were determined not

to be significant.

£ ~~T'he propoied lease addroe~dby this FORLis consistent with the ee caltematives staed
inthe above referenced NBPA docaumet and with the butsnded reuse of the propefly svt forth. in

the Memphis Depot Redevelopmnent Plan dated May 1997.

5 ~7. ENnImONAWNTAL PROTECOTION PROVISIONS

On'th basis of thm above rtsults from the site-spccific 128, any siubsequent or additional3 ~~investigations, anrvays. or studies Identified in the FMS, and ineslmdn of toe intcundd
use of the property. certain teims, cau.d1tiona, reservadons, and restriotions are required for the
proposed loasm The Envirortmentsi Protaotlrin provisions reat Enclosure 5 aud will he
i-noluded In the proposed lease ftnd all sublesses.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~FOSL - Pago 5 May 20.1998



3 ,Ub~'rI/voa,00 ;-to 17U014OuO 27

883 342.

8. flDING'OF SUITABUAIT TO LRASUI

Based on the information dstailed in the £38, the rae~wuces cited therein, and this

I FINDING O1P SUITABUAY TO LEASE6 I Wae concluded that all Dopnneint of Dlefense

requ*rmens to reachb a FOINDIN OF WnABltM To LE.ASE have been fuully inst for th.

s5ect Properties. The subject PrWpetY is sultUIIIG Q IBM8 byj the Lessee for thd intendedj
pmrpose, nubj et to the teMn. conditions rcsevatiOiis, gad resbift o;fl set fikrth in the

Envi.ronetl pwotction Provision. atwobtd to tie YSL. without poding an uureasomblo viak
to homan health or tli environmetand wiftbatit ltefzecewith tho e0w ntal remnedistlon.£ p~~ma cat Defenso Distribution Depot MemphisB, Tennessaec, and the uses contemplate Eor the

lease wre consistent with pmotection, of human health and the erwirounment

I ~~~As requied by CE3RCLAwsetln120(bX(3lCS), I havdetemined i~lthaitoEnvhnwrtal
Protection Pray wons of the leas and the tong of ft leas provedd adequate uamiuranou that the

'United States wlll take ay additiotal rcmedWa action found to bo'necesasmy to. protect baman

3 ~~health and the envhonrnient with repect to am hazardous subsancxes rmiunamg on. gm propexty

on the date of the lease wbich has notbeen take on the date Of the leas*-

I ~ ~~~Notification of hazadous substanne ar petroleum product storage, release, treatmw t, or

disposal on the property, Table 2 - Nlotification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release,
Trealmrent or Disposal (Etnolosuro 3) and Tabolc 3 - Notiflcuation of Petroleunm Products Storage,

Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4) shaU be provided in the lease documents, as required under toe

DlOD FOSL.Guidance.

3 (C~~~~~~treC.Polonl, dSo

Deputy Chief of Staff for Engineering, Housing,I B~~~~~~~~~~~~nvironmental. and Installation Logistics

7 Enclosures
Endl I Sltc Map~ofProposed IAaMCArmI ~~End 2 Table 1 - Idcntii~cslicn ofProperty met Environmental Condition
Enrd 3 Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Eaeae. or Disposal

Enol 4 Tiblo 3 eflotciticton ofP~h6etlUM~mdliot Stownge. Releaso OrDIBposki
lEncl 5 Envirarnmental Protection Provisions

Endc 6 Regiulatory/P abli Cornmefts and Responses

FOSL - Pago 6 May 20.1998
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FIN]DING OF SUITABILITY TO LEASE

I ~~~~~~(FOSL)

I ~~~~Parcel 4.4, Parcel 4.5, Parcel 4.6, Parcel 4.7,
Parcel 4.8, Parcel 4.9, Parcel 4. 10, Parcel 4. 11, Parcel 4.13

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

(F-OSL number 4)

* ~~~~~~~~July 8, 1998
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I ~ 1.PURPOSE

The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Lease (FOSL) is to document the
environmental suitability of Parcels 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) fir leasing to the Depot
Redevelopment Corporation (DRC) for light industry, storage or general office use
consistent with De partment of Detbnse (DOD) and Army policy. This FOSL has been
developed in accordance w~ith the DRC's Reuse Plain. In addition, the FOSL identifies use
restrictions as specified in the attached Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5)
necessary to protect human health or~the environment and to prevent interference with any
existi ing or planned environmental restoration activities.

£ ~~~2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed prioperty to be leased c6nsists of 5.93 acres that inclu~des nine (9)
parcels (4A4445,4.6,4.7,4.8,4.9,4.A0,4.l1 and 4.13). Included in these parcels ire
nine (9) buildings (Buildings 253, 254, T256; 2574 260, '1261, 263, 265 and 273), one pad3 ~~~(Pad 267) and one open area. The opeil land area contains Buildinigs ¶256 and T261.
Site maps of the property proposed to be leased can be found at Enclosure 1.

1,.... 3. E"WIONMENTAL CONDITON OF THE PROPERTY
A determination of the environmen tal condition of the facilities has been made

based on the Community Environmental Responwe Facilitation Act (CEREAL) LetterI ~~~Report dated December 5, 1996 and an Environmental Baseline Survey (BBS) 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 environmi~ntal conditidns of the property: Draft Final BRAC
Cleanup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-FE, November'1t997), Asbestos Reinspection (DDC-WP,
October 1996), Final Environmental Assessment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech,

Septmbel99),Iomeialnvetig.4oSp.SanpfLetterReport (CH2MHiEllMay
* ~ ~~.1Sepembe, 199),anedo ial~3v~stega'ozkS o infl.Sa HMpzIs September .1995), Asbestos':

Identification S~je (idkqidn f)aVib&]9 iiaauazy 1994), RCRAFaciltes£ ~~~~Assessment (A4T.: ean'',Ir". Thfal b'-:ugRiemedial Investigation Report
(LAW Environmentall, August I V990j'd th6ltallation Assessment (USAEHA, March

I 1931). ~3.1 Environmiental Con'dltlnof P?"rojerty Categories

3 ~~~~~The Department of Defentse (DOD)'En~vironmental Condition of Property (ECP)
I Categories for the prdpertiesara Tlosks<s.

ECP Category-I: Budi253 only ' ..

FOSL - Page 1 July 8, 1998
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C' ~~~ECP Category 3: Parcel 4:8 Building 263 only5 .~~~~~~~~~~Prcl44 Building 260 only

ECP Category 4: Parcel 4.13 - Building 265 only

3 ~~~~~ECP Category 6: Parcel 4.6 - Building 254 and surrounding area
Parcel 4.7 - Building 257 and surrounding area

ECP Category 7:~ Parcel:4.l10 - Buildink 273 and surrounding area
Parcel 4.9 - Pad 267 and surrunding area
.Parcel 4.5 - consisting of Buildings T256 and T1261 plus all5 - ~~~~~~~~landareas inParcel4 exceptthosevvithihPaxvels'4.6, 4.7,,
4.'9 and 4.lO05 . ~A summary of the ECP.Categouies for speciic buildings or pariels is provided in TablelI

-Descriptioft of Property (Enclosure 2).

3. ~~~~~3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substan ces.

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 assumed this storage was in excess of theU <~~~ 40 CFRPart 373 reportable quantities. Hazardous substances ,were released in Buildings

254, 257, 260, 273, Pad 267 and other areas in Parcel 4.5 Surrounding Buildings 253, 263
and T256. It. is assumed, unless otherwise noted, releases were in excess of the 40 CFR3 ~ ~~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 theI ~ ~~tenant adheres to. the Environmental Protection Pravisions (Enclosure 5) with particular
reference to Provision 14 regarding ground distrubing activities. These activities shall not
be allowed witho ut prior wuitten approval from the Government. A summary of theU ~ ~~buildings or area in whlchhazatdlous substances activities occurred is provided in Table 2
-N~ification'of~azardbtii Sulitbiic~Sto~rage:Rel(~ase drDisposal (Enclosure 3)..-

3.3 Petroleum an~d Fektimeui 'Products
3.3.1 Storage, Release or Disposhi of Petrvletun Products

I ~~~~Petroleurh liroductst'&eere sto~ed in Buildings 253, 254, T256, 257 and the open
grassy area in Parcel 4.5 directly south of Building 257. .It is assumned this storage was in3 ~~~excess~of55 gallons., Petroleum products were released in Building 257 aid the
surrounding pea as well as the open grassy area in-Parcel 4.5 directly south of Building
257. It is assumed, unleissother:wis'e noted, tIhese r~el~eases were in excess of 55 .gallons.

Therela~eof. I e'm-tpldud'ii&~~as either remediitd at the time of the release, or i
cufetr ider. evaluati~ibasip'arti btt he- installation testoratloil pogram. There is no risk

- ~~to human health and the environment so long as the tenant~adheres to the Environmental

FOSL - Page 2 Jaiy S. 1998
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to human health and the environment so long as the tenant adheres to the Environmental
* ~~~Protection Ptovisions (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. An underground storage tank removal project for Parcel
4.5 is scheduled for the summer of 1998 and will include all associated piping and any
petroleum contamninated soil. A summary of the buildings or area in which petroleumI ~~~products were stored or released 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)

3 . ~~~There are two (2) underground storage tanks and two (2) aboveground storage
tanks (UST/AST) on the property that were used for storage of petroleum products.
There is no evidence of petroleum product releases at the Mofowing UST/AST sites: the
I 18,000-gallon LJST gasoline tank (converted to diesel in 1995) and the 20,Q0O-ghl~onUST
gasoline tank inttalled in 1984 south of Building 257, the two (2) 1,000-gallonAST
gasoline tafiks (one was convented to diesel in 1995) located adjacent to Building 257. A
summary of the building or areas in which petroleum product activities occurred is
provided in Table 3 -Notification of Petroleum Products Storage, Release or Disposal
(Enclo sure .4).

1,. ~~~3.4 Polyclulorinated 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 is no evidence of unremediated PCB releasesg ~~~from these ballasts.

3.5 Asbestos

3 ~~~~~The EDS and the Asbestos Identificatioa Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and'
*Thnubry 1994).indicate Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) are present in the fbMowing'g ~~~buildings:

Building 260: Thermal System Pipe Insulation (to include joints)
Cement Ceiling Panels
Exterior Window Putty

~~~>1 ~~~~~~12 x 12 Mloor Tiles and Mastic'3 - ~~~~Building 254: Cement Asbestos Panels
Felt Paper RoofingMaterial

Building 257: 12 x 12 Vuij'l Floor Tiles ...-Er- ~ ~~~~~~Asphalt Built Up Roofing andRoof Flashing

F0SLI - Page 3 July B. 1998
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IC-' ~ ~~Building 253: Exterior Window Frame Putty
12 x 12 Vinyl Fioor Tile

Thermal System Pipe Insulation

Building 265: Boiler Flue InsulationI ~~~~~~~~~Thermal System Pipe Insulation (to include joints)
Interior Boiler Door Insulation
9 x9 Floor Tile5 ~~~~~~~~~12 x 12Floor Tile
Roof Flashing

£ ~~~~~Building 273:.- No Survey Completed - Structure is a tin and wood shed;
assumed no ACM present

Building T25 6: No Survey Completed - Structure is a tin and wood. shed-,I - ~~~~~~assumed no ACM present

3 ~~~~~Bufilding T261: No Survey Completed - Structure erected in 1993;
* ~~~~~~~assumed no ACM present

3 ~~~~Tpe 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 covenant5 ~~~included in the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LIIP)

3 ~~~~Based on the age of the buildings (constructed pnior to 1978), the following buildings
are presumed to contain lead-based paint: Buildings 260, 254, 257, 253, 265, 273, 1256,I. ~~and 263. The lease will include the Lead-based paint warning and covenant provided in the
Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

3.7 RadIological Materials

I ~ ~~~There is no~evidence that the Department of Diefinse used orstored radioactive
materials on the property.

1 ~~~3.8 Radon

In keeping with DOD policy to not perform radon assessment and mitigation prior, to
transfer of BRAC propertythere were no radon surveysrconducted in the buildings in this' W4 Y.
FOSL..

£ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~FOSL - Page 4 July 8, 1998
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3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

I ~~~~~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 hazardous conditions that present an unacceptable-
threat to human health or the environment on the property.

I. ~4 REMIEDIATION

In October 1992; the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed DDMT
on the National. Priorities List (NPL) for environmental restoration. DDMr..hats sinceI ~ ~~entered into a Federal Facilities Agreement (FPA) with the Tennessee Depahttm'ent of-
Environment and Conservation (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental coii tnton on
the property described in this document does not present a hazard to leas in-it'. 'InI ~ ~~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 Dlisposal (Enclosure 3) and Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage,

* <~~N Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4) provide details regarding environmental conditions for
each individual parcel or building contained within this FOSL. Regulators haVe concurred

wtb DDM12 that Buildings 253, 260, 263 and 265 do not pose risks above levels deemed
proectveprovided that the property is us'ed for the proposed purpose and the lessee

strictly adheres to the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5). Buildings 254
and 257 and the surrounding areas shall be remnediated during the Parcel 4.5 underground
storage tank removal project scheduled for the summier of 1998 and will not pose risks
above levels deemed protective provided the property is used for the proposed purpose.
The remaining property consisting of Building 273 and surrounding area, Building T261,
Building T256, Pad 267 and sunrounding area as well as the remiaining open areas do not'
pose risks above levels deemed.protective provided that the pzbpetty:is tzseitthe -

proposed purpose and the lessee tricytlyh t~~~i''etdiif~do--'-".

I ~~~odc eeitinatvte nteEnvironmental Prbtection Provisiods (EncloureS5).

5. REGUILATORY/PUBLIC COOR]DINATION .tq~

The U.S,. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the public weie notified of t.ineitiationi of the
FOSL. Regulators have reviewed this FOSL and provided comments. .,TheseicommentsI ~~~have been reviewed and incorporated as appropriate.. Regiiiatuory/pubri~c'dxinents and . p

repose aeprovided in n.l .r -
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6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE ANlD
CONzSITENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

U ~~~~~The environrmental impacts associated with proposed lease of the prope rty have
been adalyzed in accord ance with the National Envirornmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
results of this analysis have been documented in the Final Envirmnmental Assessment forI ~ ~~Master Interim Lease. Defense Distribution Depot Mempltls, Tennessee, dated September
1996. The environments]effects of the acvitliesantiipamed under theproposed leas
were detert~ied not to be slgnlfiant. In addition, the proposed use of the property is
cornsistint with the Intended reuse of theproperty set fornh in the Depot Redevelopment
Corporation Reuse Plan.

U ~~7. ENVIRONMENTALPFROTh InON PROVISIONS

On the basis of the above results from thesitc-specfic LBS and other'
* nvironmedital studies and in consideradon oft~he intended uieof theproperty, cetalin

ternis'and conditions are required for the proposed lease. These terms and conditions are
set forth in'the attached Environtmentatl Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) and will be

included in the lease.

* S. FIANDING1 OF SUITABILITY TO LEASE

* ~~~~~Based on the above information, I have concluded that all Department of Defense
(DOD) requirements to-reach a Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) to the DepotI ~ ~~Redevelopmcnt Corporation for light industrial use hive been fully met for the property
subject to the terms and conditions in the attached Environmiental Protection Provision
(Enclosure 5). As required by CERCLA section) 120(h)(3)(B), I have determined that the5 ~~~~property is suitable for lease for the intended purpose, the uses contemplatdd for the lease
are. consistent with protection of human heafth and the environment, and there are
adequ~ate assurances that the United States will take any additional remedial action Lounad
to be necessary. that has not bee thaken on the date of the lease..

rI

'As required under the DOD POSL Guidance, notification ofhazardous substance3 ~~~activities and petroleum. product'activities shall be provided in the lease ddcuments. Refer
toTable 2 - Notificaition' of Hazardous Substance Storage, Rewae or Disposal (Enclosure

3)adTable 3 - Notification of' Petroleum Product Storage, Dklease or Disposal .

I ' 9 '~~~~~~~WoOf ti~ung e Chief ofStaff
* For neangHausring, Envircpmientq ±dI * ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Installation Logistics

7 Enclosures
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5 ~~~~FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO LEASE

(FOSL)

Parcel 8.1, Parcel 8.2, Parcel 8.3

Parcel 8.4, Parcel 8.S

I ~~~~Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

3 ~~~~~~~(FOSL Number 5)

1 ~~~~~~~~~July 8, 1998
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The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Lease (POSE.) is to document the
environmental suitability of Parcels 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4 and 8.5 at the Defense Distribution DepotI ~ ~Memphis, Tennessee (DDMI) for leasing to the Depot Redevelopment Corporation (DRC) forlight industry, storage or general office use consistent with Department of Defense (DOD) andI ~~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 Environmental
Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) necessary to protect human health and the environment and

to prevent interference with shy existing or planned environmental restoration actisities.
2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed property to be leased consists of 17.6 acres that includes five (5) parcels.
Included in these parcels are four (4) buildings (Buildings 229, 230, 329 and 330) and the open
land area surrounding these buildings. Site maps of the property proposed to be leased can be3 ~~found at Enclosure 1.

3. ENVIRONM[ENTAL CONDITION OF THE PROPERTY

I •~~~~ A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Report dated3 ~~December 5, 1996 and an Environmental Baseline Survey (BBS) 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,I ~ ~November 1997), Asbestos Reinspection (DDC-WP, October 1996), Final Environmental
Assessment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech, September 1996), Ordnance and Explosive
Waste/Chemic~al Warfare Materials Archives Search Report (U.S. Army Corps of'Engineers,I ~ ~January 1995), Remedial Investigation Soil Sampling Letter Report (CH2M Hill May 1997), OU- 2 and OU - 3 Field Sampling Plans (CH2M HMl September 1995), Asbestos Identification
Suivey (Pickering, December 1993 and Januazy 1994),;RCRA Facdlities Assessment (A.T.I ~ ~Kearnay, Inc., January 1990), Final Remedial Investigation Report (Law Environmental, August1990) and the Installation Assessment (UJSAEHA, March 1981).

1 ~~~~3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)1 ~~Categories for the property are as follows:

BCP Category 1: Parcel 8.2 - Building 229 only
Parcel 8.3 - Building 230 only
Parcel 8.4 -Building 329 only
Parcel 8.5 - Building 330 only
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3 ~~~~ECP Category 7: Parcel 8.1I - Open land areas surrounding the buildings in Partel 8

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table II- ~~Description of Property (Enclosure 2).

3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

I ~~~Hazardous substances were stored in Buildings 229, 230, 329 and 330. It is assumned this
storage was in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities. Hazardous substances wereI ~~released in the open arta surrounding the four (4) buildings in Parcel 8. It is assumned, unless
otherwise noted; these releases were mn ekoess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities. The
release of hazardous substances was either remediated at the time of the release or is currentlyI ~~under evaluation as part of the installation restoration progra. 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 distrubinig activities.-
These activities shall not be allowed without prior written approval from the Government. A3 ~~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

I ~~~Petroleum products were stored in Buildings 229,230,1329 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).

1 ~~~~~3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (USTIAST)

There is no evidence that petroleum products were stored in underground or abovegroundI ~ ~storage tanks on the property.

* ~~~3.4 Polyclhlorinated Diphenyls (PCB) Equipment
*There are no PCB containing transformers or other PCB containing equipment, exceptI ~~hermetically sealed fluorescent light bulb balasts that may contain PCBs, located on the property

listbd in this POSL. There is no evidence of unremediated PCB releases from these ballasts.

3.5 Asbestos

IC' ~~~The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering; December 1993 and JanuaryE ~~1994) indicate Asbestos Containing MIaterials (ACM) are present in the following buildings:
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a~ul~ding 229: Thermal System PipelInsulation (to include joints)I ~ ~~~~~~~~~Cement Asbestos Wall Board
Cement Asbestos Transite Pipe
Raised Roof Panel Putty
12 x 12 Floor Tiles and Mastic

Building 230: Cement Asbestos Wail Board

3 ~~~~~~~~~~~Raised Roof Panel Putty
Roof Flashing

Building 329: Cement Asbestos Wall Board
floor Tile Mastic
Raised Roof Panel PuttyI ~~~~~~~~~~Roof Hlashing

Building 330: Cemnent Asbestos Wall Board3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~Floor Tile Mastic
Raised Roof Panel Putty
Roof Flashing

IA ~~~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 remaved or
encapsulated. The [ease wdi include the asbestos warning and covenant included in the

Environmental Protection Provisions (EncLosure 5).3 ~~~3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

Based on the age of the buildings (constructed prior to 1978), the follow'ing buildings are
presumed to contain lead-based paint: 229, 230, 329 and 330. The lease will include the lead-.3 ~~based paint warning and c~ovenant provided in the Environmental Protection Pravidions
(Enclosure 5).

3 ~~~~3.7 Radiological Materials

There is no evidence that the Department of Defense used or stared radioactive materialsI ~~on the property addressed in this FOSL.

3.8 Radon

I ~ ~~~In keeping with DOD policy to not perfornn radon assessment and mitigation prior to
transfer of BRAG property, there were no radon surveys conducted in the buildings in this FOSL.
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5 ~~~3.9 line'ploded Ordnance

Eased on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings org ~~surrounding land proposed for lease are known to contain unexploded ordnance.

3.100Other Hazardous Conditions

There are no other known hazardous conditions that present an unacceptable threat to
human health or the environment on the property.

E 4 RMDITO
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 (EPA) with the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental contamination on the properly described in
this document does not present a hazard to teasing it. In addition, environmental conditions onI ~ ~adjacent property do not prcsent.a hazard to the leasing of the property. Table 2 - Notification of
Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 3) and Table 3 - Notification of
Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4) provide details regardingE ~~environmental conditions for each individual parcel or building contained within this FOSLI'.

/ Regulators have concurred 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 fir the proposed

purpose and the lessee strictly adheres to the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).
5. REGULATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION'

The U. S. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the public were notified of the initiation of the FOSL.
Regulators have reviewed this FOSL and provided comments. These comments have beenI ~ ~incorporated as appropriate. Regulatory/public comments and responses are provided in
Enclosure 6.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POUICY ACT (NEPA) COM[PLIANCE ANDU ~~CONSIsTENcY WITHLOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental umpacts associated with proposed lease of the property have beenI ~ ~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 Lease,' ~~Defense Distribution'Depot Memphis, Tennessee, dated September 1996.' The environmental
effects of the activities anticipated under the proposed leas'e were determined noGt to be significant.
In addition, the proposed use of the property is consistent with the intended reuse of the property3... set forth in the Depot Redevelopment Corporation Reuse Plait
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C l.PURPOSE83
83357

The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Lease (FOSL) is to document theI 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 DepotI Redevelopment Corporation (DRC) for light industry, storage or general office use consistent
with Department of Defense (DOD) and Army policy. This FOSL has been developed inI 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 existing or plannedI environmental restoration activities.

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTON

The proposed property to be leased consists of 52.35 acres that includes nine (9) parcels.I Included in these parcels are two (2) buildings (Buildings 359 and 559) and the o pen land area
surrounding these buildings as weli 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 canIbe found at Enclosure 1.

3. ENVIRONMEENTAL CONDMTON OF TILE PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
3the 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
5these environmental surveys. The following documents also provided information on

environmental conditions of the property: Draft Final BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-FE,UNovember 1997), Asbestos Reinspection (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 Letter3Report-(CH2M Hil, May 1997), 013 - 2 and OU - 3 Field Sampling Plans (CH2M WII
September 1995), Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and January 1994),
RCRA Facilities Assessment (A.T. Kearnay, Inc., January 1990), Final Remedial InvestigationI Report (Law Environmental, August 1990) and the Installation Assessment (UISAEHA, Match
1981).

I ~~~3.1 Environmental Condition of Property, Categories

3 * ~~The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)
Categories for the property are as follows:.

I ~~~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 1,I ~~~~~~~~~~including the parking lots and grassy areas, the flagpole (Building
143), switch station building (Building 147) and the. antenna

Pre6.-OpnlnarasronigbidnsiPacltower (Building 146) .883 35g
Parcel 9.1 - Open land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 93 ~~~~~~~~~Parcel 910. - Open land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 10

except land in Parcel 10.3
Parcel 10.3 - Open land area between southern corners of BuildingsI ~ ~~~~~~~~~55Q and 650 (reported spill area)
Parcel 16.1 - Open land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 163 ~~~~~~~~~Parcel 17.2 - Op en land area surrounding buildings in Parcel 17

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table 15 - ~Description of Property (Enclosure 2).

3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

Hazardous substances were stored in Building 359. It is assumed this storage was inU ~excess of the 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities. Hazardous substances were released in
Building 3 59 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 40CFR Part 3733 ~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 noI ~risk to human health and the environmient 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 ftom theI ~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 ~~~~~3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products

Petroleum products were stored in excess of 55 gallons 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 gallons at one'timeI ~were released or disposed on the property. A summary of the buildings or areas in which
petroleum products activities occured is provided in Table 3 -Notification of Petroleum Product
$torage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

I ~~~There is one (1) above-ground storage tank at Building 3 59 that was used for the storage
of petroleum 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 rlcreleases at the following Building 359 USTs/ASTs: 12,000-gallon 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-gallon fuel oil UST (removed); 12,000-gallon fujel oil
- ~UST (removed); 500-gallon fuel oil UST (removed); 500-gallon diesel fiiel AST (currently inE ~~place).

A summary of the buildings or areas in which petroleum products were stored is providedK~ ~in Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

3.4 Polychiorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

N ~~~There are no PCB containing transformers or other PCB containing equipment, exceptI ~~hermetically sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs, located on the property
listed in this FOSL. There is no evidence ofunremediated PCB releases from these ballasts.

3 ~~~3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and JanuaryU ~~1994) indicate Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) are present in the following buildings:

Building 359: Thermal System Pipe Insulation (to include joints)Is. ~ ~~~~~~~~Interior Window Putty
Duct Tape
12 x 12 Floor Tiles and Mastic

9 x 9 Floor Tiles and Mastic

Building 559: Cement Asbestos Wall Board
Floor Tile Mastic
Roof Flashing

The ACM does not currently pose a threat to human health or the enviroxmikii because allI ~~fliable 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).

I ~~~3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

3 ~~~~Based on the age of the buildings (constructed prior to 1978), the following buildings are
presumned to contain lead-based paint: 359 and 55'9. 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 (Hi3). There is no evidence that any releases 6
* radiological mnaferials occured at these buildings. A radiological field survey was conducated atIthe site, and the survey concluded that this area was suitable for unrestricted use.

3.8 Radon

U ~~~In keeping with DOD policy to not perform radon assessment and mitigation prior to

I transfer of BRAC property, there were no radon surveys conducted in the buildings in this FOSL.

3.9 Uneiploded Ordnance

I ~~~Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings orIsurrounding land proposed for lease are known to contain unexploded ordnance.

3.10 Other Hazardous Conditions

I ~~~There are no other known hazardous conditions that present an unacceptable threat to

human health or the environment on the property.

U 4. REMIEDIATION

I. ~~In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed DDMT on the
National Priorities List (NFL) for environmental restoration. DDMT has since entered into aIFederal Facilities Agreement (FFA) with the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental contamination on the property described inIthis 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 ofUPetroleum 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 DDMTf that the open area surrounding buildings in Parcels 1, 6,5 9, 10, 16 and 17 does not pose risks above levels deemed protective provided that &r property'is
used for the proposed purpose and the lessee strictly adheres to the Environmental ProtectionIProvisions (Enclosure 5).

5. REGUILATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATFION

The U.S. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the public were notified of the initiation of the FOSL.IRegulators have reviewed this FOSL and provided comments. These comments have been
incorporated as appropriate. Regulatory/public comments and responses are provided in
Enclosure 6.
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6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COM(PLIANCE AND
CONSLSTNcY WaIl WOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmental impacts associated wvith proposed lonse of the property havie been
analyzed in accordance with the National Environmnental Policy Act (NEPA). The results of this
analysis have been docuinented In the Final Envrownental Assessment for Master Interim Lease,U ~DefnseDectriuinDptMemphiseTennesee,datedSeptembrW9 9&T henevirom~ental

I I~~n addition~, the proposed use of the propedty Is consistent with the intended reuse of the property
set forth in the Depot Redevelopment Corporation Reuse Plan.

Il.~ ENVIRONMIENTAL PROTECTION PROVISONS

On the badis of the above results fiom the site-~specific BBS and other enrviromnnental
studies and In consideration of the intended use ofthe property, certain terms and conditions are
required ibr the proposed least These terms and conditions am set forth in the attachedI ~~Environmntal Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) and will be included In the lease.

S. FINDWNG OF SUITABILJTY TO LEASE

U ~~~~Based on the above information, I have concluded that all Department of'befonso (DOD)
requfrements;t reach a Fnding of Suitability to Least (FOSL) to the Depot RcdevelopmentI -. ~Corporation for light Industrial use have been fuIly met for the property subject to the teinni and
conditions in the attached Environmental Protection Provision (Enclosure 5). As required by
CARCLA section 120(h)(3X3B), I have determined that the property is suitable for lease for the3 I~~ntended purpose, the uses contermplated fbr the lease ameconsistent with protection of human
health and the environment, and there art adequate assuranc~ that the United States will take anY
additional remedial action found to be neccssazy that' hias not been taken on the date of the lease

I ~~~~As required under the DOD FOSL Guidance, notification of hazardous substance
act~ivities and petroleum product activities shall be provided in the lease, document.. Reftr toI ~~Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage Release or Disposal (Enclosure 3) and
Table 3 -Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

p

3 ~~~~~~~~~~~P. S. MORRIS
Colonel, GS
Deputy Chief of Staff for Engineering, Housing.3 . ~~~~~~~~~~~~Environment and Installation Logistics

7 EnclosuresI ~Eact 1 SitoMapsof'Property
rFEnc 2 Table 1 -Description of Property

End 3 Table 2 - Notificatlon of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal
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I ~~~FINTDING OF SUITABILITY TO LEASE

*~~~~~~~~(OL
IParcel 2.7, Parcel 6.2, Parcel 6.3, Parcel 6.4, Parcel 7. 1, Parcel 7.2,

Parcel 9.2, Parcel 9.3, Parcel 9.4, Parcel 9.5, Parcel 1 0. 1, Parcel 1.i 04,L ~~ParcellO0.S, Parcel 10.6, Parcel]]1.]; Parcel 11.2, Parcel 11.3,
Parcel 1 1. 4, Parcel 12. 1, Parcel 12.2, Parcel 24.3, Parcel 32. 1,3 ~~~~~~Parcel 32.2 and Parcel 33. 1]

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

* ~~~~~(FOSL Number 7)

October 26, 1998
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I ~~~The purpose of this Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) is to document the

Iwith 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 restrictions as
specified in the attached Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) necessary to protectU human health and the environment and to prevent interference with any edsting~orpla ed

en iromntal restoration activities.

I 2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The proposed property to be leased consists of 66.90 acres which includes twenty-four,I(24) parcels. Included in these parcels are nineteen (19) buildings (Buildings 249, 250, 349, 350,
429, 430, 449, 450, 529, 530, 549, 550, 629, 630, 649, 650, 770, 771 and 835); the open land
area in Parcel 2.7 surrounding the Family Housing units; the open land area in Parcel 7.1IIsurrounding Building 249; the open land area in Parcel 12.1 surrounding Building 629; the open
land area in Parcel 1 1.1 surrounding Buildings 529, 530 and 630; the open land area in parcel 24.3
surrounding Buildings 770 and 771; the open land area in Parc~qt32j.sxrrpunding Building 835;

*and the open land area in Parcel 33.11 that contains the 1,000-gallon diesel above ground storageC
tank outside Building 756. Site maps of the property proposed to be leased can be found at
Enclosure 1.

E 3. EN VIRONMENTAL 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 datedI ~~December 5, 1996 and an Environmental Baseline Survey (BBS) 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 Reinspection (DDC-WP, October 1996), Final EnvironmentalI ~~Assessment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech, September 1996), DDMNT 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 Hill,I ~~September 1995), Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and January 1994),
J(CRA Facilities Assessment (A.T. Kearnay, Inc., January 1990), Final Remedial Investigation
Report (Law Envirornmental, August 1990) and the Installation Assessment (USAEHA, March3 ~~1981).C
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3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)3 ~~Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category 1: Parcel 6.3~ - Building 349
Parcel 9.2 - Building 429
Parcel 9.4 - Building 449

*Parcel 9.5 - Building 450
,Parel 10.4 - Building 549~.*.r

*ParcellI&6 -Building 650
Parcel 11.3 - Building 530
Parcel 11.4 -Buildi ng63O

ECP Category 2: Parcel 33.11 - Open land area containing the 1,000-gallon diesel
above ground storage tank outside Building 756

BCP Category 3: Parcel 6.2 - Building 250
Parcel 6.4 - Building 350I ~ ~~~~~~~~Parcel 9.3 - Building 430
Parcel IO0,1 - Building 649.-
Parcel 10.5 - Building 550

Parcel 32.1 - Open land area in north and west of Building 835

ECP Category 4: Parcel 7.2 - Building 249
Parcel 12.2 - Bidn 2
Parcel 32.2 - Building 835

I ~~~~ECP Category 5: Parcel 2.7 - Open land area surrounding the Family Housing 'Unts
(Buildings 176, S178, 179, 181, 5183 and 184)

I B~~~~CP Category 6: -Parcel 7.1 - Open land area surtaunding Building 249

ECP Category 7: Parcel 1.1I - Open land area surrounding Buildings 529, 530 and
630

Parcel 12.1 - Open land 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).
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770and835as ellas the open land area north and west of Building 835 (Parcel 32.1). It is
assumed tistrgwainecsofhe40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities. Hazardous

subtanes ererelasd i th folownglocations: Buildings 249, 250, 350, 430, 529, 550, 629,
649,770and835 th opn lnd reasurrounding the Family Housing Units (Parcel 2.7); theI ~~open land area surrounding Building 249 (Parcel 7. 1); the open land area surrounding Buildings
529 53 an 63 (Prce I .1; te oenland area surrounding Building 629 (Parcel 12. 1); the

open I n rasurrounding Buildings 770 and 771 (Parcel 24.3); end the open land are north andI . ~west of Buildiu g835.?arsl.in1).records do not support the determimuation that.
r~ias~~e~,-~e~-d-~d~h~,4"- ek~~7reportable quantities unless other-wise noted. Teees

of hazardous substances was either remediated at the time of the release or is currently underI ~~evaluation as part of the installation restoration program. Theme 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 disutubing activities.I ~~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 gallons in underground and above-groundI. ~storage tanks at Building 770 and in Parcel 33.11 outside offBuilding 756. See Section 3.3.2 for
more information regarding these tanks. There is evidence that petroleum 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 remnediated 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 teniant 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 theU ~~Government. A summary of the buildings or areas in which petroleum product activities oc'curred
is provided in Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal
i(Enclosure 4).

3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (USTIAST)

U , ~~~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 petroleumI ~~products. There is no evidence of petroleum product releases at the Building 770 USTs/ASTs,
In Parcel 33.1 1, outside Building 756, there is a 1,000-gallon diesel above ground storage tank

that replaced a 1,000-gallon diesel 1.ST removed in 1994. A summary of the buildings or areas in
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C-which petroleum products activities occurred is provided in Table 3 - Notification of PetroleumIProduct Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

3.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

U ~~~There are no PCB containing transformers or other PCB containing equipmrent~ exceptIhermetically sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs, located on the property
listed in this FOSL. On July 9, 1990, a 50-gallon PCB-cantaining liquid spill was reported at
Building 770. The Spil Team responded, applied absorbent, excavated all stained soil and
removed soil and absorbent to the appropriate disposal facility. The lease will include the PCBI notification provision contained in the Envirornmental Protection Provisians-(Enclosure 5),..

3.5 Asbestos

I ~~~The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and January
1994) indicate Asbestos Containiing Materials (ACM) are present in the following buildings:

I ~~~~~Building 249: Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing
12 x 12 Gray Marble Floor Tiles and Mastic
12 x 12 Beige Marble Floor Tile and MasticI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~9 x 9 Brown Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof

IC ~ ~~~~Building 250: 12 x 12 Floor Tiles and Mastic
Domestic Water Pipe Insulation (Including Joints)
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing
Asphalt Built-up Roofing

Building 349: Domestic Water Pipe Joint InsulationI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~12 x 12 Floor Tile and Mastic
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Building 350: Domestic Water Pipe Insulation (Including Joints)
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof

Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Building 429: Domestic Water Pipe Joint InsulationI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~12 x 12 Vinyl Floor Tile
Exterior Wrindow Frame Putty
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof

Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing
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Building 430: Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation (i
Exterior Window Frame Putty.
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Building 449: Domestic Water Pipe Insulatioh (Including Joints)
12 x 12 Beige Vixiyl Floor Tile and Mastic
12 x 12 Brown Marble Floor Tile
Concrete Sealant Putty

.,........Cement Asbestos-Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Building 450: Domestic Water Pipe Insulation (Including Joints)
12 x 12 Dark Brown Vinyl Floor Tile
Exterior Window Framne Putty
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Building 529: Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
12*x 12 Dark Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic

.Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof t
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Building 530: 12 x 12 Beige Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty

Building 549: Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
12 x 12 Dark Brown Vinyl Floor Tile
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty and Roof Flashing

Building 550: Domestic Water Pipe Insulation (Including Joints)
12 x 12 Beige Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic

Building 629: Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
12 x 12 Vinyl Floor Tile
12 x 12 Beige Vinyl Floor Tile
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty

Building 630: Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation
Interior and Exterior Window Frame PuttyC
12 x 12 Vinyl Floor Tile
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Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised RoofIC ~ ~~~~~~~~~Raised Roof Putty

Building 649: Domestic Water Pipe Joint Insulation3 l~~~~~~~~~~~~2x 12 Beige Vinyi FlobrTile
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof
Raised Roof Putty

I ~~~~~~Building 650: Domestic Water Pipe Joint'Insulation
Exterior 'Window Frame Putty
Cement Asbestos Panels on Raised Roof..

-- ~~~~~~~Raised Roof Putty ....

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 Vinyl Floor Tile3' ~ ~~~~~~~~~Cement Asbestos Exterior Siding
Cement Asbestos Ceiling Panels
Roof Flashing

IC ~ ~~~~Building 771: Cement Asbestos Exterior Siding
Original Roofing Shingles
Cement Asbestos Board on Restroomn Walls

The ACM does not currently pose a threat to human health or the environment because all3 ~~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 (LOP)

I ~~~~Based on the age of the buildings (constructed prior to 1978), the following buildings are
presumed to contain lead-based paint: 249, 250, 349, 350, 430, 449, 450, 530, 549, 550, 630 and
650. Lead-based paint on the Family Housing Units, which are not in this FOSL is being abated.I ~~These units are surrounding by Parcel 2.7. Appropriate measures will be implemented during the
abatement to ensure protection of the soil. The lease will include the lead-based paint warning
and covenant provided in the Envirornmentall Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

I i ~~~3.7 Radiological Materials

* . ~~~~The following buildings were used for radiological activities:

*Building 629, Bay 2 -storage of wrist watches containig tritium (H-3) andI ~~~~~~radium-226 and compasses containing tritium (H4-3); possible storage of lantern
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mantles containing thorium-232; smoke detectors containing americium 241;I ~ ~~~~~electron tubs containing thiorium-232, tuitium (H1-3) and radium-226; and indicator
and toggles switches containing radium-226.

I * ~~~~~Building 835, Section 6 (east side) - storage of lantemn mantles containing thorium-
232; smoke detectors containing americium 24 1; electron tubs containing thorium-
232, tritium (H-3) and radium-226; wrist watches con'taining tritium (H-3) andI ~ ~~~~radium-226; indicator and toggles switches containing radium-226; and compasses
containing tritium (H1-3).

U...~~~There is no evidence that any releases of radiological materials'dccirt~ed, at these buildings
A radiological field survey was conducted at those sites -having radiological activities, and the
survey concluded that these areas were suitable for unrestricted use.

13~~~.8 Radon

In accordance with the Department of Defense Memorandum, Subject: Asbestos, Lead
Paint and Radon Policies at BRAC Properties, dated October 31, 1994, no radon surveys were
conducted in the buildings included in this FOSL as their intended use will not be residential.

1 ~~~3.9 Unexploded Ordnance(T

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings orI ~~land proposed for lease are known to contain unexploded ordnance.

5 ~~~3.10 Other Hazardous Conditions

There are no other known hazardous 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 DDMC on the
National Pcioiities List (NFL) for environmental rest~ration. DDMT has since entered into aI ~~Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) with the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental contamination on the property described in
this document does not present a hazard to persons leasing it. In addition, environmental
conditions on adjacent federal government property do not present a hazard to the leasing of theI ~~property. Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (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 the Depot that the following areas
and buildings 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 Environmental Protection Cj ~~Provisions (Enclosure 5): Buildin gs 249, 250, 349, 350, 429, 430, 449, 450, 529, 530, 549, 550,
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C629, 630, 649, 650, '770, 771 and 835; the open land area surrounding the Family Housing Units
(Parcel 2.7); the open Land are surrounding Building 249 (Parcel 7. 1); the open land area
surrounding Buildings 529, 530 aiid 630 (Parcel 1. 1); the open land area surrounding Building' ~~629 (Parcel 12. 1); the open land area surrounding Buildings 770 and 771 (Parcel 24.3); and the
open land area north and west of Building 835 (Parcel 32. 1) and open land area containing the
1,000-gallon diesel above ground storage tank outside Building 756 (Parcel 33.1 1).

I ~S. REGULATORYVPUBLIC COORDINATION

The U.S. EPA Region 4, TDEC and the public were notified of the initiation of this
FOSL. EPA,. Defns kogItc A .. 1gency-and Army Mq{edel Command have reviewed-this FOSL

and provided comments.-Regulatorylpublic commnents and responses are provided in Enclosure 6.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND

CONSISTENCY WITHI LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmiental impacts associated with proposed lease of the property have beenI ~ ~analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The results of this
analysis have been documented in the Fi nal Environmental Assessment for Master Interim Lease,
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee, dated September 1996. The environmentalU ~ ~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 Reuse Plan.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

£ ~~~~On the basis of the above results from 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 attached3 ~~Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) and wiDl be included in the lease.

B. FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO LEASE

I ~~~~Based on'the above information, I have concluded that all Department of Defense (DOD)
requirements to reach a Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) to the Depot Redevelopment
Corporation for light industrial and residential (Parcel 2.7 only) use have been fudly met for theU ~ ~property subject to the terms and conditions in the attached Environmental Protection Provision
(Enclosure 5). As required by CERCLA section 120(h)(3)(B), I have determined that the
property is suitable for lease for the intended purpose, the uses contemplated for the lease areI ~ ~consistent with protection of human health and the environment, and there are adequate
assurances that the United States will take any additional remedial action found to be necessary5 ~~that has not been taken on the date of the lease.
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I ~~~FINDING OF SUITABILTY TO LEASE

3 ~~~~~~~(FOSL)

IParcel 3.5, Parcel 3.6, Parcel 3.7, Parcel 3.o&P'arcel 3.9, Parcel 3.10,
Parcel 3. 11, Parcel 13.5, Parcel 14.2, Parcel 15. 2, Parcel 15.3,I ~Parcel 15.4, Parcel 1 5.5, Parcel 15.6, Parcel 18.2, Parcel 19. 1,
Parcel 19.2, Parcel 19.3, Parcel 20. 1, Parcel 20.5, Parcel 20.6,
Parcel 21.5, Parcel 22. 1, Parcel 22.2, Parcel 23.6, Parcel 23.7,

Parcel 23.8, Parcel 23.9, Parcel 23.10, Parcel 23.11, Parcel 24.1,
Parcel 24.2, Parcel 25. 1, Parcel 25.2, Parcel 26.1, Parcel 26.2,
Parcel 2 7. 1, Parcel 28. 1, Parcel 28.2, Parcel 29.2, Parcel 29.3,
Parcel 30.2, Parcel 30.3, Parcel 30.4, 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

I ~~~Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

(FOSL Number 8)

£ ~~~~~~~~July 1999



I PURPOSE 883 373 C
*The purpose of this Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) is to document the

tivironmental 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,
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, 2.3.9, 23.10,

3311, 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, 3 1. 1,
U., 33.6, 33.7, 33.8, 33.9, 34.2, 35.1, 35.2, 35.3, 35.4 and 35.5 at the former DefenseI stribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (the Depot) for inclusion in the Interim Master Lease

I~d by the Depot Redevelopment Corporation (DRC)- far light industry, storage, general office
and recreation use consistent with Department of Defense (DOD)-.and Army policy. This FOSLIhs been developed in accordance with the DRC's Reuse Plan. In addition, the FOSL identifies

eLrestrictions Tas' s'ptcifie'd ini the attached Environmiental. Protection Provistoris (Enclosure 5)
necessary to pro tect human health and the environment and to prevent interference with anyfcsting or planned environmental restoration activities.

IPROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The proposed property to be leased consists of 367.52 acres which includes fifty-seven

7) parcels. Included in these parcels are thirty-three (33) buildings (Buildings 194, 197, 21 1,
F1, 308, 309, 319, 398, T416, T417, 465, 468, 469, 717, 720, 737, 783, 793, 801, 802, 863,

165, 873, 875, 949, 970, 1084, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 1090 and 1091); concrete foundations
fmTaining after the demolition of Buildings 209, 702 and 1085; open land areas surrounding these

.nldings and foundations and extending to Airways Boulevard, Dunn Road, Ball Road and Perry
Road; open storage areas XOI1, X02, X(03,3(04, 3(05, X06, 3(07, X08, X(09, 3(10, XlI , 3(12,

17, XI19, X(20, (2 1, 3(23, 3X27, XJO, Y10, YSO; spill area west of Building 737; spill area on
enortb dock of Building 489; spill area between Buildings 489 and 490; spill area east of

Building 685; spill area between Buildings 925 and 949; spill area northwest of Building 995;Irmer material recoupment area at southeast corner of Building 873; former waste material
forage area west of Buildings 308 and 309; recreational area including the golf course,I layground, softball field, volleyball and tennis courts) wading pool and open land area.
Wrrounding 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

5 89 and 690; open land area surrounding Building 972; storm drain adjacent to Gate 9; former
%pray paint area south of Building 949; open land area surrounding Buildings 490,;,689 and 690;
ga enoland area surrounding Buildings 470, 489 and 670; and a former aboveground storage tank

St of Building 770. Site maps of the property proposed for lease can be found at Enclosure 1.

ENVIRONM[ENTAL CONDITION OF THE PROPERTY

A determination of the environmental condijion of the facilities has been made based on
Jhe Commnunity Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Letter Repoat dated
*ecember 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
I'ese enviromnmental surveys. The following documents also provided information on

O iornmental conditions of the property: Nuclear Regulatory Commission letter approving' uflding 319 for unrestricted use (April 16, 1999), Final Baseline Risk Assessment for Golf
gourse Impoundments (R-adianlIntemnationati-May,1 99-9);Final~Streamlined-Ri.sk-Assessment.,
Tarcel 3 Technical Memorandum (CH2M H1ill, January 1999), BRAC Cleanup Plan VWrsion 2
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* & (DDSP-FE, October 1998), Revised BRAC Parcel Summary Reports (CH2M Hil, October
1998), Final Remedial Investigation Sites Letter Reports (CH2M Hill, May 1998), Final
Screening Sites Letter Reports (CH2M HI-ll, March 1998), Environmental Baseline Studya ~Radiological Survey for Defense Distribution Depot Memphis (ASCE-tW, August 1996),
Termination Radiological Survey for Defense Distribution Depot Memphis Building 319, Bay 6 0'
(ASCE-IW, April 1997), Asbestos Reinspection (DDC-WP, October 1996), Final Environmental 0
Assessment for Master Interim Lease (Tetra Tech, September 199.6), DDMT Radiological Survey

* (Administrative Support Center East, August 1996), Remedial Investigation Soil Sampling Letter3 ~Report (CH2M Hfill, May 1997), OUs 2, 3 and 4 Field Sampling Plans (CH2M H1ill, September
1995), Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December'l99r-and January 1994), RCRA't - ,.Facilities Assessment (A.T. Keamay, Inc., January 1990), Final' Remedial Investigatidn Rkportt>.
(Law Environmental, Augusi 1990) and the Installation Assessment (USAEHA, March 198 1).

£ ~~~3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)5 ~~Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category 1: Parcel 30.4 - Building 949

ECP Category 2: Parcel 20.1 - Spill area on north dock of Building 489
Parcel 23.9 - Spill area northwest of Building 995I". ~~~~~~~~Parcel 26.2 - Building 970
Parcel 33.6 - Spill area west of Building 7373 ~~~~ECP Category 3: Parcel 15.2 - Building 308
Parcel 15.4 - Building 702 concrete foundation
Parcel 18.2 - Open land area surrounding Building 560I ~ ~~~~~~~~Parcel 19.1 - Building 468 and open land area surrounding

Buildings 465, 468 and 469 (Building 467, fabric
tension structure, removed in 1996)

Parcel 19.2 - Building 465
Parcel 23.6 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 783, 787 and1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~793, Gates 6, 7 and 8, and extending to Ball Road
Parcel 23.7 - Building 783
Parcel 23.8 - Building 793I ~ ~~~~~~~~Parcel 23. 10 - Open storage area XO1
Parcel 28.1 - Open storage area X04 and open land area5 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~extending to Perry Road
Parcel 33.8 - Building 863
Parcel 34.2 - Open land area surrounding Building 360

I ~ ~~~ECP Category 4:. Parcel 15.3 - Building 319
Parcel 19.3 - Building 469m c; ~ ~~~~~~~~Parcel 25.1 - Building 873
Parcel 30.2 - Spill area between Buildings 925 and 949

ECP Category 5: - arcel 24.1 - Formetniitetiar reco~pment area it'southeast
corner of Building 873
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I ECP Category 6: Parcel 15.5 - Former waste material storage area west of 88C7
Buildings 308 and 309

I ~~~~~~Parcel 25.2 - Building 875 and open land area surrounding
Buildings 873 and 875

Parcel 28.2 - Building 1089 and surrounding open land areaI ~ ~~~~~~~~extending to Perry Road
Parcel 35.1 - Building 1090
Parcel 35.2 - Building 1084, Building 1085 concrete foundation

and surrounding open land area
Parcel 35.3 - Building 1086 - -
Parcel 3 5.4. - Building 1087, metal-roofed shed south of

Building 1088 arndopen land area surrounding south
ends of these buildings

Parcel 35.5 - Buildings 1088 and 1091 and surrounding open land
area extending to Perry Road

ECP Category 7: Parcel 3.5 - Recreational area including the golf course,
playground, softball 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

Parcel 3.6 - Lake Danielson
Parcel 3.7 - Lake Danielson storm drain ditch(
Parcel 3.8 - Golf course pond
Parcel 3.9 - Golf course pond storm drain ditch
Parcel 3. 10. -Former pistol range near Hole 9
Parcel 3.11 - Former flamnethrower test site west of Hole 9
Parcel 13.5 - Builditng 21 1, Gates 23, 24 and 25, and surrounding

open land area extending to Airways Boulevard3 ~~~~~~Parcel 14.2 - Building 209 concrete foundation and surrounding
open land area extending to Airways Boulevard and
to Dunn RoadI ~ ~~~~~Parcel 15.6 - Open storage areas X09, Y1O and Y50,
Buildings 301, 309, T416, T417, 701 and 717 and
surrounding open land area extending to Dunn RoadI ~ ~~~~~Parcel 20.5 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 470, 489
and 6705 ~~~~~~Parcel 20.6 - Spill area between Buildings 489 and 490

Parcel 21.5 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 490, 689
and 6905 ~~~~~~Parcel 22.1 - Open land area between east ends of Buildings 689
and 690

Parcel 22.2 - Spill areca east of Building 685U ~~~~~~Parcel 23.11 - Open land area surrounding Building 995C
Parcel 24.2 - Open storage area X03I . ~~~~~Parcel 26.1 - Open land. area surrounding Building 970....
Parcel 27.1 - Open land area surrounding Building 972
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3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~883 376
Parcel 29.2 - Open storage areas X(27 and X(30, Buildings gotIa"- and 802, and surrounding open land area

extending to Dunn Road and to Perry Road
Parcel 29.3 - Storm drain ditch adjacent to Gate 9
Parcel 30.3 - Open storage area X(23 and open land area

surrounding Buildings 925 and 949
Parcel 30.5 - Former spray paint area south of Building 949I ~ ~~~~~~~Parcel 3 1.1I - Open storage areas 3(17,3(19,3X20 and 3X21
Parcel 32.3 - Open storage area 3(02, Building 865 and

surrounding open land areaI .~~~~~~~Parcel 33.7 - Formner aboveground storage tank east
of Building 770-

Parcel 33.9 - Open storage areas 3(05,3(06, 3(07,3(08,3(10,3(11Ia ~ ~~~~~~~~~~and 3(12, Buildings 720 and 737, and open
land area surrounding Buildings 720, 737, 753, 755,5 ~~~~~~~~~~~756, 860 and 863

A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table 1I-Description of Property (Enclosure 2).

3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

I ~~~Hazardous substances 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 storageI areas X(03,3(07,3(08,3(10,3XI11, X12,3(17,3(19, X20, X21, X23, Y1O and Y50; 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. 1); and open land area surrounding BuildingsI 925 and 949. It is assumed this storage was in excess of the 40 CER Part 373 reportable
quantities. 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. HazardousIsubstances were released at the following locations: inside Buildings 465, 469, 737, 863, 865,
873, 1086 and 1087; open storage area 3(10; Lake Danielson (Parcel 3.6) and associated storm
drain ditch (Parcel 3.7); golf course pond (Parcel 3.8~-and associated storm drain ditch (Pa~rcelI3.9); former pistol range near Hole 9 (Parcel 3. 10); former flamethrower test site west afzHole 9
(Parcel 3.1 1); storm drain ditch adjacent to ahte 9 (Parcel 29.3); spill area between Buildings 489Sand 490 (Parcel 20.6); spill area east of Building 685 (Parcel 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 recoupiment area at southeast corner of Building 873 (Parcel 24. 1);Uopen land area surrounding Buildings 873 and 875 (Parcel 25.2); and former spray paint area
south of Building 949 (Parcel 30.5).

In the past, all grassed areas (Parcels 3.5, 3.10, 3.11, 13.5, 14.2, 15.6, 18.2, 20.5, 21.5,
23.6, 23.10, 23.11, 28.1, 28.2, 29.2, 33.9, 34.2 and 3 5.5) 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, herbicides.and.waste oil.containing-pentachlorophenol,(PCP). In
the past, a]] gravelaopen storage areas (3(01, 3(02, 3(03, 3(04, 3(05, 3(06, 3(07, 3(08, 3(09, XIO,
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XI~ 31,3(12,3(17,3(19, X20, 3X21, X(23, X(27, 3(30, YIO and Y50) were sprayed with pesticides,j ~~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 oil containing pentachlorophenol (PCP).I ~ ~Existing records do not support the determination that releases exceeded the 40 CFR Part 373
reportable quantities unless otherwise noted in Table 2. The release of hazardous substances was
either remediated at the time of the release or is currently under evaluation as part of theI ~ ~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-

-I~allowed without prior written approval from the Government; A summary-of the buildings. or'.
areas in which haiardous 'substance activities occurred is provided in Table 2 - N'o ificatiorn ofj ~~Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 3).

Results from the Preliminary Risk Evaluation (PRE) (CH.2M H0ll, April 1998) indicated
industrial reuse scenario carcinogenic risks were within or below (i.e., even less risk) theI ~ ~acceptable exposure level [(40 CFR 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. 10,3 ~ ~~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, 3 1. 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 informationJ ~~ 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
CFR 300.430 (e)(2)(i)(A)(1)] as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency for the
following parcels included in this FOSL: 13.5, 14.2, 15.2, 15.3, 15.5, 15.6, 18.2, 19.1, 19.2, 19.3,3 ~~~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, 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,
3 5.4 and 3 5.5.

Results from 'the PRE (CH2M Hill,: April 1998) indicated Parcels 15.4, 28.1, 28.2, 29.3,
30.5 and 35.4 industrial resuse scenario non-carcinogenic risl~s were above the acceptableI ~ ~exposure level [(40 CFR 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 evaluatedI ~ ~~under-the installation restoration program. One sample for Parcel 28.1 was taken adjacent to a.
railroad track and wis on the threshold of the acceptable exposure level. All railroad tracks willI ~~be further evaluated under the in~tallation restoration progr~am. Samples for Parcel 30.5 were0

collected 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 a11 of which are included in a proposed rerhoval action that, if apprcived, is
* ~~~anticipated to occur in 1999. Parcel 29.3 is a concrete lined stormwater drainage ditch at which

no beneficial occupancy will occur. There is no risk to human health and the environment so long
as the tenant adheres to the Environmnental Protection Provisions.(Enclosure 5) with particular
reference to Provision 14 regarding pround disturbing activities. These activities shall 'tot 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 of pesticides at the
*recreational area of the Depot, which includes parcels 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3. 10 and 3.1 1, the

BRAC Cleanup Team had a streamlined risk assessment conducted. Results of this assessmentRare contained in the Final Streamnlined Risk Assessment Parcel 3 Technical Memorandum (CH2M
Hill, January 1999). The assessment is unique in that it has been expedited when compared to theIypical "Superifund" process. From late 1996 through 1998, over fifty surface soil samples from
throughout these parcels were collected, analyzed, and the results processed through several risk
asessment scenarios reflected of intended, like reuse of the recreational area. The assessmentIconcluded that risks associated with pesticides on the softball field or the playground for small

children or adolescence youths were below the acceptable exposure level ((40.CFR 300.430
(e)(2)(i)(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency.''The -isiessnieht als -Uconcluded that risks associated with pesticides on the golf course for golfers were within the
acceptable exposure level [40 CFR 300.430 (e)(2)(i)(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental
Protection Agency. When compared with other golf courses, pesticide levels at the Depot wereUtypical. 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 Piotection Provision 20 (Enclosure 5) regarding the posting of signs regardingIhistorical 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

Dane.Final results are included in the final Baseline Risk Assessment for Golf Course
Imoudmets at the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Radian International,

*May 1999). The surface water, sediments and aquatic animals from these two impoundments
9were 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 animials coUected from either
impoundment were frogs, goldfish and a forage fish known as a shiner (Notropis girardi). Many
different sample collection techniques were utilized to collect aquatic animals including angl~ing,
trapping and electroshocking. Frogs, goldfish and shiners were the only species collected. InIcorrespondence from a certified Piscivarian Wildlife Biologist from the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA), the Lessee was advised that no appreciable/viable populations of game fishEspecies were within: either impoundment. The assessment indicated risks associated with
consumption of non-gamne fish and frog legs from the-impoundments were below the acceptable
exposure level [40 CFR 300.430 (e)(2)Qi)(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental ProtectionI .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 CFR
300.430 (e)(2)(i)(A)(2)] as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency. In 1986 due to5unsupervised swimmin~g 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 niskIreason from substances in surface 'water, sediments or aquatic. life in the impoundments. for this
ban to continue. However, the Lessee should maintain the signage around the impoundments as

the Lessee may decide to continue the ban on fishing and swimming for safety reasons.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~FOSL a -Page 6 July 1999



I 2~~~~~~~~~~~~83 379

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

5 ~~~~~3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products

Petroleum products were stared in excess of 55 gallons at following locations: BuildingsI ~~209 (Parcel 14.2ldemolished in 1998), 465, 469, 865, 873, 875, 970, 1085 (in Parcel
35.2/demofished in 1988), 1090 and 1091; open storage areas 3(03,3(07, X10,3XI11,3(12,3(17,S 3(~19, X(20, X(21, X(23 and 'Y1O; 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. 1);
formner aboveground storage tank (Tank 765) east of Building 770 (Parcel 33.7); in Parcel 13.5 at
the current aboveground storage tank for the emergency generator associated with Building 21 1;I ~ ~in Parcql-15.6.at a formner underground storage tank adjacent to Building 319; in Parcel 33.9 at a-
fanner-abovero~und storage tank (Tank 721) adjacent to Building 720 and at aformerI ~~underground storage tank adjacent to Building 754 (Building 754 is Parcel 33.2 and is not
included in this FOSL). Small quantities of petroleum products were stored and used at former
Building 702 (Parcel 15.4/demolished in 1998), the officer's hobby shop. See Section 3.3.2 fora ~~more information regarding underground and aboveground storage tanks.

There is evidence that petroleum or petroleum products were released at the followingI ~~locations: inside Buildings 465, 468, 469, 863, 873 and 970; at open storage areas 3(03, XlI ,
X(27 and 3(30; the spill area on north dock of Building 489 (Parcel 20.1I); spill area northwest of
Building 995 (Parcel 23.9); spill area west of Building 737 (Parcel 33.6); former flamnethrower test

* ~~, site west of Hole 9 (Parcel 3.1 1); open land area surrounding Buildings 689 and 690 (Parcel
215; in open storage area X(03 between Buildings 771 and 873 (Parcel 24.2); open land area

surrounding Buildings 873 and 875 (Parcel 25.2); open land area surrounding Building 9723 ~~(Parcel 27. 1).

In the past, all gravel areas (1 5.5, 15.6, 19.1, 20.5, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.6, 23.10, 23 1 1,
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) wereU ~ ~sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing pentachlorophenal (PCP). In the
past, all gravel open storage areas (XO01,3(02, X03; X04, 3(05, X06, X07i 3(08,3(09, XIO, XlI ,E 3(~12, 3(17, 3(19, 3(20, 3(21, 3(23, 3(27, 3(0, Y10 and Y(50) were sprayed with pesticides,
herbicides and waste oil containing pentachlorophenoi.(PCP). In the past, all railroad trackcs
(Parcels 13.5, 14.2, 15.6..18.2, 19.1, ~20.5, 23.6, 24.23 5.2, 26.1, 29.2, 30.3,31.1, 3339 and 34.2)
were historically sprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing pentachlorophenol

(PCI').
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 ofS galOlons. The release
of petroleum products was either remediated at the time of the release or is currently underI ~~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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Tee3.3.2 Underground and Aboveground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)
Thee ereeihtunderground straetaksCST) and two aboveground storage tanks

(AST) on the property that were used for storage of petroleum products. There is no evidence ofIrelease or disposal at the following UST/AST sites: In Parcel 14.2 on north side of Building 209:
12,000-gallon beating oil UST removed in July 1994, 500-gallon heating oil UST removed in July
1995, and 500-gallon boiler blow down UST removed in July 1995. In Parcel 13.5 'west ofIBuilding 211: 500-gallon diesel fuel AST that remains active. In Parcel 15.6 north of Building
319: 4,000-gallon heating oil UST removed in July 1994. In Parcel 33.9 west of Building 720:I12,000-gallon AST removed in July 1997. In Parcel 33.9 on east side of Building 754:,200-
gallon gasoline UST removed in 1986. In Parcel 25.2 on east sid& of Building 875: 1,000-gallon
heatfing~oih-US.T-closed in place in-1-994. IntParcel 35.2on east.side-9f former Building,101~54thatc~-s':-<.-~-Uwas demolishedhby 1988: 1,000gallon waste oil UST removed in 1988 and 100-gallon hydraulic
fluid UST 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,URelease or Disposal (Enclosure 4).

3.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

heThere are no PCB containing transformers or other PCB containing equipment, except
hemetically sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs, located on the propertyElisted 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.

E ~~On December 16, 1993, approximately 4 to 6 ounces of PCB (PCB-1242) contaminated
fluid was spilled on a small portion of the southern interior wall and floor (2 square feet on wallEand 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 rock wall
and concrete floor absorbed some of the fluid. According to the Spill Team Leader, the effectedIsheet 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

flitheacton as required to~address the spill. There, is no risk to huain health and theIenvironment. The lease will include the P.CB notification provision in the Environm ental
Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5)

I ~~3.5¶Aisbestos

The BBS and~ the Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and January51994) indicate Asbestos Containing Materials (ACMI) are present in the following buildings:

Building 308: -Roof flashing: non-friable

N ~~~~Building 309:, Roof flashing: non-friable
Asphalt built-up roof: non-friable

Cement asbestos wall panels: assessment does not
indicate friability, indicates, poor condition/heavy damage
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Building 319: Asphalt built-up roof: non-firiable

Building 398: Dry wall leveling compound: non-friable

3 ~~~~~~Building T4 16: Cement asbestos siding shingles: non-friable
Interior window frame putty: non-firiable
Exterior door frame putty: non-friable

Building T417: Cemenit asbestos siding shingles: non-firiable5 ~~~~~~~~~~~Exterior window and door~frame putty: non-friable

Building 717: Window and door firame -pztty: non-fiable

U ~~~~~~Building 720: 12 x 12 brown vinyl floor tile and mastic: non-friable
Exterior window and door putty: non-friable
Asphalt built-up roofing: non-friable

Roof flashing: non-friable3 ~~~~~~Building 737: Cem ent asbestos shingle siding/exterior gables: non-fiable

Building 783: Mastic crack sealant: non-friable

34 ~~~~~Building 801I: Exterior window and door frame putty: non-fiable

Building 873: Asphalt built-up roofing: non-firiableI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~Roof flashing: non-friable

Building 875: Cement asbestos wall board/breakroom heater: non-friableU ~ ~~~~~~~~~~Cement asbestos shingles/Bay 4 office exterior- non-friable
Restroomn floor tile mastic: non-friableI ~~~~~~~~~~~Thermal system pipe insulation: non-firiable
12 x 12 brown floor tile and mastic in office: non-friable
Boiler room pipe insulation: non-friableI ~~~~~~~~~~~~Boiler room pipe joint insulation: non-friable
Boiler room tank insulation: non-friable
Asphalt built-up roofing: non-friableI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~Roof flashing: non-friable

Building 1084: Roof flashing: non-friable

Building 1087: Thermal system duct insulation/paint booth: non-friable

I ~~~~~~Building 1090: Masticlsealant coating roof bolts: non-friable

I ~~~~~~Building 1091: 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(I 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 the1 Environmiental 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 coittain lead-based paint: 194, 197, 301, 308, 309, 319, 398, T416, T417, 465, 468,I 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 provided in the
Envirornmental-Protection Pr6viiions-4Encllosure-5).. -

3 ~~~3.7 Radiological Materials

The following buildings were used for radiological activities:

U * ~~~~Building 319, Bay 6 - storage of lantern mantles containing thorium-232; smoke
detectors containing americium 241; electron tubs containing thorium-232, tritium3 ~~~~~(1-3) and radium-226; wrist watches containing tritium (H1-3) and radium-226;
indicator and toggles switches containing radium-226; and compasses containing
tritium (H-3). C

Aradiological field-survey was conducted in 1996 at those sites having radiologicalEactivities. 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 forI 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-cast
concrete building materials. The characterization study concluded that Building 319 could beIreleased for unrestricted use. In a letter dated April 16, 1999, the NRC approved the Defense
Distribution Center's request to amend t~he Depot's license and released Building 319 for
unrestricted use.

1 ~~~3.8 Rtadon.

In accordance with the Department of Defense Memorandumn, Subject: Asbestos, Lead3 Paint and Radon Policies at BRAG Properties, dated October 31, 1994, no radon surveys were
conducted in the~buildings included in this FOSL as their intended use will not be residential.

5 , ~~3.9 Unexploded Ordnance

Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings or3land proposed for lease are known to contain unexploded ordniance.

3.10 Other Hazardous ConditionsC

I ~~There are no other known- hazardous conditions -that. present--an -unacceptable threat -toi human......
health or the environment on the property.
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' 4. REMEDIATION

* T~~~n October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed the Depot on

* the National Priorities List (NFL) for environmental restoration. The Depot has since entered

into a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) with the Tennessee Department of Environment and

3Conservation (TDEC) and the EPA. Environmental contamination on the property described in

- this document does not present a hazar to persons leasing it. In addition, environmental

* conditions on adjacent federal government property do not present a hazard to the leasing of the

5property. Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (.Enclosure

3) and Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Rele~ase or Disposal (Enclosure 4)

provide details regarding environmental conditions for each individual parcel or buildingrncontained within this FOSL. The EPA has concurred that the dreas and buildings included .in this

Finding of Suitability 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).

j S. REGULATORY/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 locatedCat Enclosure 6.

6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND

CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

I ~~~The environmental impacts associated with proposed lease of the property have been

analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (N4EPA). The results of this

5 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.
5 In addition, the proposed use of the property is consistent with the intended reuse of the property

set forth in the Depot Redevelopment Corporation Reuse Plan.

1 7. ENVIRONMENT AL PROTECT ION PROVISIONS

I U ~~~On the basis of the above results from the site~specific EBS and other environmental

5 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 attachedI Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) and will be included in the lease.

S. FINDING OF SUIrABULITY TO LEASE

I ~~~Based on the above information, I have concluded that all Department of Defense (DOD)
--,requirements to reach a Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) to the Depot Redevelopment

Corporation for light industrial and recreational use have been filly met for the property subject

to the terms and conditions in the attached Environmental Protection Provision (Enclosure 5). As

required by CERCLA section--120(h)(3)(B),-I have determined-that the-pr-operty is suitable -far....-

lease for the intended purpose, the uses contemplated for the lease are consistent with protection
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of human health and the environnment, and there are adequate assurances that the United St ates(3 l taeayadditional remedial action found to be necessary that has not been taken on the date
of the lease.

I ~ ~ A equired under the DOD FOSL Guidance, notification of hazardous substance
activities and petroleum product activities shall be provided in the lease documents. Refer toSTable 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 3) and

Table 3 -Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure 4).-

I~~~~~~~~~~~RI
3 C o l o n e~~~~~~~~~olnl, GS

Deputy Chief of Staff
for Engineering,3 ~~~~~~~~~~~Housing, Environment
and Installation Logistics

3 7 Enclosures(
Encd I Site Maps of PropertyI Encd 2 Table 1 - Description of Property
Endl 3 Table 2 - Notification of Ha~zardous Substa nce Storage, Release or Disposal
Encd 4 Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or DisposalIEncl 5 Envirornmental Protection Provisions
Enct 6 Regulatory/Public Comments and Responses

Encl 7 Reference Materials
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS. U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND

SO0t EISENHOWER AVENUE. ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333 .0001

3 ~~~~~~AflTHIONl OF23FE 
20

AMCTS-R2 
iFB20

MEMORANDUM THRU Commander, U.S. Army Engineers 
Division, south

Atlantic, ATTN: cESAD-RE, Room 9M-7, 60 Forsyth

Street, sw, Atlanta, GA 30303-8801

FOR Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineer. 
mobile District, ATTN4:

I ~ ~~CESAM-RE4IM, New Federal Building, 109 Saint Joseph St.,

mobile, AL 36628-0001

I ~SUBJECT: Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST-1) , Revised for

Transfer of Property at Defense Distribution 
Depot Memphis,

3 ~Tennessee (DDMT)

1. Reference memorandum, DDSP-F, 31 Oct 00, SAB.

2. Enclosed for your actiofl is a copy of the 
FOS'T-1, Revised

documents for the transfer-of approximately 
6.51 acres that

3 ~include seven (7) parcels at DDMT. The enclosed pages are to

replace the corresponding pages on the previously 
approved FOST-1,3 ~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) 611-0726, DSN 767-0726, and Mr. Joe

I ~Goetz, AI4CIS-R, commercial (703) 617-9282, DSN 767-9282.

5. AMC - Army RE ADINESS Command ... Supporting Every Soldier Every pay.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

4 Encls CHR TsI ~ ~a COL, GS
Deputy Chief of Staff

for Installations
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I ~~~FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER
(FOST)

(P arcel 2. 1, Parcel 2.2Z Parcel 2.3, Parcel 2.4,
Parcel 2.5, Parcel 2.6, Parcel 2.7)

at the former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee

1 ~~~~~~~~January 2000
(Corrected September 2000)

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~AttachmentlI
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I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this finding Of Suitability To Transfer (FOST) is to document the
envir......ental suitability of Parcels 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 at the former DefenseIDistribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Depot) for transfer for residential use consistent with
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) SectionI120(h), Department of Defense (DOD) and Asmy policy. This POST has been developed in
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.

12. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

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
buildings. Site maps of the property proposed for transfer can be found at Enclosure 1.

I 3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF THE PROPERTY

I .~~ A'det~rmiunation of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
r.the Post Removal Report Family Housing Memphis Depot Tennessee, the Comprehensive

Environiiental Response Facilitation Act (CEREAL) letter to EPA dated December 5,1997 andIthe'Environmeintal Baseline Survey (EBS)'dated November 6, 1996. The information 'prbvided is
hWretalt of * 'cbmpleie search of agency files during the development of these environmentaL.,-i
~uNeys.1 The following docizments also provided information 6n environmental conditions of the
pw60$fttf Revised BRAG Parcel Summary Rejports (CH2M HIDl, October 1998), Final BRACI ~Cleanup Plan Version 2 (DDSP-FE, October.1998), Asbestos Reinspectian (DDRE-WP, October
1996), Final Environmental Assessment for BRAC 95 Disposal and Reuse (Tetra Tech, February
1998),-Lead-Based Paint Risk Assessment for the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis,I ~~Tennessee (Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, April, 1996), Lead-Based Paint Survey Letter
Report (Memphis/Shelby County Health Department~ August 2, 1997), Asbestos IdentificationI ~~Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and January 1994).

':3.1 Environmental ConditionalrProperty Categories

3 ~~~The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)
Categories for the property are as follows:

ECP Category 1: Parcel 2.1 - Family housing unit Building 176I ~ ~~~~~~~~~Parcel 2.2 -Detached garage Building 5 178
Parcel 2.3 - Family housing unit Building 1793 I..~~.*........, ~Parcel 2.4 - Family housing unit Building 181

MI ~~~~~~Parcel 2.5 - Detached garage Building S 183
- * ~~~~~~~Parcel 2.6 - Family housing unit Building 184

I . ~~~ECP Category 4: Parcel 2.7 - Open land area surrounding these buildings and.
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extending to the installation fenceline south of N Street.

N ~~~A summary of the ECP Categories for specific buildings or parcels is provided in Table IU- I~Dcscription of Property (Enclosure 2).

3.2 Storage, Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

Hazardous substances were released or disposed of in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373I reportable quantities in the foliowing area: northern portion of Parcel 2.7 - open land area
surrounding the family housing units. The release or disposal of these hazardous substances wasI remediated as part of the installation restoration program. All necessary response actions have
been taken at ths site. A summary of the area in which hazardous substance activities occurred is
provided in Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal3(Enclosure 3).

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products

3 ~~~~~3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleunm Products

* ~~~There is no evidence thaf an# petr-oleum or petroleum products in excess of 55 gallons at
one time were stored, released or disposed of on the property. Accordingly, there is no need for
any notificationrrof pettoleum product storage, release or disposal.-

U ~ ~~~3.3.2 Underground and Above-Ground Storage Tanks (UST/AST)

Tbere is no evidence that petroleum products were stored in underground or above-K ground storage tanks oh the property.'I .;2I",~I34 Potychiorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Equipment

i-",IThere are no PCB containing transformers or other PCB containing equipment located on

Ithe pro'pety'and no evidence of unrernediated releases from PCB equipment.

3.5 Asbestos

The EBS and the Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993 and JanuaryI ~~1994) indicate Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) are present in the following buildings:

Building 176 - Rolled flooring in kitchen areas - non-friable
[I I.. . . ~Thermal pipe insulation and pipe joint insulation

I . - ~~~~~in basement - non-firiable/enicapsulated
Pipe insulation between basement ceiling and upstairs
bathroom (Encased in exterior wall) - non-friable

3 ~~~~~Building S178 - Cement siding shingles - non-fiiable

3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~FOST I - Page 2 Noveinber 1999 (coriceed September 2000)
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Building 179 - Rolled flooring in kitchen areas - nan-friable
Thermal pipe insulation and pipe joint insulation

in basement - non-firiabletencapsulated
Pipe insulation between basement ceiling and upstairs3 ~~~~~~~~bathroom (Encased in exterior wall) - non-friable

Building 181 - Railed flooring in kitchen areas - non-friable
Therrnal. pipe insulation and pipe joint insulation
in basementf-lon-friibleecapsl~atedtd

bathroom (Encased in exterior wall) - ni-ral

Building 183 - Cement siding shingles - non-friable-

Bu'ilding 134 - Thermal pipe insulation and pipe joint insulation
in basement - non-friablelencapsulated
Pipe insulation between basement ceiling and -upstairs

bathroom (Encased in extenorwall) - non-friable

3 ~~~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 either removed or

encapsulated. The deed will include the asbes~tos warning and covenant included in the

3Environrnentall Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5).

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)

I ~~~Based on the following LBP surveys, Lead-Based Paint Risk Assessment far the Defense

Distribution Depot Memphis Tennessee, revised April 1996, and Memphis/Shelby Co~unty Health

DepartmentlLBP Survey letter report dated August 2, 1997, the following buildings were

determtined to contain Lead4-bsed paint on the exterior and bathroom surfaces only- 176, 179, 181

and 183. Subsequent to-these swvem the exterior LBP WaSabated byremoval oafnl paintedutri

pieces. The Lead-Based Paint Risk Assessment for the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

1 ~~Tennessee revised April 1996 indicated that the 1.3? present in the bathrooms was in good

condition and posed no risk while ingood-condition. Subsequent to the exterior LBP abatement,

an October 1999 inspection of the in~terior bathrooms found the painted surfces remained-in good

I ~ ~condition. Only encapsulated LBP is on the garages, Building 8 178 and 5 183. The deed will

include the lead-based paint warning and covenant provided in the Environmental Protection3 ~~Provisions (Enclosure 5).

I 3.7 Radiological Materials

3 ,-. ~There isno evidence that radiologi'~idiLntijral or sources were uted or stokid oxVtthe"'

property included in this FOST.

3 ~~~3.8 Radon
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* ~~~Radon surveys were conducted in the following buildings:' 176, 179, 181 and 184. Radon

* was not detected at above the EPA residential action level of 4 picocuries per liter (pCL/L) in

these buildings.

1 ~~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.

1 ~~~3.10 Other B~azardouts Conditions

There are no other known hazardous conditions which required remcdiation.'or a response

action for the property to be suitable for transfer for the intended use.

4. REM[EDIATION.

3 ~~~In October 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed DDMT on the

National Priorities List (NFL) fb environmental restoration. The following environmental

* ~~orders/agreements are applicable to the property: Federal Facilities Agreement (FEA) among the

Defense Logistics Agency, the Tennessee Department of Envirouneneit and Conservation (TD)EC)

and the Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV. AMl necessary remnediation activities on the

a ~~property by such agreement or ordeijgp completed.. A removal action to remove soil impacted

3 ~~by the pesticide dieldrin was completed in the winter 'of 1998. The Post Removal Reports for

Fam-ily Housing Units are available at the Depot'slInormnatioifCpositories. In addition,

environmental conditions an adjacent government orroperty'do not present a hazard io thetransfer

3 ~~of the property. Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal

- ~~(Enclosure 3) and Table 3 - Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal

(Eclsure 4) provide details regarding enviromnmental conditions for each individual parcel or

3 ~~building contained within this FOST.

S. REGULATORY/PUBLIC COORDINATION

I ~~~TDEC has provided comrrments and has generally concurred with this FOST. TDEC

comments have been ricsolvcd and incorporated. EPAI as provided comments. These comments

* ~~have generally been resolved and incorporated. A portion of EPA.commeflt #3 is no longer

* applicable. The public comment period began on December 9, 1999 and closed on-january 17,

2000i. Al ulccments are included and addressed in .Enclosure 6.

3 ~6. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY A&r (NEPA) CO LMLINCE AND

CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

The environmefletal impdcts associated with proposed iraiisf&r 6f thd'property have been

analyzed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Aci (NEPAl). The results of this

analysis have been documented in the Final Environmental Assessment for BRAC 95 Disposal and

Reuse, Defense DistributionfDpBPt Memphis, Tennessee, dated February 1998. Any

encubranes o conitions identified in such analysis asnectssary-tol1oteCt-humfltfhealth~an
4d ...
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* the environment have been incorporated into the FOST. Conditions are provided in Enclosures 3,

34, and 5 while encumbrances are detailed in Enclosure S. In addition, the proposed transfer is

cohsistent with the intended reuse of the property set knith in the Depot Redevelopment

3Corporation Reuse Plan.

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROVISIONS

3 ~~~On the basis of the above results from the sit~e-specific EBS and other environmental

studies and in consideration of the. intended use of the property, certan terms and conditions are

arequired for the proposed transfer. These terms and conditions are set forth in the attached'

3 Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 5) and will be included in the deed.

B. FINDING OF SUTABEITYf TO TRANSFER

3 ~~~Based on the above information1 I have concluded that all Department offlefensd (DOD)

requirements to reach a Finding of Suitability to Transfer (POST) to the Depdt Redevelopment

*Corporation for residential use have been fally met for the property subject to the terms and'.

* ~~conditions in the attached Environmental Protection Provision (Enclosure 5). AUl removal or

remedial actions necessary-to protect human health and the environment have been taken and the

property is transferable under CERCLA Section 120(h)(3).

In addition to the Environmental Protection Provisions, the deed for this transaction will

3 ~~contain:

*The covenant under CERCLA 120(h)(3)(AX)(Ii() warranting that all rem~etial actions

under CERCLA necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect to

hazardous substances remaining an the property have been taken before the date of

transfer.

I * ~~~The covenant under CERCLA 12O(h)(3)(A)(ii(fl) warranting that any remedial action

under CERLCA found to be necessary after the date of transfer with respect to such .

3 ~~~~hazardous substances remaining cin the property shall be conducted by the United States.

*The clause as required by CERCLA 120(h)(3)(A)(iiii) granting the United States

access to the property in any case in which remedial action or corrective action is faund to

be necessary after the date of transfer.
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* ~~~As required under the CERCLA Section 120(h) and DOD POST Guidance, notification

* of hazardous substance activities and petroleum product activities shall be provided in the deed.

Refer to Table 2 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal (Enclosure

3) and Table 3 Notification of Petroleum Product Storage, Release or Disposal (Encldsure 4).

C4"olonel, GS --i~
I ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~Deputy Chief of Staff

for Engineering , Housing,
-Environment and Installation
Logistics

7 EnclosuresI ~~Encd I Site Maps of Property
Encd 2 TabLe. 1 -Description of Prdperty.

Endl 3. Table 2 -Notification of Haz ardous Substance Storage, Release or Disposal

Encd 4 Table 3 - Notification of PetroLcum'Product Storage, Release or Disposal

Encl 5 Environmental Protection Provisions

Enct 6 Regulatory/Publid Comments3 ~~End '7 References
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m ~~~~~~~~DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS. U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND

p**~~.~'~~4'4~ 5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE. ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333E001

3 ~~MEMORANDUM THRU Commander, U.S. Army Engineers Division, South Atlantic

(CESAD-ET-R), Room 9N15, 60 Forsyth Street, S.W., Atlanta, GA 30303-8801

3 ~~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 (BRAG) Disposal Support Package-2 (BDSP-2) andU ~~Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST-2) for Transfer of Property at Defense Distribution Depot

Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT)

1. References:

I ~~> a. Memorandum, DDSP-P, 23 July 01, subject: FOST #2 (Parcel #1).

b. Approved Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among U.S. Army, Tennessee State HistoricI ~ ~Prcservation 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.

1 ~~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,I ~ ~DSN 767-0726, and Mr. Joe Goetz, AMCIS-R, commercial (703) 617-9282. DSN 767-9282.

5. AMC -- Army READINESS Command .. . Supporting Evciy soldier Every Day.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

3 ,.-.. Encds 2RSO

as COL, GS
Deputy Chief of Staff3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~for Installalions



*t. ' 
~~~~~~~~~~883 394

F'INDI)NG O1' StITABILITY

(l"'OST #2)

3 ~~~~~~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

3 ~~~~~~~~~~~May 2001
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3 ' l'~~~~~~~~arcels 1. 1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7 nnd 1.8
May 2001

3 ~I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this Finding Of Suitability To Transfer (FOST) is to document the
environmental 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(h) and Department of Defense policy

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

paved prpet consists of 15.55 acres that includes eight (8) parcels. Within these
parcels are svn7)buildings, the open land area surrounding Building 144 and two

pavd Prkig lts.The property was previously used for administrative purposes. The
proprtyis ntededto be transferred for industrial reuse and is consistent with the

intended reuse of the property as set forth in the DRC's Memphis Depot Redevelopment
Plan. A site map of the property is'attached (Enclosure 1).

3. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

I ~~~~~A determination of the environmental condition of the property has' been made
based on the Comprehensive Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERJ'A) letter to
EPA datcd December 5, 1997 and the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) datedU ~ ~~November 6, 1996. The information provided is a result of a complete search of agency
files during the development of these environmental surveys. A complete 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

3 ~~~~~The Department of Defense (DOD) Environmental Condition of Property (ECP)

Categories for the property is as follows:

IC> ~~~~ECP Category 1: Parcel 1.1I - Sentry Station Building I
Parcel 1.2 - Sentry Station Building 2)
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Parcel I 3 - Waiting Ski icr Building 129
Varcel 1.4 - Wailing Shelter fluilding 139I I ':i ~~~~~~~~~Prcel I. -.5 Animin i Ai mlivc Bu~iildingi 144
V; rcl I1.0 Scct41, I'tv Hildiiie- 145

Parcel 1.7 -%ifitin Shelter IBridillnuI 55 (duninlished inl

I1999)

ECP Category 3: Parcel 1.8 - Open land area surrounding the buildings in
Parcel 1, including two parking lots and grassy 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 I - 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

I ,.-. ~excess of 40 CFR Part 373 reportable quantities onthe property, In addition, there was
no evidence of release or disposal of hazardous substances in excess of 40 CFR37
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/Remnediation Sites

I ~~~~~There wvere environmental investigations conducted on the property. A summary
of the investigations is as follows:

I . ~~~~~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 (Parcel 1.8) as pant of routine grounds maintenance
activities. All grassed areas on the Depot were incorporated into Screening
Site 73, and the pesticide dieldrin was investigated on a Depot-wide basis.
Dieidrin levels on the property were not inconsistent with unrestricted reuse;I ~ ~~~~~~therefore, no remcdiation (to include institutional controls) is required on the
property.

3 ~~~~There are no other investigationlremnediation sites located on the property. In addition)
there 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).

U ~~~~~4.3 Petroleu m and Petroleum Products

VtMS V -2 P'age S" or20
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4.3.1 Uinderground mid Above-C round Storage'Thinks (USIJST'I)

Ehcre wa~s no evidetice ahawl lcirolcwii piodocts ~wer stored in llndcrIeromIdT( or

tlhovegIo t IthId s~ol rtg uIiik II & 1I 1 I pIropivt N *\'ctm(IinliiiIv . ilire iS Ioo need fu)r tii

111ii-tIication c11faigv I .1ST AS I' peIolci0nir IWOLLILII storlage. release. tir disposal.

4.3.2 Non-UST/AST Storage, Release, or IDisposal of ]Petroleum3 ~~~~~~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 of non-
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 (PCR) Equipment

The following PCB containing equipment is located on the property: hermetically
sealed fluorescent light bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs. This equipment is
opreleases adhas been determined not to be leaking. There is no evidence of past

relass fomthe fursetlgtbulb ballasts on the property.

45Asbestos

There is asbestos containingnmaterial in the following buildings:

Building I: 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 restroom, 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/noI ~ ~~~~~~~~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).

3-- ~~~~~4.6 Lead-Based Paint (LI3P)

IFosT *2 I'agze4 o120
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baISed Oil thle Vge 01'11 thehtildiiigs (consirniCted prtiOr to 1978), all of ilw buildings
Mrc piresurred tol c milai cuad- based pa in Iiii 1 jitoperty ":is nol tised I fif res idenfi alI ~ ~~~purposc,; iiid the iraunsilercc Lioes noll intend Ic use (lie Ijnpig~eiv fil rcsideojial p1 1ilpows in

Ilik iiiliiie-. ''I IletJC (Ikl ill ifieltul IlIC IeZ1Id-hL'ase 11iiiiI %':l Ol L :il COiVc :I11 I1ItlVi(IC(I ill

I lie 1:11vi, ,iiimiciit,,I 'nicictoni l'rovkioitIs I k Clts 4 i.

4.7 Radiological Materials

I ~~~~~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, Radon3 ~~~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
picocuries per liter (pCi/L) in these buildings.

4.91-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 surrou~nding the buildings in Parcel I was either paved for
parking lots or landscaped when the-Depot opened and was never used for firing or testingI ~~~military munitions. The buildings proposed for transfer were used for administrative,
sentry and employee transportation purposes and were not used for ammunition storage
purposes.

4.10 Other Hazardous Conditions

I ~~~~~There are no other hazardous conditions that present an unacceptable risk to
human health or the environment.

I S~~. ADJACENT HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS

There are the following hazardous 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 (MI), one in the southwest pant of the Ml and one in the southeast portion.
The groundwater contaminants of concern are [PCE and TCE. The selected groundwater
remedy at the MI is enhanced bioremtediation, which includes institutional controls and
long-term. monitoring.

IVOST 2lge32
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T hesecoC(nidit ions dot tio( make (lie property proposed Itir t raislse unskuithle to£ ~~~ira::sler bcuaulse tile; gI~Lomidwater is currewtly 111)1 used as Potable water aid city and
,jlinly oij: resiricls IINC cI tho gtoiiiidwa~tcr. III adtlil io. (lit; L±IoLId water Ilvylrolou\'

is such il,:ii Ilkk aZliacclhI1 nIIul:1iiu1iialio i ll v ihI0 h 1it ,;JI to the piojXi , (FI i It . liic (I).

I lie Iluivial amitilct. lies al a dethq[1o.1 itXC Iii IC) I)L jlsw grouilid stlal~ce aiiit is believed it)I ~ ~~have been impacted by Depot olperationis. iThe groundwatcr plume located on the
southeast portion of the Ml is located down gradient of Parcel I. Groundwater flows
from northeast to southwest on this portion of tlic Ml, away from Parcel 1, towards theI ~ ~~center of the MI. Groundwater flow on the southwest portion of the MI flows from
southwest to northeast, towards the center on the Ml. Groundwater flow in the center
portion of the MI appears to flow to the south.

6. ENVIRONMENTAL AGREEMENTS

I ~~~~~The following environmental orders/agreements are applicable to the property:
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) among the Defense Logistics Agency, the Tennessee
Department of Environtment and Conservation (TDEC) and the Environmental Protection5 ~~~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).

£ C' 7. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE AND
CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL REUSE PLAN

I ~~~~~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

BRC95 Disposal and Reuse of Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee. Any
encumbrances or condition identified in such analysis as necessary to protect human health

I ~~~or the environmental have been incorporated into the FOST.

S. RECGULATORW/PTBLIC COORDINATION

3 ~~~~~The U.S. EPA Region IV, the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation, and die public were notified of the initiation of the POST. Regulatory and
public comments received during the FOST development were reviewed and incorporatedI ~ ~~as appropriate. All regulatory comments were resolved. A copy of the regulatory/public
comments is included in the POST (Enclosure 5).

9. FINDINGS OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER

Based on the above information, I conclude that all removal or remedial actions
necessary to protect human health and the environment have been taken and the property
is transferable under CFRCLA section 120(h)(3). In addition, all Department of Defense
requirements to reach a finding of suitability to transfer have been met subject to thle terms

3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~F()Sl 2 IVawc (, olr20
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mild COnd itij~l1 SCt forth iin tie attached Univironmllental Protectionl Provisions,

(Enclosure 4), which shallI be iclCudedL inl the deedL for the property. Thc

I 11vl-wi'(it-iiiii1fl I 1-oICCIOII I'lOitivisiuii ;1Oilst'II fincld 11w' \CbRCA 120(h)(.)

Deputy Chif ofS o ntallations

6 Enclosures
- ~~~Encl 1 Site Map of Property
5 ~~Encd 2 Environmental Documentation

Encd 3 Table I - Description of Properly

Encl 4 Environmental ProtectiorvProvisions/ Deed Restrictions£ ~ ~Encl 5 Regulatory/ Public Comments
Encl 6 Groundwater Flow Directions Map
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£ ~~~Memphis Depot
3 ~~~~~~Main Installation

* Finding of Suitability to Transfer

B~ ~~~~~~ees itiuinCne Mmhs
I~~~~~~~~~a 04-Rv

I Defense Distributio ~~~~nd Centert (Memp rHis)vll

U.S. Army Engineering and Support Center, Huntsville
Contract No. DACA87-02-D-0006

Task Order No. 05

E032004035ATL
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Revision 3

FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER
(FOST)

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis)
FOST 3

(Subparcels 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.10, 3.11, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 7.1, 7.2, 8.1,
8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5, 9.1, 9.2, 9.3, 9.4, 9.5, 10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4,
12.1, 12.2, 13.1, 13.2, 13.3, 13.4, 13.5, 14.1, 14.2, 15.1, 15.2, 15.3, 15.4, 15.5, 15.6, 16.1, 16.2,

17.1, 17.2, 17.3, 18.1, 18.2, 19.1, 19.2, 19.3, 20.1, 20.2, 20.3, 20.4, 20.5, 20.6, 21.1, 21.2, 21.3,
21.4, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.1, 23.2, 23.3, 23.4, 23.6, 23.7, 23.8, 23.10, 24.4, 29.4, 33.1, 33.2, 33.3,j ~~~~~~~~~~33.4, 33.7, 33.10, 33.11, 33.12, 33.13, 34.1 and 34.2)

I ~~~~~~~~~~May 2004
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£ ~1.0 Purpose

I ~~~The purpose of this Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) is to document the
environmental suitability of certain property (Subparcels 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8,
3.9, 3.10, 3.11, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 7.1, 7.2, 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5, 9.1, 9.2, 9.3, 9.4, 9.5, 10.1, 10.2,U ~ ~~~10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4, 12.1, 12.2, 13.1, 13.2, 13.3, 13.4, 13.5, 14.1, 14.2,
15.1, 15.2, 15.3, 15.4, 15.5, 15.6, 16.1, 16.2, 17.1, 17.2, 17.3, 18.1, 18.2, 19.1, 19.2, 19.3, 20.1,
20.2, 20.3, 20.4, 20.5, 20.6, 21.1, 21.2, 21.3, 21.4, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.1, 23.2, 23.3, 23.4, 23.6,I ~ ~~~23.7, 23.8, 23.10, 24.4, 29.4, 33.1, 33.2, 33.3, 33.4, 33.7, 33.10, 33.11, 33.12, 33.13, 34.1 and
34.2) at Former Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Depot), currently
known as the Defense Distribution Center (Memphis), for transfer to the DepotI ~ ~~Redevelopment Corporation for light industrial, commercial (except daycare), and
recreational (Parcel 3 only) use consistent with Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 120(h), Department ofIs ~~~Defense (DOD) policy, and the Depot Redevelopment Corporation's Memphis Depot
Redevelopment Plan. In addition, the FOST identifies use restrictions as specified in
Enclosurel1necessary to protect human health and the environment after such transfer.
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£ ~2.0 Property Description

I ~~~~The property proposed for transfer consists of approximately 356.68 acres, which
includes 65 buildings encompassing 70.02 acres, 37.45 acres of recreational property, and
approximately 249.21 acres of open land areas (including open storage areas, pavedI ~ ~~areas, and grassed areas around buildings). A site map of the property is attached
(Enclosure 2).

I~ ~~~~~PWNSIL LBM ~l823-M FS RV3FS OUEPDRV3FS O -



1 6~~~~~~~~~~~~83 405

* ~3.0 Environmental Condition of Property

A determination of the environmental condition of the facilities has been made based on
the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) (Woodward-Clyde, November 1996), Main
Installation (MI) Remedial Investigation (RI) Report (CH2M HILL, January 2000), MI
Record of Decision (ROD) (CH2M HILL, February 2001), MI Land Use Control and
Implementation Plan (LIJCIP) (CH2M HILL, March 2004) Base Realignment and Closure

(BRAC) Cleanup Plan Version 7 (Labat-Anderson, December 2003), Final Environmental
Assessment for BRAC 95 Disposal and Reuse of Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee
(Tetra Tech, September 1998), Ordnance and Explosive Waste Chemical Warfare

Materiels Archives Search Report for Memphis Defense Depot (U. S. Army Corps ofI ~ ~~Engineers - St. Louis, 1995), Asbestos Identification Survey (Pickering, December 1993
and January 1994), Environmental Baseline Study, Radiological Survey, Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Defense Distribution Center Radiological5 ~~~Health Group, Safety and Occupational Health Office, 1996). The information provided
herein is a result of a complete search of agency files during the development of these
environmental surveys. A comprehensive list of documents that provide information on

environmental conditions of the property is attached (Enclosure 3).

Residual contamination remains in soils at the property proposed for transfer. Residual
soil contamination levels do not present an unacceptable risk for the proposed reuse, asa ~ ~~overall human health risks and non-carcinogenic hazards to workers are within
acceptable limits for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic end points. Levels are not
protective of human health for residential or child-occupied facilities, including daycare

operations.

Residual soil contamination levels do not present an unacceptable risk to the
environment. The natural habitat in the MI area is very limited to non-existent.
Ecological receptors, such as terrestrial or aquatic animals and plants in the ponds and

streams, are not being exposed to the site groundwater, and are not likely to be exposed
in the future. Occasional terrestrial animals visiting the facility or living nearby are not

subject to a significant threat from the site media. A screening level Ecological Risk
Assessment conducted across the MI indicated little potential for significant ecological
impacts or adverse effects to wildlife. No ecological contaminants of concern were
identified at the facility. The land uses on the MI are expected to remain unchanged in
the future; therefore, the potential for wildlife exposure is low. There are no

* ~~~~unacceptable risks posed to ecological receptors at the MI.

Residual contamination remains in groundwater beneath the property proposed for
transfer. Results from groundwater samples collected beneath these areas indicate£ ~ ~~contaminant levels do not exceed the Safe Drinking Water Act maximum contaminant
levels (MCLs). As a result of the remedy selected in the MI ROD, dated September 2001,
residual groundwater contamination levels do not present an unacceptable risk becauseI ~ ~~~of the lack of exposure.
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At current contamination levels, the property is not safe for residential or child-occupied
facilities, including daycare operations; nor is groundwater safe for

production/consumptive use or for drilling groundwater wells that may allow
contamination to migrate or move to the deeper drinking water aquifer. There is no
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment so long as the Transferee, andI ~ ~~any subsequent lessee(s) or sublessee(s), adheres to the Environmental Protection
Provisions (Enclosure 1), which include the institutional controls required by the Ml
ROD. These activities shall not be allowed without prior written approval from the
Army. The institutional controls shall be implemented and monitored in accordance
with the MI LUCIP (Enclosure 4).

3.1 Environmental Condition of Property Categories
The complete list of the DOD Environmental Condition of Property (ECP) Categories for1 ~ ~~the property proposed for transfer is located in Enclosure 5.

ECP Category 4:

Subparcel 3.1 - Building 193

B .~~~ Subparcel 3.2 - Building 195

* Subparcel 3.3 - Building 196

5 *~~~ Subparcel 3.4 - Building 198

* Subparcel 3.5 - Recreational area including the golf course, playground, softball 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, Site 73
(2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid, all grassed areas)

3 *~~~ Subparcel 3.6 - Lake Danielson, Site 26

* Subparcel 3.7 - Lake Danielson Outlet Ditch, Site 51

5 *~~~ Subparcel 3.8 - Golf Course Pond, Site 25

* Subparcel 3.9 - Golf Course Pond Outlet Ditch, Site 52

5 *~~~ Subparcel 3.10 - Former pistol range near Hole 9

* Subparcel 3.11 - Former flamethrower test site west of Hole 9, Site 69

* Subparcel 6.1 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 250, 349, and 350

* Subparcel 6.2 - Building 250

I *~~~ Subparcel 6.3 - Building 349

* Subparcel 6.4 - Building 350

* Subparcel 7.1 - Open land area surrounding Building 249
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* Subparcel 72:- Building 249, Site 65 (XXCC-3)

3 ~ ~~ upacl81-Open land area surrounding Buildings 229, 230, 329, and 330

* Subparcel 8.2 - Building 229

I .~~~ Subparcel 8.3 - Building 230

* Subparcel 8.4 - Building 329

I .~~~ Subparcel 8.5 - Building 330

* Subparcel 9.1 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 429, 430, 449 and 450

I~ ~~~ upre 92-Bidn 2
* Subparcel 9.2 - Building 429I .~~~ Subparcel 9.3 - Building 430

* Subparcel 9.4 - Building 459

* Subparcel 10.1 - Building 649

5 *~~~ Subparcel 10.2 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 549, 550, 649, and 650

* Subparcel 10.3 - Spill location between the southern corners of Buildings 550 and 650

5 *~~~ Subparcel 10.4 - Building 549

* Subparcel 10.5 - Building 550

5 *~~~ Subparcel 10.6 - Building 650

* Subparcel 11.1 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 529, 530, and 630

5 *~~~ Subparcel 11.2 - Building 529

* Subparcel 11.3 - Building 530

U *~~~ Subparcel 11.4 - Building 630

* Subparcel 12.1 - Open land area suirrounding Building 629

U *~~~~ Subparcel 12.2 - Building 629, Site 57 (Building 629 Spill Area)

* Subparcel 1.3.1 - Sentry Station/Gate 23U~ ~ ~~ upre 32-Snr tto/ae2
* Subparcel 13.2 - Sentry Station/Gate 24

* Subparcel 13.4 - Building 210, Site 41 (Satellite Drum Accumulation Area)

* Subparcel 13.5 - Building 211 and open land area surrounding Building 211, SentryI ~ ~~~~Stations 23, 24, and 25

PAHUNTSVILLE ALABAMA COE\182243 -Ml FOST 3REV. 3 FOST DOCUM EN \POF\REV 3 FOST3 3DOC 3-3



1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~883 402

* Subparced 1441 Sentry Station/Gate 22

I ~ ~~ Sbacl 42-Building 209 (demolished) and open land area surrounding Building
209 and Sentry Station 22

5 ~~~* Subparcel 15.1 - Sentry Station/Gate 15

* Subparcel 15.2 - Building 308, Site 35 (Hazardous Waste Storage)

5 *~~~ Subparcel 15.3 - Building 319, Site 74 (Flammables, Toxics)

* Subparcel 15.4 - Building 702 (demolished)

3 *~~~ Subparcel 15.5 - Open gravel storage area Y50 (west of Buildings 308 and 309), Site
36 (Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office [DRMO] Hazardous Waste Concrete
Storage Pad), Site 37 (ORMO Hazardous Waste Gravel Storage Pad), Site 38 (ORMOI ~ ~~~Damaged/Empty Hazardous Materials Drum Storage Area), and Site 39 (DRMO
Damaged/ Empty Lubricant Container Area)

* Subparcel 15.6 - Open storage areas Y10, Y11, Y50, and Y60; Buildings 301, 304, 305,
306, 307, 309, T416 (demolished), T417 (demolished), 701 and 717, Site 54 (DRMO
East Stormwater Runoff Canal), Site 55 (DRMO North Stormwater Runoff Canal),
Site 72 (Waste oil for dust control in Property Disposal Office Yard), and Site 79

(Fuels, Miscellaneous Liquids, Wood and Paper - Vicinity 702)

* Subparcel 16.1 - Open land area surrounding Building 559

* Subparcel 16.2 - Building 5593 *~~~ Subparcel 17.1 - Land area where temporary Building 459 once stood

* Subparcel 17.2 - Open land area surrounding Building 359

g *~~~ Subparcel 17.3 - Building 359, Site 49 (Medical Waste Storage Area)

* Subparcel 18.1 - Building 560

3 *~~~ Subparcel 18.2 - Open land area surrounding Building 560

* Subparcel 19.1 - Buildings 467 (fabric tension structure removed in 1996), 468, and
open land area surrounding Buildings 465, 467, 468, and 469I *~~~ Subparcel 19.2 - Building 465

* Subparcel 19.3 - Building 469, Site 40 (Safety Kleen Units), Site 41 (Satellite Drum

Accumulation Areas)

* Subparcel 20.1 - Building 489I~ ~~~ upre 02-Bidn 7
* Subparcel 20.2 - Building 670

* Subparcel 20.3 - Building 470
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aSubparcel 20.5 -Open land area surrounding Buildings 470, 489, and 670

a Sbpacel20. -Spill area between western ends of Buildings 489 and 490
6 Sbpacel21. -Building 690I ~~~0Sbpre 12-Building 490, Site 40 (Safety Kleen Units)

* Subparcel 21.3 - Building 689, Site 78 (Alcohol, Acetone, Toluene, Naphtha,I ~~~~~Hydrofluoric Acid Spills), Site 40 (Safety Kleen Units)
* Subparcel 21.4 - Building 685

* Subparcel 21.5 - Open land area surrounding Buildings 490, 685, 689, and 690

* Subparcel 22.1 - Open land area between east ends of Buildings 689 and 690I *~~~ Subparcel 22.2 - Spill area east of Building 685 between Buildings 689 and 690, Site 77
(Unknown Wastes Near Buildings 689 and 690)5 ~~~* Subparcel 23.1 - Sentry Station/Gate?7

* Subparcel 23.2 - Sentry Station/Gate 8

I *~~~ Subparcel 23.3 - Building 787 (demolished)
* Subparcel 23.4 - Waiting Shelter/ Building 795I *~~~ Subparcel 23.6 - Open land area south of Buildings 690 and 490 and surrounding

Buildings 783, 787, and 793 and Sentry Stations 8 and 73 *~~~ Subparcel 23.7 - Building 783 (demolished), Site 82 (Flammables)

* Subparcel 23.8 - Building 793, Site 82 (Flammables)5 *~~~ Subparcel 23.10 - Area X01

* Subparcel 24.4 - Open storage area X035 *~~~~ Subparcel 29.4 - Eastern side of Parcel 29 (portion of open storage area X30)

* Subparcel 33.1 - Building 727

I *~~~ Subparcel 33.2 - Building 754 (demolished)

a Subparcel 33.3 - Building 755

I *~~~ Subparcel 33.4 - Building 756

* Subparcel 33.7 - Former aboveground storage tank, Site 81 (Fuel Oil Building 765)

* Subparcel 33.10 - Building 753 (demolished)3 *~~~ Subparcel 33.11 - Aboveground storage tank outside Building 756
* Subparcel 33.12 - Open land area surrounding Subparcels 33.1, 33.2, 33.3, 33.4, 33.7,

33.10, and 33.11
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* Subparcel 33.13 - Open storage areas X08 and X09, Building 720, open land area5 ~~~~surrounding Buildings 720 and 727, Site 80 (Fuel and Cleaner Dispensing at Building

* Subparcel 34.1 - Building 360I *~~~ Subparcel 34.2 - Open land area surrounding Building 360

1 ~~3.2 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Hazardous Substances
Hazardous substances were stored for one year or more in excess of the 40 CFR Part 373
reportable quantities on the property proposed for transfer. All hazardous substance
storage operations have been terminated on the property. A summary of the buildings
or areas in which hazardous substances were stored is provided in Enclosures 5 and 6.I ~~~~In the past:

* All grassed areas (Parcels 3.5, 3.10, 3.11, 6.1, 7.1, 8.1, 9.1, 10.2, 11.1, 12.1, 13.5, 14.2,5 ~~~~~15.6, 16.1, 17.2, 18.2, 19.1, 20.5, 21.5, 22.1, 23.6, 23.10, 33.12, and 34.2) were sprayed
with pesticides (dieldrin, DDT) and herbicides and were investigated as part of the
MI RI (Site 73 - 2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid, all grassed areas).

a All gravel areas (15.5, 15.6, 19.1, 20.5, 21.5, 22.1, 22.2, 23.6, 23.10, 24.4, 29.4, 33.7, 33.12,
and 33.13) were sprayed with pesticides (dieldrin, DDT), herbicides, and waste oilj ~~~~containing pentachlorophenol (PCP) and were investigated as part of the MI RI.

* All railroad tracks (Parcels 6.1, 7.1, 8.1, 9.1, 10.2, 11.1, 12.1, 13.5, 14.2, 15.6, 16.1, 17.2,
18.2, 19.1, 20.5, 21.5, 23.6, 24.4, 29.4, 33.12, 33.13 and 34.2) were sprayed withI ~ ~~~pesticides, herbicides, and waste oil containing PCP and were investigated as part of
the MI RI (Site 70 - POL/various chemical leaks, railroad tracks, Site 71 - Herbicides,
all railroad tracks). The railroad tracks and ballasts were removed from 1999 through

2001.

Existing records do not support a conclusion that releases in these areas exceeded the 40
CPR Part 373 reportable quantities unless otherwise noted in Table 2. The release ofI ~ ~~hazardous substances was either remediated at the time of the release or was evaluated
as part of the lnstallatibn Restoration Program (IRP). There is no risk to human health
and the environment so long as the Transferee, and any subsequent lessee(s) or
sublessee(s), adheres to the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 1), which
include the institutional controls required by the MI ROD (Enclosure 4).

I ~~~State of Tennessee law, Memphis/Shelby County ordinances, and local zoningregulations provide a high level of control, preventing drilling of groundwater wells,
production/consumptive use of groundwater, and use of the property for residential orI ~ ~~child-occupied facilities, including daycare operations (see Enclosure 4 for moreinformation).
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3.2.1 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs)
There are 29 SWMUs located within the boundaries of the property. The SWMI~s have
been addressed, as required by CERCLA. Enclosure 5 provides a summary of the
remedial actions at each of the 29 SWMI~s, as well as a description of the activities
conducted to date at each site. The level of cleanup to be undertaken at each of the
SWMUs is consistent with the intended reuse identified in the Memphis Depot
Redevelopment Plan for light industrial, commercial (except daycare), and recreational3 ~~~~(Parcel 3only).

Due to the restrictions described in Enclosure 1, the transfer will not affect ongoing
remediation efforts. Additionally, the Transferee will not conduct activities that willI ~ ~~adversely affect ongoing remedial activities or human health or cause further
degradation of the environment.

1 ~~~3.2.2 Groundwater Contamination
Groundwater contamination was discovered under portions of the Memphis Depot.
Results from groundwater samples collected from areas beneath the property proposedI ~ ~~for transfer indicate contaminant levels do not exceed the Safe Drinking Water Act
MCLs, except at a monitoring well south of Building 308 in Subparcel 15.6 and a
monitoring well south of Building 360 in Subparcel 34.2. Samples from these monitoringa ~ ~~wells indicate levels of tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TICE) that slightly
exceed the MCLs. Due to the relatively low concentrations, the MI ROD, dated February
2001, did not include these areas for active remediation. The remedy selected in the MIU ~ ~~ROD, which includes land use controls prohibiting the drilling of groundwater wells
and production/consumptive use of groundwater, provides sufficient protection of
human health. Groundwater beneath the property is not currently used for potable
purposes and as long as the land use controls are enforced groundwater does not pose a
threat to human health.

3.3 Petroleum and Petroleum Products
5 ~~~3.3.1 Storage, Release, or Disposal of Petroleum Products Not in

Underground or Above-Ground Storage Tanks (USTs or ASTs)
Petroleum products in excess of 55 gallons were stored in the following buildings orI ~ ~~~areas (subparcel in parenthesis): 629 (12.2), 308 (15.2), 319 (15.3), Y50 (15.5), Y1O (15.6),
416 (demolished, 15.6), 468 (19.1), 469 (19.3), 690 (21.1), 490 (21.2), 689 (21.3), X03 (24.4),
and X08 (33.13). There was no evidence that any petroleum or petroleum products in5 ~ ~~excess of 55 gallons at one time were released or disposed of on the property as the
result of non-UST/ AST petroleum activities. Accordingly, there is no need for any
notification of non-UST/ AST petroleum product storage, release, or disposal.

3.3.2 USTs and ASTs
Current UST/AST Sites - There are no USTs on the property. The only UST on theI ~ ~~property is currently used for storage of petroleum products. There is no evidence of
petroleum releases from this site.
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Former UST/AST Sites - There were 11 USTs and 2 ASTs on the property that were
used for storage of petroleum products. There is no evidence that petroleum product
releases occurred at the former UST/ AST sites. A summary of the petroleum product
activities is provided in Enclosure 7.

3.4 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
Based on a review of existing records and available information, the following PCB-I ~ ~~containing equipment is located on the property: hermetically sealed fluorescent light
bulb ballasts that may contain PCBs. This equipment is operational, properly labeled in
accordance with federal and state regulations, and has been determined not to beI ~ ~~leaking. There is evidence that PCBs or PCB-contamninated fluids were released from
PCB-containing equipment at: Y50 (15.5) and 469 (19.3) The PCBs or PCB-contaminated
fluids were remediated at the time of the release or as part of the IRP. The

deed/ easement will include the PCB notification and covenant contained in Enclosure 1.

5 ~~3.5 Asbestos
Based on the Asbestos-Containing Material (ACM) Survey Report (1993 and 1994), ACM5 ~~~was found in the following buildings:

* Building 195 (3.2): 9-inch x 9-inch floor tile in old dining hall and lounge area, 12-
inch by 12-inch floor tile in dance floor bar area and exterior AHU duct mastic; non-I ~ ~~~friable and in good condition.

* Building 196 (3.3): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile and asphalt built-up roofing; non-3 ~~~~friable and in good condition.

* Building 198 (3.4): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile and mastic; non-friable and in fair3 ~~~~condition

* Building 398 (3.5): dry wall leveling compound; non-friable and in good condition

* Building 250 (6.2): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile, domestic water pipe insulation,
domestic water pipe joint insulation, cement asbestos wall panels, putty, and roof
flashing; non-friable and in good/ fair condition. Abatement: Removed 25 linear feetj ~~~~~(19 of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitorial closet.

* Building 349 (6.3): Domestic water pipe joint insulation in janitor's closet and pipe
chase, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile and mastic in office area, cement asbestos wallI ~ ~~~board and putty on raised roof, and roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition.
Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.

* Building 350 (6.4): Domestic water straight run pipe insulation, domestic water pipeI ~ ~~~joint insulation in janitor's closet, cement asbestos wall board and putty on raised
roof, and roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition. 1997 Abatement:3 ~~~~~Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.
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*Building 249 (7.2): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile, 9-inch by 9-inch floor tile, cement5 ~~~~asbestos wall panels, putty, and roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition.

Building 229 (8.2): Thermal system pipe insulation, thermal system pipe joint
insulation, cement asbestos wall board, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile, window putty,5 ~ ~~~domestic water pipe joint insulation, window frame putty, putty, and roof flashing;
non-friable and in good/ fair condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed total of 3 If of 4-
inch pipe insulation from Bays 1, 3, and 5.I ~ ~ ~~~ Building 230 (8.3): Cement asbestos wall board, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile, putty,
and roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition.I .~~~~ Building 329 (8.4): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile and mastic in office area, 12-inch by
12-inch floor tile mastic in break room, cement asbestos products on raised roof,
putty on raised roof, and roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition. 1997I ~ ~~~Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe in the dock janitor closet.

* Building 330 (8.5): 12-inch by 12-inch black floor tile mastic in office and break room,5 ~~~~cement asbestos wall board on raised roof; non-friable and in good condition.

* Building 429 (9.2): Domestic water pipe joint insulation, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile
in office area, exterior window putty, cement asbestos wall board and putty on1 ~ ~~~raised roof, and roof flashing; non-friable and in good/fair condition. 1997
Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.

Building 430 (9.3): Domestic water pipe joint insulation, window frame putty,
cement asbestos wall board and putty on raised roof, and roof flashing; non-friable
and in good/ fair condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed 15 If of 2-inch pipe insulation3 ~~~~~in dock janitor's closet.

* Building 449 (9.4): Domestic water straight run pipe joint insulation, domestic water
pipe joint insulation, 12-inch by 12-inch beige vinyl floor tile and mastic in officeI ~ ~~~area, concrete sealant putty, window frame putty, 12-inch by 12-inch brown floor tile
in food inspection office, cement asbestos wall board and putty on raised roof
section, and roof flashing; non-friable and in good/fair condition. 1997 Abatement:S ~ ~~~~Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.

* Building 450 (9.5): Domestic water straight run pipe joint insulation, domestic water
pipe joint insulation, exterior window putty, old door frame putty, 12-inch by 12-
inch floor tile in office and break room area, cement asbestos wall board and putty
on raised roof, and roof flashing; non-friable and in good/fair condition. 19973 ~~~~Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.

* Building 649 (10.1): Domestic water pipe joint insulation, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile
mastic in office area, and cement asbestos wall boards and putty on raised roof; non-
friable and in good/ fair condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe
insulation in dock janitor's closet.

3 *~~~~ Building 549 (10.4): Domestic water pipe joint insulation, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile
in office area and break room, and cement asbestos wall boards and putty on raised
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roof; non-friable and in good/fair condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed 15 If of 2-5 ~~~~~inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.

Building 550 (10.5): Domestic water straight run pipe joint insulation, domestic water
pipe joint insulation, and 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile mastic in office area; non-I ~ ~~~friable and in good/ fair condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe
insulation in dock janitor's closet.

Building 650 (10.6): Domestic water pipe joint insulation, exterior window frame
putty on raised roof; non-friable and in good/ fair condition. 1997 Abatement:
Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.

3 .~~~ Building 529 (11.2): Domestic water pipe joint insulation, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile
and mastic in office area, and cement asbestos wall board and putty on raised roof;
non-friable and in good/fair condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch

pipe insulation in dock janitor's closet.

* Building 530 (11.3): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile and mastic in office area, and cementI ~~~~asbestos wall boards and putty on raised roof; non-friable and in good condition.

a Building 630 (11.4): Domestic water pipe joint insulation, interior window frame
putty, exterior window frame putty, 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile in office area, and
cement asbestos wall boards and putty on raised roof; non-friable and in good/ fair
condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed 25 If of 2-inch pipe insulation in dock janitor's
closet..1 *~~~~ Building 629 (12.2): Domestic water straight run pipe joint insulation, 12-inch by 12-
inch floor tile in office area, 12-inch by 12-inch beige vinyl floor tile in break room3 ~~~~and smoking room, and cement asbestos wall boards and putty on raised roof; non-

- ~~~~friable and in good/ fair condition. 1997 Abatement: Removed 30 If of 2-inch pipe
insulation in dock janitor's closet.3 *~~~ Sentry Station/Gate 23 (13.1): Asphalt built-up roofing and roof flashing; non-friable
and in good condition.

Building 210 (13.4): Thermal system pipe insulation, thermal system pipe joint
insulation, 9-inch by 9-inch floor tile, gypsum leveling compound, 12-inch by 12-inch
orange floor tile south entrance Bay 3, cement asbestos panels exterior cooling tower
Bay 4 mechanical room, thermal system tank insulation mechanical room Bay 5,

boiler feed pipe insulation, and AH-U duct insulation Bay 6; non-friable and in
good/fair condition. 1994 Abatement: Removed ACM around air handling units in3 ~~~~Bays 1-6. 1997 Abatement: Installed HEPA vacuum around air handling units,

m ~~~~sprayed encapsulant around air handling units, and removed pipe insulation for
approximately 20 feet from air handling units.'I *~~~ Sentry Station/Gate 22 (14.1): Door and window putty, asphalt built-up roofing and
roof flashing; non-friable and in good cohdition.

3 *~~~ Sentry Station/Gate 15 (15.1): Cement exterior kick panels, asphalt built-up roofing
and roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition.
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* Building 308 (15.2): Roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition..

3 *~~~ Building 319 (15.3): Asphalt built-up roof; non-friable and in good condition.

* Building 309 (15.6): Roof flashing, asphalt built-up roofing, and cement asbestos wall
panels; non-friable and in good condition, except cement asbestos wail panels in

poor condition.

* Building 717 (15.6): Cement asbestos wall boards on interior walls and ceiling,
window putty and door frame putty; non-friable and in good/fair condition. 1997
Abatement: Removed cement asbestos wallboards on walls and ceiling.

3 *~~~ Building 670 (20.2): 12-inch by 12-inch vinyl floor tile and mastic in break room and
office areas; non-friable and in good condition. 1995 Abatement: During window
replacement project, window caulk was found to contain 2-5% chrysotile and was3 ~~~~removed.

* Building 470 (20.3): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile and mastic in break room and office
areas and vibration dampers on air handling units in mechanical room; non-friable
and in good condition 1995 Abatement: During window replacement project,
window caulk was found to contain 2-5% chrysotile and was removed.

3 *~~~~ Building 489 (20.4): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile mastic and duct insulation mastic;
non-friable and in good condition 1995 Abatement: During window replacement
project, window caulk was found to contain 2-5% chrysotile and was removed.

* Building 690 (21.1): 12-inch by 12-inch brown and white floor tile and mastic in break
room and office area, 12-inch by 12-inch black vinyl floor tile and mastic in Bay 1
temporary offices, thermal system pipe insulation on steam lines in Bay 1 and tunnel3 ~ ~~~area and duct insulation in mechanical room; non-friable and in good condition.
1995 Abatement: During window replacement project, window caulk was found to3 ~~~~contain 2-5% chrysotile and was removed.

* Building 490 (21.2): Thermal system pipe insulation, 12-inch by 12-inch grey vinyl
floor tile and mastic in Bay 1, 12-inch by 12-inch beige vinyl floor tile and mastic in
temporary offices in Bays 2 and 3, 12-inch by 12-inch off-white floor tile and mastic

in strip office area, and 9-inch by 9-inch brown vinyl floor tile and mastic in break

widwreplacement project, window caulk was found to contain 2-5% chrysotile

*Building 689 (21.3): 12-inch by 12-inch brown vinyl floor tile and mastic in strip
office break room, 12-inch by 12-inch light brown vinyl floor tile and mastic in Bay 3
office area, and 12-inch by 12-inch beige vinyl floor tile mastic on top of Bay 1 office
area; non-friable and in good condition. 1995 Abatement: During window
replacement project, window caulk was found to contain 2-5% chrysotile and was

3 * ~~~Building 685 (21.4): Roof flashing; non-friable and in good condition

PAHUNTSVILLE ALABAM4A COE\182243 -MI FOST 3\REV 3 FOST DOCUMENTRPDF\REV 3 FOST IDOC 3-11



U ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~883 416D

* Sentry Station/Gate 8 (23.2): 12-inch by 12-inch floor tile, cement board on soffits;
* ~~~~non-friable and in good condition.

* Building 720 (33.13): Interior window putty, exterior window putty, door putty
asphalt built-up roof, roof flashing, and 12-inch by 12-inch brown vinyl floor tile and

mastic in break room, kitchen, and bathrooms; non-friable and in good condition.

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/easement will include the asbestos warning and covenant
included in Enclosure 1.

3.6 Lead-Based Paint (LBP)
Based on the age of the buildings (constructed prior to 1978), the following buildings
(subparcels) are presumed to contain LBP: 195 (3.2), 196 (3.3), 198 (3.4), 398 (3.5), 250
(6.2), 349 (6.3), 350 (6.4), 249 (7.2), 229 (8.2), 230 (8.3), 329 (8.4), 330 (8.5), 429 (9.2), 430
(9.3), 449 (9.4), 450 (9.5), 649 (10.1), 549 (10.4), 550 (10.5), 650 (10.6), 529 (11.2), 529 (11.3),
630 (11.4), 629 (12.2), 23 (13.1), 24 (13.2), 25 (13.3), 210 (13.4), 22 (14.1), 15 (15.1), 308 (15.2),
319 (15.3), 301 (15.6), 309 (15.6), 717 (15.6), 468 (19.1), 465 (19.2), 469 (19.3), 670 (20.2), 470
(20.3), 489 (20.4), 690 (21.1), 490 (21.2), 689 (21.3), 685 (21.4), 8 (23.2), 795 (23.4), 793 (23.8),
720 (33.13). The deed/ easement will include the LBP warning and covenant provided in
Enclosure 1.

3.7 Radiological Materials
The following buildings were used for radiological activities: 319 Bay 6, 629 Bay 2, and
359 Bay 3 (demolished). These buildings were used for storage of low level radiological
materials including, but not limited to, lantern mantels containing thorium-232, smoke
detectors containing americium-241, electron tubes containing thorium-232, watch dials
containing tritium (H-3) and radium-226, indicator and toggle switches containing
radium-226, and compasses containing tritium (H-3). Evidence of a release of
radiological materials in Building 319 was indicated in the Environmental BaselineI ~ ~~Study Radiological Survey, Defense Distribution Depot, Memphis, Tennessee, 1996. The
area was remnediated and the follow-up radiological survey concluded the area was
suitable for unrestricted use (Termination Radiological Survey for Defense Distribution

Depot Memphis, Building 319, Bay 6, 1997).

1 ~3.8 Radon
Radon surveys were not conducted in the buildings included on the property proposed
for transfer. In 1996, radon surveys conducted in the former military family housing
units (Parcel 2) indicated that radon was not detected above the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) residential action level of 4 picoCuries per literI ~~(pCi/4L)
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3.9 Unexploded OrdnanceI ~~~Based on a review of existing records and available information, none of the buildings or
surrounding land proposed for transfer are known to contain unexplodled ordnance.
One site on the land proposed for transfer (Subparcel 3.10 - Former pistol range) wasI ~ ~~identified as possibly containing unexploded ordnance in the Ordnance and Explosive
Waste Chemical Warfare Materiels Archives Search Report for Memphis Defense Depot
(UI. S. Army Corps of Engineers - St. Louis, 1995). This site was investigated during the

MI RI and no unexploded ordnance was discovered.

3 ~~3.10 Adjacent Hazardous Conditions
Hazardous conditions adjacent to the property proposed for transfer are discussed in the
MI Remedial Design (RD) report. The presence of these hazardous conditions does notI ~ ~~present an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment because the deed
will contain the Environmental Protection Provisions (Enclosure 1) prohibiting the use3 ~~~of groundwater for any purpose.
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4.0 Remediation

3 ~~~The following environmental orders/ agreements are applicable to the property
proposed for transfer: Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA), MI ROD, and MI LUCIP,
which will be included in the MI RD. The Institutional Controls (ICs) required by the MIU ~ ~~ROD are in place via lease restrictions included in the Master Interim Lease and
subsequent Findings of Suitability to Lease for MI property (EPA Letter dated February
4, 2003, Re: Proposed Category Changes for Environmental Condition of Property at the
Memphis Depot). The deed/ easement will include the Institutional Controls required by
the MI ROD as well as a provision reserving the Army's right to conduct remediation3 ~~~~activities (see Enclosures 1 and 4).
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* ~5.0 Regulatory/Public Coordination

I ~~~The EPA Region 4, the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
(TDEC), and the public were notified of the initiation of the EOST. Regulatory/public
comments received during the FOST development were reviewed and incorporated, as3 ~ ~~appropriate. All regulatory comments were resolved. The public review period for this
FOST extended from March 26 through April 26. No comments were received from the3 ~~~public during this period. A copy of all comments is included (Enclosure 8).
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6.0 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Compliance and Consistency with Local

I ~~Reuse Plan

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed transfer of the property have
been analyzed in accordance with the NEPA. The results of this analysis have beenI ~ ~~documented in the Final Environmental Assessment for BRAG 95 Disposal and Reuse of
Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee. Any encumbrances or conditions identified in such
analysis as necessary to protect human health or the environmental have been
incorporated into the FOST. In addition, the proposed transfer is consistent with the
intended reuse of the property as set forth in the Depot Redevelopment Corporation's
Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan.
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7.0 Environmental Protection Provisions

3 ~~~On the basis of the above results from the EBS and other environmental studies and in
consideration of the intended use of the property, certain terms and conditions are
required for the proposed transfer. These terms and conditions are set forth in EnclosureI I~~~ and will be included in the deed/easement.
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8.0 Finding of Suitability to Transfer

3 ~~~Based on the above information, I conclude that DOD requirements to reach a finding of
suitability to transfer the property have been met, subject to the terms and conditions set
forth in Enclosure 1. All removal or remedial actions necessary to protect human health

and the environment have been taken and the property is transferable under CERCLA
section 120(h)(3). In addition to the Environmental Protection Provisions, the3 ~~~deed/easement for this transaction will also contain:

* The covenant under CERCLA §120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(I) warranting that all remedial action
under CERCLA necessary to protect human health and the environment with
respect to hazardous substances remaining on the property has been taken before the

date of transfer.

* The covenant under CERCLA §120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(LL) warranting that any remedialI ~ ~~~action under CERCLA found to be necessary after 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
access to the Property in any case in which remedial action or corrective action is3 ~~~~~found to be necessary after the date of transfer.

As required under the CERCLA Section 120(h) and DOD FOST Guidance, notification of
hazardous substance activities and petroleum product activities shall be provided in theI ~ ~~deed/ easement (see Enclosures 6 and 7).

Thomas E. Lederle
Director, Base Realignment and Closure

Hampton Field Office

1 ~~8.1 Enclosures
3 ~~~Enclosure 1 - Environmental Protection Provisions

Enclosure 2 - Environmental Condition of Property Map
Enclosure 3 - Environmental Documentation3 ~~~Enclosure 4 -Summary of Land Use Controls and Monitoring Requirements
Enclosure 5 - Description of Property
Enclosure 6 - Notification of Hazardous Substance Storage, Release, or Disposal3 ~~~Enclosure 6A - Hazardous Materials Stored at the Depot
Enclosure 7 - Petroleum Product Storage, Release, or Disposal
Enclosure S - Regulatory Comments
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* ~~Finding of' Suitabi-lity to Transfer 4
(FOST)

Defense. Distribution. Center (Memph'is).
Dunn Field

March 2005

Subparcels 36.12, 36.13, 36.14, 36.24, 36.25, 36.26, 36.27, 36.30, 306.31
and 36.32

PREPARED FOR

Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence
3300 Sidney Brobks

Brooks City-Base, TX 78235-5112

ji:*,. r"P OREMREDBY

MACT EC, Iric.
3200'Town, Pointf Driive, Suilte 100

Kennesaw, GA 30144
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HAMPTON FIELD OFFICE. ARMY BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE

102 MCNAIR DRIVE
FORT MONROE VIRGINIA 23651

ReTO Hl o
AflS'01 OF MAR

DAL4~BD-11

MBMQRANDUMI FOR Assistant Chief of Staff for Instailation Mainagement, 600 Army
Periiagon, Washington, D.C. 203 10A0600

SUBJECT: Finding of Suitability to Transfer at Former M-emphisi Depdt - Dunn Field

1. Enclosed for your records: Finding of Suitability to Transfer 41.17 acres at the Former
Mlemphis Depot. The document received [nstallation. Regulatory, Public, and Hampton Fieldi
0111ce (H-lO) legal and enviroinnmental review~. It i's sign'evdi1 te Director of the BRAG -

Hampton Field Qffice.

2. Hampton -B.RAG field office point of contact is Mls. Robin Mills, DSN 680-3846 or
commercial (757) 788 - 3846.

THOMAS E. LEDERLE
Director, Base Realignmrent and Closure0 ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Hampton Field Office

CF: (w/cncls)
HQDA (DAIM-BD/ Larry Beach)
OLA BRAC Office, (DSS-DB/Jcanne Master)
CESAIM-RE-MD (Harold (3. Duck)
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FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER
(FOST)

Memphis Depot - Dunn Field
Subparcels.36.12, 36.13, 36,14, 36.24, 36.25, 36.26, 36:27) 36.30, 36:31 and 36.32

March 2005

L. PURPOSE

The purpose of this Finiding of Suiability to Trmisfr (POST)is to doctiment'the,
environmiental 'suitability of cerrtafn'.propefty (Sudbparctls. 36. 12. 36.13. 36.14,456&24; 36.25,
36.26, 36.27. 36.0, 36.31 and 316.32) at Former Dcefense Distribution Depot Memphis,
Tennessee (Depot), currently known as the Defense Distribution Ceniter (Memiphis), for transfer
as a public benefit cdnveyance (PBC) through the. Department of Interior to the Memphis Depot
Redeveloprneot Cooperation for recreational uie ahd trhmugh the Department of Transportation
to the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Cooperation for lighit industrial and commercial useconsistent with the Comnprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Lihbility Act
(CBRCLA) Section 1200%i. Department of Defense policy and the. Depot Redevelopment
Corporation's Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan. In addition) the FOST includes the
CERCLA Notice, Covenant, and Access Provisions and other Deed Pruvisions anti the
Environrnintal-Prolection provisions (EPPs) necessary to protect human health or the* ) ~envirornient after such transfer (Enclosure I)

2. PIROPERTY DESCRIPTION

'[he proposed property proposed for transfer consists of approximately 41.17 acres, which
includes open grassed areas, paved and gravel roads, and railroad tracks.
Low level residuial contamination of herbicides, pesticides, and pentachlorophenoi rem~ains in
surface and siubsurface soils at the property proposed for transf&r. Residual soil contamination
levels do not.-resen't unacbeptable risk to liumnhelhor teevrnetfrtepbm ih
industrial,cme a'n redreation uses: The Dunn Field ROD (April 2004) designated theproperty as available for unre'stricted'use withno firther action requitred. Overall huinan health
risks and nion-caicinogcnic hazards to potenliat residents, recreational users and industrial or
commercial[ workers are within acceptable limits, fdr carcinogenic and non-carciniogenic end
points..

Thc'natiu-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~I h~~~~~~biiataz~~~~~~~~~~~~ii~~~~~in Fieldis veix' lilijited to non-6xistenr. Oc~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~a'si'oriai ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~hestriatdtono-6itetanifnajs (resiil n
visiting the fdc'ilitydi livin~g nearby Carenot subjeci to'a significant thr~at frornthe site media.
screening lcv'efEcological Risk Assessment' conducted across buni'i Fiel~d indicated little
potential for signifidn't ecological impacts or adv'erse effects to wildlife. No ecologicalcontaminants of cdncern were'i&ntifi~ed at the facility. The land usc's on Dunn Fidld a're expected
to remnain unchanged iii the hirure; the'refore, the potential for wilIdlife exposure is low. The,
property is inlcnded to be transferred a& a Public Benefit C'orn~eyan'ce through th'e Depattment of

F0OST #4 ".'',U .I ,~.Final

Former Mernplti~~~~epbc~~Dunn Fi~~Id ' Mkarch'4. 2005
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Interior, National Park Service and the Departmeht of Transportation, and is consistent with the)intended reuse of the property as set forth in the Memphis Depot Redevelopment Corporation's
Reuse Plan. A site map o(z.ihe propertyis attched (Enciosur 2.).

3. ENVIRONMTENTAL DOCUME-NTATION

*A determninition of the envirornmental condition o the facilitiesbhas beeamade 'bascd on
the following?~-'-

• -Dunn Field Record of Decision (CH2ivI' Hill, April 2004)
* Dunn Field Remedial Investigation Report (CH2M Hill, July 2002)
* Rev. 2 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 7 (Labat:Anderson. Inc., December 2003)
* Reniediation Report lFornier Plistol Range, Site 60 Dunn Field (Jacubs Federal Programns,

April 2003)
* Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel Investigation arid Removal Action at Defense

Depot Durun Field (UXI3 International. 2001)
• Final Environmental Asse~ssment for BR.AC 95 Disposal and Reuse ot'Defense Depot

Memphis. Trennessee Cretra Tech, September 1998)
* Ordnance and Explosive Waste Chemical Warfare Materiels Archives Search Report for

M\-emphi Defense Depot - Findings (U. S. Aimv Corps of Engineets - St. Louis, 1995)

The information provided herein is a result of a complete search ofagency files during the
development of these environmental surveys.

A complete lisr of documents providing information on envirmnmental conditions of the
property is attached (Enclosure 3).

4. Environmental Condition of Property Categories

The DOD Environmental Condition or Property (ECP) Categ-orics for the property are as
follows:

ECP Caregory 3:'' 36.12- Site 62 (Bauxite Sto~age'.nimo~ed in 1299)2- 61 3 ,:kSitb 62 (B auxitSI&6orgertioem i (9)
36.24:. Sit&.l9 (Forrner Tear Gis Canister Burn Site)
36.25 - Siie:20 (Asphalt.Btirial'Sites
36.26 - Site 21 (XXCC-3'Birial Site)
36.27 - Site 50 (Concretle-linied Drainage Ditch).
36.30 - Site 63 (Fluorspar Storage removed in 1999) and the open land

direa east of the main rafroad-spur through Dtn Fed and
excluding 'existing'subparels

170ST AWild. Final, * ,.'Ma h.20
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36.31 - 75-foot strip along Hays Rd. from Person Ave. to Dunn Ave for
road. widening project'

36.32 - Open land area in northeast comner excluding existizig subparcei1s

ECP Category 4: 36.14 - Site 60 (Pistol Range removed in 2003)) and Site 85 (Building
I1184 removed in 2003)

A sumnriary CT the ECP categories foi speci fitc bditdings. parcels, or operable units ahd. the ECP
categor~y definitions i's provided in Table I - Description of Pro'perty (Enclosure 4).

4.1 Environmental Remediation Sites

Solid Waste Mlanatgement Units (SWiMUs
There a~re 8 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMvUs) located within the boundaries of

the propertj, nc'iuded in this FOST. The SWMUs.are also designated lap sites as described in
Section 3.1 above and are identified as subparcels on Enclosure 2, Environmental Condition of
Property Mapr 36.12 and 36.13 - Site/S WM-U 62 , Bauxite Storage; 336.14 - Sitca'SWMU 60.
Pislul Range anid Site/S WMUJ 85, Building 1184 ; 36.24 - Site/S WMU 19, Faniner Tear Gas
Canister Burn Site: 36.25 - Siie/S WMU 20, Asphalt Burial Site; 36.26 - Site/S WMU 21.
XXCiC-3 BurIial Sihe: 36.27 - Site/SWMU j 50, Concrete-lined Drainla~,c Ditch; 36.30 -
Site/S\ WMU 63, Fluorspar Storage. Thec S\VMUs have been addressed under CERCLA. as
rquired by the Federal Facilities Agreement. A non-time critical removal action of lead in soil at* )~SW 60 (Pistol Range) was completed in March 2003. Thies action also included removal ofBuilding 1 184 (SAVMAU 85). The Dunn Field ROD (April 2004) specifics no fur~ther action Ibr

SWIMUs 60 anid 85.
Enclosure 4 provides a summary of the remec dial actions at each of the SWMUs, as well as a
description of the activities conducted to date at each site. The Dunn Field ROD (April 2004)
specifies nio reinedial actions are necessary at the SWMUs included in the property proposed for
transfer,

Grounid VWater Contamination

None'of the property proposed for transfer is situated above areas of groundwater contamination.

4.2. Storag~e; Release or Disposal of Hazardous Substances

No hazardous substances wvere stored at the property proposed for transfer. A summuary of the
nfrees in wh~ich hubwrdous subsiances were released or disposed is~proyided in Eniclosures 4 and 5.
In the past;

All grassed areds within subparcels 36.14, 36.24, 36.25, 36.26, 36.30. 36.31) and
36.32 were sprayed with pesticides and herbicides and were investigated as pait of the
Dunn FieldRI.

Formier Merrlhis Depot -:Dunn'Field .Mvurei 4, 20
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*Railroadtcracks within Subparcel 26.30 were sprayed witlipesticides, herbicides andU ) ~~~~~~waste oil containing peritachlorophienol (PC?) and were investigated as part of the
burnn Field RI.

Existing records do not support a conclusion that releases in theise areas exceeded the 40
CF-R Part 373,repdrtable quantities unless otherwise noted in the Notification of Hazardous
Substance Storage, Rtlease, or Disposal (Enclosure 5). The release of hazardous substances wasI ~ ~~~either remediated at the time of release or evaluated as part of the Installation RestorationProgramn (1RP). The Dunn Field ROD (ApriL.2004) states remedial action is not'ncccssary at the
property proposed for transfer.

4.3. Petrolejtini fird Petroleum Products

4.3.1. Storage, Release and Disposal of Petroleum Products (not in
underground or above-groutid storage tanks)

Based on a review of records there, is not evidence that any petroleum or petroleum
products in excess of -55 gallons were stored, released, or disposed at one time onl the property.
Accordingly, there is no aeed for any notiiication of petroleum product storage, release, or
disposal.

4.3.2. USTs and ASTs

Based an a review of records there is not evidence that petroleum or petroleum products0) xv~ere stored ini underground or above-ground storage tanks onl the property.

4.4 l'olvehlorinafed Biphenyls (PCl)

Based onl a reyicwv of records and visual inspection, there are no PCB containinl'r
transformers. fluorescent light ballasts or other PCB containing equipment located oil rhoe
property aiid no evidencc-of unremedciiated releases fromn POD equipment.

4.5 Asbestos

There are no buildings or structures with asbustos-contaiding material located oin the property.

4.6 Lead BasedPaint (JUBP)

There are 10 buildings or strucrures.wilh LBP. located on the property

4.7 Rddiolng-ien] Matetrials

Based oii a review of records, there is ro indication that radioactive material or ore
were ever used or stored oin ihepropertv. .. (ore

POST #4 4 . -Final,

Fortner Mein bis Depot &Dtinn Field, March 4, 20051



883 430 8 2 5

4.8 Radon

There are no buildings or structures onl this property; therefore, a radon survey is LufflCessary.

4.9 Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC)

Based on a review of existing records and ayailable irnforniation, none of tim landproposed for trarnsfer9Yle'kown to contain MUnlitibns and Explosives of Conceria (IVEC). Two
sites oh the land propoe~d fortransfe'r (Subparcels 36.14- ofleso Rahgc and 36.24 -Formcr Tear Gas 'Cinistcr.Brirn Site) were identieied as psil cnjnn MEC in tie'
Ordnance and Explosive Waste Chemical Warfare Mateiials Archives Search Rieport forMemphis Defense.D.'pot. These'sitcsmvere investigated during die Dunn Field EngineeringEvaluation Land Cost Analysts REE/CA) for Reinoval oF Chemiical Warfatre Materiel and the Dunn
Field RI. No MIEC was discovered.

5. ADJACENT PROPERTY CONDITIONS

The following are ongoing environmental investigations/remnediations or other hazardous
conditions adjacent to the property proposed for transtbr: Disposal Sites remedial design andremedial action; l'crmeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) remedial design and rernedial action; andSource .Area (Soil Vapor Extraction LS`VEYZe-o-V'alcnt Iron [ZVI]) remedial design andremedial action. Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) has initiated apre-CERCLA screening of the suspected groundwater contamination source upgradiern of Dunn0 ~~Field, which alfects the area along the northern fence line, narned the Wabash Avenue
EnvestigatioD. In 2004, the OCT concurred to change the subparcel boundaries to omnit the areasituated above groundwater contamination along the northern fence line. Boundaries of dienorthern subparcels now end about 225 feet south of tie northern fence Line. The presence ofthese hazardous conditions and the Expected remedial activities adjacent. to the property fottransfer do not present an unacceptAble risk to hurnan health and the environment.

6. ENVIRONMIENTYUL R;EMEDIAT!ION AGREEMLENTS

The following environmernal orders/agrcernents are applicable to the property: FederalFaci lilies Agreemenr-betw~'&en U1nited States Eivironnmental Piotection Ageincy Region IV,Tennessee Department of Environenict anid Conservation n ntdSae ees oit*Agecncy at the.D-ef~fAs~Disitributidn Depbt oneni ( and 6195 U nitdStates D iefens LOgitc
(April 2064). Ehvirdnmental Conditions'ofthe pro h d 6scri 5) and this i rs did nRO aha~.ard for lih nm prprydsrbdi this FSTdon'p Aadesignated the prope~rty&as available fdr unrestricted use Wyitk no. firthtr actioii ~e~tired .Nevertheless. [he property wi~ll be subject to zoning requiremnents and thc uses idlentified in theternis of te Iransfer. The Transferee must also adhere to the Erivionmentul Protection
Provisions (Enclosure 1). Environmnental conditions on, adjaccnct tederal government property do*notpresent a hu~ard'to.thc itansfer of the property. Thc.Du'salption of Property (Enclosure 4)

and~ Noi.atono j Hzad6us bstahce Stoage, Release,or.Djispo~al (Encabsure 5) provide

Fornier Memphis Ddpor.4Dtiin Flidd, .. M.rch 4,, Pina
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* * ~~~details rcgarding environmental conditions for each individuai-subparcel contained within this
FOST.

7. REGULATORY? PUBLIC COORDINqATION

The U.S. Eiivironmental Protection Agency Region IV, thq Tennessee Department of
Environment 5and Conservation (TDBC) and the Rkstoiation Advisory Board (RAB) wvere
notified of the initialion of this POST at the October 16, 2063'RAB meeting'. The public review
period was fromn January 24, 2005 through February 23, 2005. Njo public comments were
received during this period, Regulatory comments received dfiring the FOST development have
been reviewed and incorporated, as dppropriate. A copyvof regulatory conanents and r&sporises
are included at EnloCIsure 7.

S. NATIONA'L ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NE,-PA) CO~MPL-IANCE

The environmental impacts associated with proposed transfer of the property have bean
analyzed in accordance with the National Environmenfal policy Act (NEPA). The results of this
analysis have been documented in the Final Environmenmal Assessmeneii for BRAC 95 Disposal
and Rleuse of Defense Depot Memphis, Tennessee (Terra Tech. September 1998). A\ny
encuimbrances or conditions ident itied in such analvsis as neccessary o protec~t huma 1 ealth orE1111
the environmental have been incorporated into the FOST. In addition, the proposed transfer is
consistent with the intended reuse of the property as set forth in the Depot Redevelopment
Corporation's Memphis Depot Redevelopment Plan.

9. FIND)ING OFSIITAUILlITYTO TRANSFER

Based on the above information. I conclude that Department of Derense requirements to
reach a finding of suitability to transfer the property have been miet, subject to the terms and
conditions set forth in the attached Environentcnal Protection Provisions (Enclosure: 1). All
removal or remned~ial actions necessary to protect hutnan health and the environment have beeti
taken and LIicproperty is transferable~under CERCLA Section 120(h)4(3>~ In addition to the-
Enivironmental P'rotectikn Provisions, the deed for this transacton will also contain:

*The covenant under CERCLA § 120(hl)(3)(A)(ii)(1) warranting that all remedial action
under CERCLA necessary to protect humani healdi and the environment with respect to
hazardous substanc~es-reintiining on the Propecrty has bein taken before the date df'
transfer.

*The covenant under CERCLA § l2O(h)(3)(A)(ii)(11) warranting- that any remnedial action
uinder CERCLA round to be necessaryvafter the clat of' transfer with rcsjeccr to suc~h
hazardous substances remaining on the Prop~ry shall be conducted by die United States.

*The clause.as required by CERCLA §l120(h)~1)(Ajlhii) granigteUie ttsacs
to the Prdoerty~ in anhy &ise in which remiedial cion o aoretivgte aUnnj iteduSttobes'aces

FOST#446, Final
Formier Mtemphs Dekpot 2 Dnn FiIdd, arh4 2005
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necessary after the date of transfer. As required under die CERCLA Section 120(h) and) ~~DOD POST Guidance, notification of-hazardous substance activities and petroleum
product activitiei; shall be provided in the deed. See the Notification of Hazardous
Substan&e Storage.. Relea~e, or Disposal (Eneiosure-5)-and Notification of Pecroleurn
Product Stcia~ge; R~elease, 'or Disposal (Enclosure 6)

Thomas E. Lederle
Director, Base Realignmenit and Closure.

Hampton Field Office

Date of S'ignaui~e

7 Enclosures

* ) ~Enclosure I - Environmental Protection Provisions
Enclosurc 2 - Environmental Condition oI'Property Map
Enclosure 3 - Environmentcal Docunentation
Enclosure 4 - Table I - Description of Properly
Enclosure 5 - Table 2 - Notification of Hlazardous Substance Storage. Release, or Disposal
Enclosurc 6 -T'able 3) - Notilkcarion of'Petrolcurn l'roduct Storage. Release, or Disposal
Enclosure 7 - Regulatory/Public Comments

Ponn t isenh Mpbt- 9Qhnn x&.tw t March4 200>' .. j.
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I Appendix E

Contains summaries of the following documents. Complete copies located atI ~Memphis Depot information repositories:

I ~Table E-1
Administrative Record Site File IndexIConceptual Model
DLA Compliance with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental JusticeU 1997 CERFA Concurrence Letter
1998 CERFA Concurrence LetterI ~Radiological Release Letter
Summaries of Radiological Surveys

U Radon Survey
Transformer Record

I Wetlands Determination
Section 106 NotificationE ~Subparcel Designation Letters
Termination of NPDES permitI ~Termination of Permitted Container Storage Permit
Denial to Reissue Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Permit
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TABLE E-1I ~~~ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _YEAR

SUBPARCEL BUILDING FACILITY USE CONSTRUCTED RESULTS
1.4 139 Bus StopA/Waiting Shelter 1959 A3 ~~~~~1.5 14Office Space 1942 A
1.8 1~45 ~ Main Security Office 1943 A
1.8 147 Switch Gear Station 1981 IN

1.7 155 DEMOLISHED 1960 NA
2.1 1i 76 Military Family Housing 1948 A
2.2 178 Garage 1948 A
2.3 179___ Miiar aml Huin 94

2.3 179 Military Family Housing 1948A3 ~~~~~2.5 183 Garage 1948 A
2.6 184 Millitary 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
3.5 197 Golf Cart Shed 1959 IN
3.4 198 Cooler Shed 1959 A
14.2 209 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA
13.4 210 Warehouse/Office Space 1942 AU ~ ~~~~13.5 211 Generator/Uninterrupted Power 1988 N

Supply
8.2 229 Warehouse Space 1942 AI _______8_3Waehosepac 192
8.3 230 Warehouse Space 1942 A
7.2 249 Warehouse Space 1942 A3 6.~~~~42 250 WaEhOuseSpaED 1942 NA
4.12 251 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA
4.11 252 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA
4.11 253 DEMOLISHED 1952 NA
4.7 254 DEMOLISHED 1944 NA

4.4 260 Paint Shop 1952A
4.8 263 Garage 1964 N3 ~~~~~4.13 265 Shop Building 1942 A
4.9 267 DEMOLISHED NA NA
4.2 270 Engineering 1945 A3 ~~~~~4.3 271 Former Golf Pro Shop 1958 A
5.1 2~72 Lumber Shed 1942 N
5.2 274 Cafeteria 1989 A3 5 ~~~~~~~~~27 DMOLISHED NA NA
1555.6- 304 Electric Switchgear NI N

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) I of 4
Rev. 1 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 9 July 2006



I ~~~~~~~~~~~~833 435
TABLE E-1I ~~~ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

YEAR
SUBPARCEL BUILDING FACILITY USE CONSTRUCTED 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 A3 ~ ~~ ~~8.5 330 Warehouse Space 1942 A
6.3 349 Warehouse Space 1942 A
6.4 350 Warehouse Space 1942 AU ~ ~~~~17.3 359 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA
3.5 398 Restroom 1962 A
15.6 T416 DEMOLISHED 1943 NA
15.6 T417 DEMOLISHED 1943 NA
9.2 429 Warehouse Space 1942 Aft ~~~~~9.3 430 Warehouse Space 1942 A
9.4 449 Warehouse Space 1942 A
9.5 450 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 N12 ~ ~~~~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 A3 ~~~~~10.4 549 Warehouse Space 1942 A
10.5 550 Warehouse Space 1942 A
16.2 559 DEMOLISHED 1942 NAI ~ ~~~~18.1 560 Warehouse Space 1990 N
12.2 629 Warehouse Space 1942 A
11.4 630 Warehouse Space 1942 Aa ~ ~~~~10.1 649 Warehouse Space 1953 A
10.6 650 Warehouse Space 1942 Aft ~~~~~20.2 670 Warehouse Space 1953 A
21.4 685 Shipping Office 1985 A
21.3 689 Warehouse Space 1953 A3 ~~~~~21.1 690 Warehouse/Shipping 1953 A
15.4 702 DEMOLISHED NA NA
15.6 717 Ice House/Public Restroomn 1951 A
33.9 720 Maintenance Shop 1942 A
33.9 737 Pesticide Storage 1961A

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2 of 4
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TABLE E-1I ~~~ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

YEAR
SURPARCEL BUILDING FACILITY USE CONSTRUCTED RESULTS

33.10 753 D6EMOLISHED 1956 A3 ~~~~~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

29.2 802 Waiting Shelter 1981 N
32.2 835 Hazardous Materials Warehouse 1988 Nj ~~~~~33.5 860 DEMOLISHED 1944 NA
33.8 863 DEMOLISHED 1943 NA
32.3 865 Hazardous Recoup Facility 1988 N3 ~~~~~25.1 873 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA
25.2 875 DEMOLISHED 1942 NA
26.2 970 Open Storage 1942 A
27.2 972 Open Storage 1942 A
35.2 1084 DEMOLISHED 1953 NA3 ~~~~~35.2 1085 Abandoned Concrete Grease Rack NI IN
35.3 1056 -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 IN
1.1 1 Guard Station 1959 AII ~ ~ ~ ~~1.2 2 Guard Station 1958 A

23.1 7 Guard Station NI IN£ ~~~~~23.2 8 Guard Station 1969 A
29.1 9 Communication/ Restroom 1946 A
15.1 1 5 Guard Station 1979 A3 ~~~~~14.1 22 Guard Station 1942 A
13.1 23 Guard Station 1942 A
13.2 24 Guard Station 1961 N

13.3 25 Guard Station 1961 IN

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 3of14
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TABLE E-1I ~~~ASBESTOS IDENTIFICATION SURVEY RESULTS

YEARI ~~~~SUBPARCELI BUILDING FACILITY USE CONSTRUCTED RESULTS
Buildings not included in the Asbestos Identification Survey5 ~~~~~~1.3 129 Witing 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)

19.1 467 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:

I ~~~A: ACM test results positive
A(P): ACM possible based on the year of construction
ACM: Asbestos-containing materialsI ~ ~~N: Negative. Building surveyed for ACM. If suspect materials were found, ACM test results were negative orless than 1%; no further action required.

NA: Not applicable (Building was built after survey or has been demolished since survey).

I~ ~ ~~ees itiuio etr(epi)4o
I~ ~ ~~e.1BA laupPa eso uy20
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Administrative Record Site File Index

DATE SUBJECT or TITLE AUTHOR AR#
14 Jul 46 Newspapcr Article, 'Nazi War Gas Seeps into Amory The Commercial Appeal 426

District"
15 Jul 46 Newspaper Article, "Nazi Gas Bomb Leaks, Bums The Press-Scimitar 427

IS Jul 46 Newspaper Article, "German Gas Escapes Here" The Press-Scimitar 428
16 Jul 46 Newspaper Article, "Bomb Squads at Work on Gas The Press-Scimitar 429

__________Leaks: Nine Casualties"
16 Jul 46 Newspaper Article, "German Gas Claims Two More The Commercial Appeal 431

Casualties"
17 Jul 46 Newspaper Article, "Gas Crew Still Busy" The Press-Scimitar 430
Jul 82 Installation Assessment Report Chemical Systems Laboratory 02j ~~~0 Jan 83 Geologic Study US Army Environmental Hygiene 03

___ ___ ___ __ __ ___ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ _ A gency _ _ _ _ _

6 Sep 85 TDHE Letter to Depot Concerning PA and Dioxin Patterson, Paul 04
Contamination Tennessee Department of Health and

___ ___ __ __ ___ __ ___ ___ __ ___ __ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ __ ___ _ E nvironm ent
25 Nov 85 Environmental Audit Report US Army Environmental Hygiene 05

___ ___ ___ __ __ ___ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ _ A gency
24 Feb 86 Summary Report, On-Site Remedial Activities 0 H Materials Co. 06
30 Jul 86 Water Quality Biological Study US Army Environmental Hygiene 07_ _

___ ___ ___ __ __ ___ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ _ A gency

07 Aug 87 Groundwater Consultation Report, Collection and US Army Environmental Hygiene 08
__________Analysis of Groundwater Samples Agency

89 Newspaper Article, "Neighbors of Depot Push for The Commercial Appeal 432
__________ Answers"

Jan 89 RI/FS, Final Work Plan Law Environmental, Inc. 09
05 Feb 89 Newspapcr Article, "Defense Depot Will be Tested for The Commercial Appeal 10

_________Toxic Waste"
25 Feb 89 Newspaper Article, "Depot Wells" The Commercial Appeal 434
05 Mar 89 Newspaper Article, "Profile of Toxic Wastes Arising The Commercial Appeal I1I

From New Data"
06 Mar 89 Newspaper Article, "Testing Continues at Defense The Daily News 12

____ ___ __ D epot" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

14 Mar 89 Newspaper Article, "Hazardous Material Moved" The Commercial Appeal 437
18 Jun 89 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning RI/FS Revised Final Scarbrough, James H 13

_________Work Plans EPA Region IV

30 Oct 89 Newspaper Article, "Depot to Get New Water, Soil LIK 14

Jan 90 RFA, Report AT Keamney, Inc. 1 55 ~~~19 Jul 90 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning RFA Report Findings Searbrough, James H 16
Tiesler, Tom

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ EPA R egion IV
Aug90 RI, Final Report, Vol 1 of 11 Law Environmental, Inc. 17

Au 9 RI, Final Report, Vol 11 of 11, Appendices Law Environmental, Inc. 18
Sepo90 FS, Final Report Law Environmental, Inc. 1 9
08Apr 91 Newspaper Article, "Toxic Seep Heightens Risk Level The Commercial Appeal 20

__________ to City W ater" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

May 91 RI/FS, Report, Annex B for Follow On Investigation Defense Distribution Depot Memphis2
and Interim Remedial Measure for Contaminated TN

__________Groundwater

Nov 91 PA__ Lettedia o M easure Work Pla rat n teiP~ARegin, JaeV
7Nv1 PALtere toa Depotre ConeigDraftPInterimu ezian, JaesV

PI Mar 92 lewspaper Article, "Soil Toxins at Depot Could Taint rhe Commercial Appeal 3

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) I of 35
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__________City Water"
06 Mar 92 Newspaper Article, 'Corps to Treat Depot's Polluted The Commercial Appeal 24

Groundwater"
Apr 92 Fact Sheet, ATSDR Public Health Assessments Agency for Toxic Substances and 25

____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ Disease Registry
Jul 92 Final Work Plan, Pump Test Engineering-Science, Inc. 26
22 Jul 92 TDEC Letter to EPA Concerning Draft Final Interim English, Jordan 2

Remedial Measures Work Plan Tennessee Department of
____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ Environment and Conservation

IS Oct 92 Newspaper Article, "Depot, Landfill Added to Waste The Commercial Appeal 28
. .C_____leanup List"

03 Mar 93 HQ DLA Letter to TDEC Concerning FFA for DDRC Carr, James M 29S _______________________________ Q DLA-O
23Mar 93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning NOTI of Draft RI Murphy, W F, COL 30

Work Plan Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I1 Apr 93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning NOTI of Draft RI Murphy, WEF, COL3
Work Plan Defense Distribution Depot MemphisU _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _~~T

15 Apr 93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning PEA Negotiations Kueger, Margaret J 32
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ TN

20 Apr 93 TDEC Lettcr to HQ DLA Concerning Proposed Clause Sanders, E Joseph 33
in FFA Tennessee Department of

____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ Environment and Conservation
May 93 Draft Final Community Relations Plan (CRP), RI Engineering-Science, Inc. 34

___ ___ ___Follow-On Study _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

M~ay 93 Meeting Minutes, Questions and Answers From Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 35
__________Mayor's Town Meeting, 24 May 93 TN

03Jun 93 Newspaper Article, "Burial Grounds, Anxiety Rises The Memphis Flyer 441
Over Toxic Contamination at the Defense Depot'" _________________I I Jun 93 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning FFA and Rust, C Michael, COL 36

Deestablishment of DDRC Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ TN

12 Jul 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Notification of Rust, C Michael, COL 4.4
Public Exhibition and Discussion Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

23 Jul 93 Press Release, Public Exhibition and Discussion, 10 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 445
__________ Aug 93 T

T8 Jul 93 Fact Sheet, ATSDR Toxilogical Profile Information Agency for Toxic Substances and 37
Sheet Disease Registry

Aug 9 Focused FS, Report, Dunn Field Engineering-Science, Inc. 38
Aug 93 Depot Letter to MSPJC Concerning Public Exhibition Rust, C Michael, COL 449

and Discussion of Site Restoration Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

10 Aug 93 Press Release, Public Exhibition and Discussion of Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 442
Installation Environmental Restoration Activities T

17 Aug 93 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning Role of Matthews, John D 39
Government Agencies in Site Restoration Program US Army Corps of Engineers-

____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ H untsville D istrict
SepD93 EPA Superfund Technical Assistance Grants _ Q USEPA 40

IOct 93 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Site Drew, AllisonW4
__________Management Plan EPA Re-gion IV12 Oct 93 DDRC Letter to TDFC Concerning Community Waters, Douglas 5, Jr 447

Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 2 of 35
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__________Interviews, Ditch Flow Problems Defense Distribution Region Central _____

27 Oct 93 TDEC Letter to DDRC Concerning Unknown Hoffman, Lew E 448
Discharge Investigation Tennessee Department of

____ ____ _ _ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ Environment and Conservation
08 Nov 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Monitoring Well Rust, C Michael, COL 446

Sampling Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Dec 93 lI/FS, Executive Summary for Generic Work Plan US Army Corps of Engineers - 2
____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ __ H untsville D istrict

02 Dee 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning First Study Rust, C Michael, COL 450
Conducted at Depot Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

02 Dec 93 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Cancer Study Rust, C Michael, COL 451
Conducted at Depot Area Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N

06 Dec 93 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Extension Franzmathes, Joseph R 43
__________Request for Revised Draft RFI Work Plans EPA Region IV

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol I of IX Environmental Science and 44
_____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ ____ ___ Engineering, Inc.

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol II of IX Environmental Science and 45
_____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ ____ ____ Engineering, Inc.

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol III of IX Environmental Science and 46
_____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ ____ ___ Engineering, Inc.

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol IV of IX Environmental Science and 47
_____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ ____ ___ Engineering, Inc.

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol V of IX Environmental Science and 48
Engineering, Inc.

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol VI of IX Environmental Science and 49
ngineering, Inc.

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol VII of IX Environmental Science and 50
______ ______ ______ _____ ______ ______ ____ En gineerin g,. Inc.

Jan 94 Groundwater Monitoring Results Report, Vol VIII of Environmental Science and 1

if ~~~an 94 Grudwte Monitoring Results Report, Vol IX of IXEvrnetlSineand 52
_____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ ____ ___ Engineering, Inc.

26 Jan 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Federal Facilities Linton, Arthur G 53
Environmental Compliance Profiles EPA Region IV

Feb 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final CRP Drew, Allison W5
____ ___ ____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ __ EPA Region IV

17 Feb 94 TRC Meeting Minutes, 17 Feb 94 Kartman, Christine E 553 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~efense Distribution Depot Memphis

Mar 94 Final Electromagnetic and Magnetic Survey Report, US Army Corps of Engineers - 56
__________Dunn Field Huntsville DistrictI ~ ~~~8 Mar 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning NOT! and Technical Frantzmathes, Joseph R 57Review Comments for RI/FS Work Plan, QAPP, HSP, EPA Region IV
_____ ____ and FSP

31 Mar 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning NOTI for Interim Franzmathes, Joseph R 58
_________Measures for Contaminated Groundwater, Dunn Field EPA Region IV

06 Apr 94 Newspaper Article, "You Can Make a Difference; The Commercial Appeal 59
Become a Citizen Reviewer for TheMemphisDepot'" _________________

08Apr 94 MSPJC Letter to Depot Concerning Applications for Smith, Larry J 452
__________Citizen Review Committee Mid-South Peace and Justice Center21Apr 94 TRC Meeting Handout, 21 Apr 94 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 60
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21 Apr 94 TRC Meeting Minutes, 21 Apr 94 Kartman, Christine E 6I

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Jun 94 Fact Sheet, Defense Depot Memphis Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 625 ~~~6 Jun 94 MSPJC Letter to Depot Concerning Review of Draft Smith, Larry J 63
HSP, Technical Report, Generic QAPP, Generic RI/FS Mid-South Peace and Justice Center

_________Work Plan, FSP, and Site Management Plan
20 Jn 94 Newsaster" ril,"fiil nat nwr oBs h omrilApa 5
0 JunW94 tewsac" ril,"fiil nat nwr oBs eCmeca pel5

23 Jun 94 TRC Meeting Minutes, 23 Jun 94 Kartman, Christine E 64
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __TN_ _

Jul 94 Fact Sheet, Defense Distribution Depot Memphis Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 65
__________Tennessec TN

Jul 94 Focused FS, Final Report, Dunn Field Engineering-Science, Inc. 66
Jul 94 EA, Removal Action for Groundwater - ngineering-Science, Inc. 67

11 Ju 94 DEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final EA, Site English, Jordan 68
Management Plan, and CRP Tennessee Department of

____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ Environment and Conservation
12 Jul 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final English, Jordan 69

Engineering Report, Removal Action for Groundwater Tennessee Department of

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___Environment and Conservation
21Jul 94 RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 Jul 94 Kartman, Christine E 70

Defense Distribution Depot MemphisI ~~~18 Aug 94 AB Meeting Minutes, 18 Aug 94 Kartman, Christine E 7
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

24 Aug 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning GTeneric RI/FS Work Berry, Martha 7
__________Plan, QAPP, HSP, and FSP EPA Region IV

F4 Aug 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning NOTI for Draft RFI Franzmathes, Joseph R 73
_________Work Plan EPA Region IV

Sep 94 NFA, Draft Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 7Sep 94 Site Management Plan Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 753 ~~~Sep 94 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Fall 94 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 76

09 Sep 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Proposed English, Jordan 77
Groundwater Action Plan Tennessee Department of

______________________________________ Environment and Conservation
15 Sep 94 P B Meeting Minutes, 15 Sep 94 Kartman, Christine E 78

Defense Distribution Depot MemphisI ____________________20____ Sep 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Proposed Berry, Martha 79
_________Groundwater Action Plan EPA Region IV

18 Oct 94 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Proposed Novitzki, Frank s0p ~ ~~~~~~roundwater Action Plan Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
7Oc94 DECLetertoDept oncrnng rat Fna PrpoedNgihJodn8

27 Oct r4unDwaLeter Ac eption erig rf PlanPopo ednneissee Depdartmeto
*~~1 ________roudwatrAtioPln _ nnesee epatmet o

____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ _ nironment and Conservation27 Oct 94 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning RAB Presentation grency for Toxic Substances ad 8

3 ~~~Defense Distribution Center (Memphis) 4 of 35
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__________and Site Visit Disease Registry _____

27 Oct 94 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Revisions to Site English, Jordan 83
Management Plan Tennessee Department of

___________ ~~~~~~~~~~nvironment and Conservation
07 Nov 94 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Proposed Berry, Martha 84£ ~ ~~~~~~roundwater Action Plan PA Region IV
10 Nov 94 RAB Meeting Minutes, 10 Nov 94 Kartman, Christine E 85

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

3 ~~~~0 Nov 94 P B Meeting Minutes, 20 Nov 94 Kartman, Christine E 86
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Dec 94 Proposed Groundwater Action Plan CH2M Hill, Inc. 87
cec 94 Fact Sheet, IRA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 88

Dec 94 Fact Sheet, FFA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 89U ~ ~ ~~~~~~ T______________________N

I I Dec 94 Newspapcr Article, "Public Meeting and Comment The Commercial Appeal 90
______ ____ Period, D epot" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

13 Dec 94 Depot Memorandum Concerning Public Hearing for the Rust, C Michael, COL9

Discussion of FFA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

19 Dec 94 Newspaper Article, "Cleanup Plans Target The Commercial Appeal 92
UndergroundChemicalSeepage" _________________

22 Dec 94 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Public Comment on Novitzki, Frank 93
Proposed Groundwater Action Plan Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

95 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Vol 1, No 2, The Memphis Depot 520
___ ___ ___ Spring 95 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

)an 95 Fact Sheet, DLA Memphis Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 94

Jan 95 Archives Search Report, Conclusions and US Army Corps of Engineers - St 95
___________Recommendations Louis District

Jan 95 Archives Search Report, Findings US Army Cowps of Engineers - St 96
___________ ____________________________________________Louis District

I I Jan 95 RAB Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on IRA Garrison, John L, Jr 97
____ ___ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ __ RA B M em berI ~ ~~19 Jan 95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Jan 95 Kartman, Christine E 98

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

25 Jan 95 Fact Sheet, RAB Information Packet Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 99

I-Feb 95 Chemical Warfare Management Plan Meeting Minutes, Sartain, Hunter S 100

_________18 Jan 95 CH2M Hill, Inc.
16.Feb 95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 Feb 95 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 101

10 Mar 95 Technical Memorandum Report, Selection of Early Underwood, Edward R 102
Removal Sites CH2M Hill, Inc.

13 Mar 95 Federal Facilities Agreement Johnston, Jon D 103
____ ____ __ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ EPA Region IV

.17 Mar 95 Technical Memorandum Report, Early Removal Sites CI-12M Hill, Inc. 521I 12 Apr 95 ~~DEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final Generic Morrison, James W, PG10
HSP T~~~~~~~~~~~ennessee Department of

____ ____ _ _ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ Environment and Conservation
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13 Apr 95 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final Ilain, Jeff 105
Screening Sites FSP gency for Toxic Substances and

isease Registry _____19 Apr 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final FSP and nglish, Jordan 106
Generic RI/FS Work Plan, OU-4 ennessee Department of

_______________________________________ r vironment and Conservation
20Apr 95 RB Meeting Minutes, 20 Apr 95 artman, Christine E 107

efense Distribution Depot Memphis
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ TN

28Apr 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final Generic Morrison, James W, PG 108
QAPP atIsaltosennessee Department of

____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ Environment and Conservation
May 95 SO ,Dat B tBA 5IsaltosEnvironmental Science and 109

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ n~~~~~~rgineering, Inc.
05May 95 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Review of Generic Berry, Martha 110

_________RIIFS Work Plan, QAPP, and FSPs EPA Region IVI ~ ~~~8 May 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Final Generic Morrison, James W, PG IIIRI/ES Work Plan and Screening Sites FSP Tennessee Department of
____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ Environment and Conservation

IS May 95 PRAB Meeting Minutes, 18 May 95 Kartman, Christine E 112

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
I1 May 95 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Revisions Novitzki, Frank 113

to Site Management Plan Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

06 Jun 95 MSPJC Letter to Depot Concerning Chemical Warfare Smith, Larry J 114
__________Constituents, Dunn Field Mid-South Peace and Justice CenterI ~ ~~13 Jun 95 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning FSP, OU-I, OU-2, Morrison, James W, PG 115

OU-3, OU-4 Tennessee Department of
______________________________________ Environment and Conservation3 ~~~~0 Jun 95 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Jun 95 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 116
____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ TN

18 Jul 95 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Comments on Draft Novitzki, Frank 1175 ~~~~~~~inal FSP Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Aug 9 Hazardous and Toxic Waste HSP CH2M Hill, Inc. 118
Aug 95 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Responses to Defense Distribution Depot Miemphis 119

_________Comments on Draft ROD for IRA of Groundwater T
17 Aug 95 RB Meeting Minutes, 17 Aug 95 Kartinan, Christine E 120

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Sep 95 FSP, Screening Sites HF2M Hill, Inc. 121Sepn95 Oraft Final FSP, OU-2 H1-2M Hill, Inc. 122
Se 9 FSP, OU- I 'H2M Hill, Inc. 123
Sepo95 FSP, OU-4 -H2M Hill, Inc. 124
Sep95 FSP, OU-3 H1-2M Hill, Inc. 125
Sep 95 RIIFS, Draft Final Generic Work Plan CH2M Hill, Inc. 126
Sep 95 Generic QAPP HF2M Hill, Inc. 127
06Sep 95 AMCPM-NSM Letter to Distribution Concerning Draft AMCPM-NSM 128

__________Interim Holding Facility Plan
8 P Se T5DEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Draft English, Jordan 380

Final ROD for IRA of Groundwater, OU- I ennessee Department of
____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ __ Environment and Conservatio

19 Se 95 Chemical Warfare Meeting Minutes Summary, 13 Sep Sartain, Hunter S 129
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95 Corey, Mark
____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ H2M Hill, Inc.

I1 Sep 95 RB Meeting Minutes, 21 Sep 95 Kartman, Christine E 130I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ TN

06Oct 95 Public Health Assessment Report Agency for Toxic Substances and 131
____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ Disease Registry

19 Oct 95 R AB Meeting Minutes, 19 Oct 95 Kartman, Christine F 1323 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~efense Distribution Depot Memphis

19 Oct 95 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Draft Berry, Martha 383
_________ROD for IRPA of Groundwater, OU-1 PA Region IV

16 Nov 95 Summary of Inventory Report Underwood, Edward R 133
H2MHill,_Inc. _____30 Nov 95 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Comments on Final Roach, Harold 1341 ~~~~~~~SPs, OU-l1, OU-2, OU-3, 0OU-4 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Dec 95 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Winter 95 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 135

28 Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Groundwater Kennedy, Michael J, COL 136
Testing Project Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ TN

28 Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Installation of Kennedy, Michael J, COL 424
Monitoring Wells in Neighborhoods Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

28 Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Testing Project for Kennedy, Michael J, COL 457
Groundwater Contamination Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

28Dec 95 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Installation of Kennedy, Michael J, Col 519g ~~~~~~~ells Off-Base Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Jan 96 SOW, Appendix Annex for Chemical Warfare Materiel, US Army Corps of Engineers - 137
. .______Sampling Associated with RI/FS Huntsville District

an 96 Press Release, Public Notice, Installation of Off-Base Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 138
__________Monitoring Wells T

2 Jan 96 Press Release, Installation of Monitoring Wells Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 1393 ~~~4 Jan 96 Depot Letter to Dunn Elementary School Concerning Kartman, Christine E 522
Installation of Groundwater Wells Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ TN

08 Jan 96 Depot Letter to BCT Members Concerning BCT Kartman, Christine E 523
Ratification Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

09Jan 96 Newspaper Article, 'Depot's Soil Tested Again for The Commercial Appeal 140
______ ____ Pollution"I ~ ~~12 Jan 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Removal of Depot Willer, Clinton W 141

from Tennessee List of Inactive Hazardous Substance Tennessee Department of
Sites Environment and Conservation

18 Jan 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Jan 96 Kartman, Christine F 142
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

18 Jan 96 Press Release, Environmental Testing o a Deaton Memphis and Shelby County Health 143
__________Lake Department18 Jan 96 SFIM Letter to SFAE Concerning Draft Final Interim Woiciechowski, Paul F, LTC ~ 144
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__________olding Facility Plan SFIM-AEC-BCD
2an9 MSPJC Letter to CH2M Hill Concerning Background Smith, Larry J 145

__________Study Summary Sheets Mid-South Peace and Justice Center ____

3 an 96 Depot Letter to Survival Politics Unlimited Concerning Kartman, Christine E 524
Public Disclosure of Documents Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I 4J~~~an9 BCT Meeting Summary, 19 Jan 96 CH2M Hill, Inc. 146
5an9 Depot Letter to USAEC Concerning Draft Final Interim Kartman, Christine E 1473 ~~~~~~~Holding Plan Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

30 Jan 96 Sediment Sampling Analysis Report EDAW, Inc. 148
07Feb 96 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Comments on ROD Roach, Harold 149

for Groundwater IRA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __T N_ _

15 Feb 96 R AB Meeting Minutes, 15 Feb 96 Kartman, Christine F 150
)efense Distribution Depot MemphisI ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~N

16 Feb 96 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16 Feb 96 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 151
TN

22 Feb 96 SF1M Letter to Depot Concerning Draft ROD for Wojciechowski, Paul E, LTC 152
________Groundwater IRA, OU-1 SFIM-AEC-BCD

Mar 96 Depot Letter to USAEC Concerning Response to Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 153
_________Comments on Draft ROD for Groundwater IRA, OU-1I TN

18 Mar 96 SFAE Letter to Depot Concerning Interim Holding Hilliard, Robert E 154
Facility Support Requirements SFAE-CD-NM

0 OMar 96 CH2M Hill Letter to USACE Concerning Response to Corey, Mark 155
TDEC Comments on Generic RI/ES Work Plan, QAPP, CH2M Hill, Inc.

_________HSP, and Screening Sites FSP
21 Mar 96 RB Meeting Minutes, 21 Mar 96 Kartman, Christine E 156

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

28 Mar 96 Depot Letter to BCT Member Concerning IRA Design Kartman, Christine E 525
for Pump and Treat Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Apr 96 ROD, IRA, Groundwater, Dunn Field, OU- I efense Distribution Depot Memphis 157

IS Apr 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Apr 96 artman, CrStine B158
efense Distribution Depot Memphis

24 Apr 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning ROD for IRA of Willer, Clinton W 159
Groundwater, Dunn Field, OU- I ennessee Department ofI _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~~~~~nvironment and Conservation

I1 May 96 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning ROD for IRA of Green, Richard D 160
_______ Groundwater, OU-1 EPA Region IV

16 May 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 May 96 Kartman, Christine E 161
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

06Jun 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Groundwater IRA Templeton, Terry R 162
Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

07Jun 96 Attomney Letter to USACE Concerning Right of Entry mritt, Ira Drayton, Jr 163
__________for Survey and Exploration Pritt, Prnitt and Watkins, P.A. ____

12 Jun 96 Depot Letter to USACE Concerning Comments on Kartnma, Christine E 164
_________Concept Design Submittal, Groundwater IRA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis ____
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I T__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ N _ _ _

20 Jun 96 B Meeting Minutes, 20 Jun 96 Kartman, Christine E 165

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N

20 Jun 96 Depot Letter to USAGE Concerning 60% Concept Roach, Harold 1663 ~~~~~~~esign for Groundwater IRA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I Jul 96 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning 30% Completion for Spariosu, Dann J 167
_______RD, OU-1 , PA Region IV ___I ~ ~~15 Jul 96 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Interim Holding English, Jordan 168

Facility Support Requirements Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

18 Jul 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Jul 96 Kartman, Christine E 169I __________________________ ~~~~~~efense Distribution Depot Memphis
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N

IS Jul 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Representative Concerning Bradshaw, Kenneth 170

Environmental Injustices at Depot Bradshaw, Doris
____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ Defense Depot M emphis TN -

18 Jul 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request for Bradshaw, Kenneth 171
Poison Signs Bradshaw, Doris

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ D efenseDepot M em phis TN -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

18 Jul 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request for Bradshaw, Kenneth 172
Poison Signs Bradshaw, Doris

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ Defense Depot M emphis TN -

20 Jul 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request for Bradshaw, Kenneth 173
Files Relating to Pollution, Hazardous Waste, and Bradshaw, Doris
Environmental Violations Defense Depot Memphis TN -I ~ ~~31 Jul 96 USAGE Letter to Depot Concerning IRP Fact Shccts Matthews, John D 174

US Army Corps of Engineers -

_____________________________________________Huntsville District3 ~~~~ug 96 Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), Radiological Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 175
____ ___ ___ Survey T N _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Aug 96 RB Meeting Minutes, IS Aug 96 Kartman, Christine E 176
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

20 Aug 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request for Amido, Dorian P 177
Files Relating to Pollution, Hazardous Waste, and Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Environmental Violations TU~ ~ ~2 9Aug 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request to Kennedy, Michael J, COL 178
Place Poison Signs Along Depot and Drainage Ditches Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

04Sep 96 Woodward-Clyde Letter to Depot Concerning ornpeau, Geoffrey, C 179
Comment Response Package for Draft EBS Woodward-Clyde Federal Services

1 0 Sep 96 Depot-CCC Memorandum Concerning Request for Bradshaw, Kenneth 180
Files Relating to Pollution, Hazardous Waste, and Defense Depot Memphis TN -

__________Environmental Violations Concerned Citizens Committee
12 Sep 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request for Amido, Dorian P 181

Files Relating to Pollution, Hazardous Waste, and Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Environmental Violations TN_______________ ____

16 Sep 96 Depot Letter to ATSDR Concerning Perceived Health Holladay, Eric W 182
Threats efese Distribution Depot Memphis

I ~~~18 Sep 96 Meeting Minutes, Public Comment Period, 18 Sep 96 RC Environmental Management, Inc. 183
19 Sep 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Sep 96 lartman, Christine E 184
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Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

1 c~~~t 96 act Sheet, ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and 185
Disease Registry

ct 96 EPA BRAC Report, Sep-Oct 96 Spariosu, Dann J 186
____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ EPA R egion IV _ _ _ _

IeOt 96 EPA Letter to ME3 Concerning RAB Regulations Whitfield, Tiki L 187 _ _

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ EPA Region IV _ _ _ _

10 Oct 96 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Removal of Kennedy, Michael J, COL 423

Stockpiles, Site 62, Site 63, Site 64 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N

17 Oct 96 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Oct 96 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 188

1 ~~~I Oct 96 RAB Letter to EPA Concerning Federal Register Garrison, John L, Jr 189
__________Publication of RAB Proposed Rule RB Member ____

22Oct 96 Dcpot-CCC Letter to HQ USEPA Concerning Chemical Bradshaw, Kenneth 190
Warfare Hazards at Depot Defense Depot Memphis TN -

Concerned Citizens Committee ____

72 Oct 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Representative Concerning Bradshaw, Kenneth 191
Freedom of Information Act and Request for Defense Depot Memphis TN -1 _____I~~~~nformation Concerned Citizens Committee

22Oct 96 Dcpot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request for Bradshaw, Kenneth 192
Files Relating to Chemical Warfare Service Defense Depot Memphis TN -

Concemned Citizens Committee
Nov 96 BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP) Woodward-Clyde Federal Services 193
Nov 96 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Fall 96 The Memphis Depot 526
05 Nov 96 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning IRP Fact Sheets Matthews, John D 194

US Army Corps of Engineers-
_____________________________________________HuntsvilleDistrict ______

36Nov 96 nrviroinmental B1aseline Survey (EBS), Final Report Woodward-Clyde Federal Services 195U ~ ~~2 Nov 96 DEC Letterto Resident Concerning Environmental English, Jordan 196
Cleanup Concerns Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
26Nov 96 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Request for Amido, Dorian P 197

Files Relating to Chemical Warfare Service Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N

16 Dec 96 DERTF Transcript, Sep 96 PRC Environmental Management, Inc. 198
30 Dec 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Administrative Bradshaw, Kenneth 199

Record and Public Participation Defense Depot Memphis TN -
Concemned Citizens Committee

o0 Dec 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning PRAB Bradshaw, Kenneth 200
Membership Diversity ecfense Depot Memphis TN-

'oncerned Citizens Committee _____

30 Dec 96 Depot-CCC Letter to Depot Concerning Request for 3radshaw, Kenneth 201
Laws that Govern Toxic and Hazardous Waste )efense Depot Memphis TN -

'oncerned Citizens Committee
Jan 97 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Jan 97 :efense Distribution Depot Memphis 202

3 ~~~an 97 Fact Sheet, Installation Restoration Newsletter, Defense )efense Distribution Depot Memphis 203
__________Department Unveils TAPP Program TN

D2 Jan 97 Technical Memorandum Report, Filter Pack and Well H12M Hill, Inc. 527
______ _____ Screen Specifications __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

16 Jan 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 Jan 97 aden, Glenn L 204
_____ _____ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ efense Distribution Depot M emphis __ _ __ _
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_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N

22 Jan 97 Depot Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Requests for Kennedy, Michael J, COL 205

Information and RAB Membership Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

07 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Baseline Risk Templeton, Terry R 206
Assessment for Golf Course Impoundments Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation _____

12 Feb 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Transmitting Revised Concept - Kaden, Glenn L 207
Design Submittal for Groundwater IPA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N_

12 Feb 97 Depot Letter to EPA Transmitting Revised Concept Kaden, Glenn L OS
Design Submittal for Groundwater IPA Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N _ _ _

12 Feb 97 Depot Letter to EPA Transmitting Draft BRAC Kaden, Glenn L 09
Sampling Program Report Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

3 ~~~0 Feb 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Feb 97 Kaden, Glenn L 10
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

21 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Pre- English, Jordan I11
Draft CR' Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
21 Feb 97 TDECZ Letter to Depot Concerning Draft BRAC Templeton, Terry R 12

Sampling Program Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

24Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning 50% Design Templeton, Terry R 13
Analysis Report and Drawings for Groundwater IRA Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation ____

24 Feb 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Revised Concept Templeton, Terry R 214
Design Submittal for Groundwater IRA Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation _____

04Mar 97 Groundwater Sampling Data, Feb 96 Kaden, Glenn L 21 5
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

3 ~~~4 Mar 97 Groundwater Sampling Data, Feb 96 Kaden, Glenn L 216
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

04Mar 97 Depot Letter to Memphis Public Works Concerning Kaden, Glenn L 217
Groundwater Contamination Concentrations Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

10 Mar 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Transmitting Draft Groundwater Kaden, Glenn L 218

Characterization Technical Memorandum Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I10 Mar 97 Depot Letter to EPA Transmitting Draft Groundwater Kaden, Glenn L 219
Characterization Technical Memorandum Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I10 Mar 97 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning RAB and Kaden, Glenn L 2203 ~~~~~~Comments on Letter to Newspaper Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

12 Mar 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Letter and Summary Templeton, Terry R 221
Table for Groundwater Quality Data, Dunn Field Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
12 Mar 97 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Risk Spariosu, Dann J 222

[ssessment for Golf Course Pond and Lake Danielson EPA Region IV ____
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17 Mar 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Transmitting Waterways Kaden, Glenn L 223
Experiment Station Draft Groundwater Modeling The Memphis Depot

R eport _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

19 Mar 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Transmitting Sampling and Kaden, Glenn L 224
Analysis Recommendations Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I ~~~19 Mar 97 epot Letter to EPA Transmitting Sampling and Kaden, Glenn L 225
nalysis Recommendations Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

U ~ ~~0 Mar 97 RB Meeting Minutes, 20 Mar 97 Kaden, Glenn L 26
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I1 Mar 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 21 Mar 97 HI-2M Hill, Inc. 371
25 Mar 97 Depot Letter to USGS Transmitting Groundwater Kaden, Glenn L 27 _ _

Characterization Technical Memorandum Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

3 I~~0 Apr 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Transmitting Draft Background Kaden, Glenn L 28
Sampling Program Technical Memorandum Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

I1 Apr 97 Depot Letter to EPA Transmitting Draft Background Kaden, Glenn L 229
Sampling Technical Memorandum Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

07 Apr 97 bSACE Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Baseline Thompson, Michael H 230
Risk Assessment for Golf Course Pond Impoundments US Army Corps of Engineers - Mobile

District

18 Apr 97 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Review of Spariosu, Dann J 231
_________ Groundwater Modeling Report, Dunn Field EPA Region IV

15 Ap 97 DEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Groundwater Templeton, Terry R 232
Characterization Technical Memorandum and Tennessee Department of
Groundwater Modeling Approach for Remnediation Environment and Conservation

16pr 97 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Response to Kaden, Glenn L 233
Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment, Golf Course Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

______ ____ Impoundments TN _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _

16 Apr 97 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Response to Kaden, Glenn L 28
Comments on Baseline Risk Assessment, Golf Course Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

__________Impoundments TN

17 Apr 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Apr 97 Kaden, Glenn L 34

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

18 Apr 97 MHC and Depot-CCC Letter to ATSDR Concerning Ball, Alan 35I ~ ~~~~~~Health Assessment for Community Surrounding Depot Bradshaw, Doris
Memphis Health Center, Inc.

30 Apr 97 TDEC Letter fo Depot Concerning Response to Templeton, Terry R 236
Comments on Draft Baseline Risk Assessment, Golf Tennessee Department of
Course Impoundments Environment and Conservation ____

30 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to Depot-CCC Concerning Health Warren, Rueben C 237

Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and
____ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ __ D isease R egistry

30 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to Church Concerning Health Warren, Rueben C 238
Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and

____ ____ __ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ D isease R egistry _ _ _ _ _

0 Apr 97 TSDR Letter to Senator Concerning Health a rre n, fRu eboen C 3 93 ~~~~~~~ssessment and Future Health Concerns genc for Toxc Substances and ____
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Disease Registry _____

O0 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to MHC Concerning Health Assessment Warren, Rueben C 240

and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry

O0 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to Representative Concerning Health Warren, Rueben C 241
Assessment and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances and

_____________ ~~~~~~~~~~~isease Registry
O0 Apr 97 ATSDR Letter to TDH Concerning Health Assessment Warren, Rueben C 242

and Future Health Concerns Agency for Toxic Substances andU ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~isease Registry
O0 Apr 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Groundwater IRA Templeton, Terry R 43

50% Drawings and Specifications and Part Ill Design Tennessee Department of
Calculations Environment and Conservation _____

May 97 BP-AC Sampling Program Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 4
May 97 Draft Executive Summary Report, Screening Sites CH2M Hill, Inc. 45

___ ___ ___ Sa mptling Program _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

May 97 Fact Sheet, The Restoration Newsletter, Mar-May 97 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 46

02 May 97 USACE Letter to TDEC Concerning Preliminary Matthews, John D 528
Investigation for Groundwater, OU-2 US Army Corps of Engineers -

Huntsville District
12 May 97 ATSDR. Letter to Depot-CCC and MHC Concerning Johnson, Barry L 247

Adverse Health Effects Associated with Hazardous Agency for Toxic Substances and
Waste Disease Registry _____

22 May 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Background Templeton, Terry R 248
Sampling Program Technical Memorandum Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation ____

23 May 97 HQ DLA Memorandum for Record Concerning Reitman, Jan B 249
_________M etingz with Concerned Citizens Community HQ DLA-CAAE ____

Jun 97 Draft Community Relations Plan (CRP) Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 250

13 Jun 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Transmitting Results of TDSF Templeton, Terry R 251
Split Samples Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
19 Jun 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Jun 97 Kaden, Glenn L 252

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

02 Jul 97 BCT/RPM Meeting Minutes, 02 Jul 97 Kaden, Glenn L 253
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

17 Jul 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Jul 97 Kaden, Glenn L 254

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

20 Jul 97 Technical Memorandum Report, Criteria and CH2M Hill, Inc. 529
__________Background Data for Screening and Site Evaluation ________________ _____

21Jul 97 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Background Spariosu, Dann J 255
__________Sampling Program Technical Memorandum EPA Region IV

Aug 97 Final Groundwater Characterization Data Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 256

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

Sep 97 Quarterly Groundwater Monitoring Repont, Jun 97 CH2M Hill, Inc. 258
9Sep 97 CH2M Hill Letter to USACE Concerning Response to Underberg, Greg 259

Comments on Background Characterization Technical CH2M Hill, Inc.
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___ ___ __ M emorandum _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

18 Sep 97 RAE Meeting Minutes, 18 Sep 97 Kaden, Glenn L 260
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

24 Sep 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Draft SAP for Fish Templeton, Terry R 261
and Sediment Sampling Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
5Ct ~97 Fact Sheet, Public Health Assessment Agency for Toxic Substances and 262

____ ___ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ __ D isease R egistry

07 Oct 97 RAB Letter to Depot Concerning ATSDR Public Garrison, John L, Jr 263
Health Assessment RB Member

16 Oct 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15-16 Oct 97 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 264

16 Oct 97 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 Oct 97 Kaden, Glenn L 265
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ T N _ _ _

Nov 97 Quarterly Groundwater Monitoring Report, Sep 97 CH2M Hill, Inc. 266U ~~~19 Nov 97 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning Groundwater Nore, Robert V 67
ItrmRD USArmy Corps of Engineers -

Huntsville District _____

Dec 97 Baseline Risk Assessment HSP and SAP, Golf Course Radian Corp. 268
___ __ __ __Im poundm ents _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 97 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 69I ~ ~~~2 Dec 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Transmitting Results of Split Templeton, Terry R 70
Samples Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
)3 Dec 97 Frontline Communications Focus Group Report, 25 Trust Marketing and Communications, 271

Nov 97 Inc.
)8 Dec 97 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Draft Templeton, Terry R 272

Background Sampling Program Technical ~ enncssee Department of
Memorandum Environment and Conservation

08 Dec 97 Depot Letter to Residents Concerning Removal Kaden, Glenn L 530
_________Activities, OU-1, Site 62, 63, 64 The Memphis Depot ____

08 Dec 97 Depot Letter to Residents Concerning Notification of Kaden, Glenn L 531
_________Groundwater Sampling The Memphis Depot ____

10 Dec 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 04-06 Aug 97 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 273
TN3 ~~~10 Dec 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17-18 Sep 97 Defense Distribution Depot Memphis 274

10 Dec 97 BCT Meeting Minutes, 10 Dec 97 The Memphis Depot 532
II Dec 97 Depot Memorandum for Record Concerning Depot- Cooper, Denise K 275

CCC Meeting, 08 Dec 97 The Memphis Depot _____

Jan 98 Fact Sheet, The Depot The Memphis Depot 276
'an 98 BE/CA, Work Plan to Conduct Site Characterization, Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 277

O U - I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

IS Jan 98 Technical Memorandum Report, Groundwater CH2M Hill, Inc. 533
_____ ____ M onitoring Sampling Strategy _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

20 Jan 98 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on FE/CA Torres, Ramon 278
__________Site Characterization Draft Work Plan, OU-1 EPA Region IV ____

22 Jan 98 RB Agenda and Presentation Materials, 22 Jan 98 The Memphis Depot 279
26Jan 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 26 Jan 98 - he Memphis Depot 280

Feb 98 Geophysical Survey Work Report, Jan-Feb 98, Dunn OHM Remtediation Services Corp. 281

leb 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews rhe Memphis Depot ~82
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Feb 98 Fact Sheet, Environmental, Depot US Army Corps of Engineers - 283
____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ H untsvilleD istrict _ _ _ _ _

Feb 98 Press Release, Public Invited to Depot Community The Memphis Depot 284
Information Session _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

17 Feb 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Baseline Risk Templeton, Terry R 285
Assessment, HSP, SAP, and Draft Preliminary Risk Tennessee Department of

Evaluation Environment and Conservation ____

19 Feb 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Feb 98 The Memphis Depot 286
19 Feb 98 P B Meeting Minutes, 19 Feb 98 Kaden, Glenn L 287

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ TheM em phisDepot _ _ _ _

25 Feb 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Templeton, Terry R 288
Background Characterization Technical Memorandum Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation

Mar 98 Interim Community Relations Plan (CRP) US Army Center for Health Promotion 289
and Preventive Medicine
Frontline Corporate ____

Mar 98 EA, Disposal and Reuse of Depot US Army Corps of Engineers - Mobile 2901 1%~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~TtraTc~h, Inc.

Mar 98 Groundwater Monitoring Report, Mar 98 l-12M Hill, Inc. 291
Mar 98 Screening Sites Letter Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 292

09 Mar 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Baseline Risk Templeton, Terry R 293
Assessment, HSP, and SAP, Golf Course Tennessee Department of

__________Impoundments Environment and Conservation 294___
II Mar 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of PRAB Meeting, 19 Mar The Commercial Appeal 9

____ ____ __ 9 8" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

12 Mar 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 19 Mar The Memphis Flyer 459

18 Mar 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 19 Mar The Memphis Flyer 295
______ _____ 9 8 " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 8 Mar 98 BCT Strategy Session Minutes, 18 Mar 98 Kaden, Glenn L 2961 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~he Memphis Depot ____

19 Mar 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Mar 98 The Memphis Depot 297
19 Mar 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Mar 98 Kaden, Glenn L 298

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ The M emphis Depot

19 Mar 98 IRA, Groundwater Report, Dunn Field OHM Remediation Services Corp. 299
19 Mar 98 Newspaper Article, "Survey Targets Concerns of Depot The Commercial Appeal 300

____ ___ __ N eighbors" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Apr 98 [B...RAC Parcel Summary Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 301
Apr 98 Journal Article, "NACCHO Seeks to Facilitate NACCO News 302

___ ___ ___Community Collaboration" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Apr 98 inal Preliminary Risk Evaluation Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 303
12 Apr 98 Newspaper Article, "Military Residue From Past is The Commercial Appeal 304

Concern for Today" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____I ~ ~~16 Apr 98 Depot Letter to TDFC Concerning Response to The Memphis Depot 305
Comments on Draft Baseline Risk Assessment, Golf
Course Impoundments _________________

16 Apr 98 Newspaper Article, "The RAB Meeting for 16 Apr 98 The Memphis Flyer 306
Has Been Rescheduled" _________________

23 Apr 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 23 Apr 98 The Memphis Depot 307
May 98 Final Background Sampling Program Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 308

May 98 RI Sites Letter Report rH2M Hill, Inc. 309
May 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate Communications, 310

nc.
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I T~~~~~~~~~~~he Memphis Depot
May 98 ewspaper Article, 'Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 21 The Memphis Flyer 311

08May 98 echnical Memorandum, FSP for Additional Underberg, Greg 312
___________roundwater Investigations CH2M Hill, Inc. _____

13 May 98 Focus Group Letter to USAGE and Frontline Santos, Susan L 313

Concerning Survey Results Report McCallum, David B
Focus Group ______

18 May 98 Draft Technical Memorandum Report, Results of Underberg, Greg 14
Pesticide Vertical Profile Sampling Treadwell, Justin

_____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ _____ ____ _____ ____ __ F12M Hill, Inc.

21May 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 May 98 Phillips, Shawn, PE 1 5
_________ _______________________________ The_ Memphis Depot ____

22 May 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 2 1-22 May 98 The Memphis Depot 316
29May 98 Addenda to Specifications from Contaminated Surface HF2M Hill, Inc. 17

___ ___ ___Soil Rem ediation _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

10 Jun 98 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments and English, Jordan 534
Approval of SAP for Contaminated Soil Remediation, Tennessee Department of

__________Family Housing Area Environment and Conservation ____

12 Jun 98 Depot Memorandum for Record Concerning Canisters Phillips, Shawn, PE 318
Found During Groundwater IRA Construction,Dunn The Memphis Depot

_____ _____ F ield _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

16 Jun 98 Fact Sheet, The Depot, Identification of Test Kit Richards, Dorothy 319I ___________ Canisters, Dunn Field The Memphis Depot
18 Jun 98 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Draft Community Agency for Toxic Substances and 320

Health Concerns Memorandum Disease Registry _____

18 Jun 98 RB Meeting Minutes, 18 Jun 98 Phillips, Shawn, PE 321
___________ ~~~~~~~~~heMemphisDepot ____

19 Jun 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 18-19 Jun 98 The Memphis Depot 322
23 Jun 98 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Environmental Coulberson, Sandee L 323

Justice Work Group Meeting Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry _____

24 Jun 98 Depot-CCC Letter to SFAE Concerning Request for Bradshaw, Doris 324
Representative to Educate Community on Non- Defense Depot Memphis TN -

__________Stockpile Chemical Weapons Concemned Citizens Committee
26 Jun 98 Memphis Health Education and Promotions Subgroup Agency for Toxic Substances and 367

__________Conference Call Minutes, 26 Jun 98 Disease Registry _____

Jul 98 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 16 Jul The Memphis Depot 325
____ ____ __ 9 8 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jul 98 Draft SAP for Fish Sampling Radian Corp. 326
Jul 98 EE/CA, Final Work Plan to Conduct Site Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 327

______ ____ Characterization, OU- I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jul 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate Communications, 329
Inc.

____ ___ __ _ ___ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ___ ____ ___ __ The M em phis D epot _ _ _ _

Jul 98 Selection Criteria Report, Passive Soil Gas Technology WL Gore and Associates, Inc. 330
ul 98 ROD, Draft, OU-3 CH2M Hill, Inc. 331

Jul 98 Fact Sheet, Spotlighting on the Defense Depot The Neighbor News 463
Memphis RAB _______________

02 Jul 98 '~rSDR. Letter to Depot Concerning Relationship with Grayson, Michael J 332
Other Government Organizations and Community Agency for Toxic Substances and

__________,Inyolvement Pisease Registry _____

08Jul 98 ~ wspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 16 Jul he Commercial Appeal 333
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II Jul 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 16 Jul The Tri-State Defender 334
______ _____ 9 8 " _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Jul 98 Technical Memorandum Report, Passive Soil Gas Beisel, Tom 335
__________Survey, Dunn Field CH2M Hill, Inc.

16 Jul 98 RAB Charter TeMemphis Depot 336
16 Jul 98 RB Meeting Minutes, 16 Jul 98 Phillips, Shawn, PE 337

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ TheM em phisD epot _ _ _ _

17 Jul 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16-17 Jul 98 The Memphis Depot 338
21 Jul 98 USACE MOA, UT Medical Group, Shelby County Matthews, John D 339

US Army Corps of Engineers-

01Aug 98 Fact Sheet, Installation of Test Wells Frontline Corporate Communications, 391

____ ___ __ _ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __The_ M em phis Depot _ _ _ _

12 Aug 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of PRAB Meeting, 20 Aug The Silver Star News 340

12 Aug 98 Newspaper Article, 'Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Aug The Commercial Appeal 4 1

IS Aug 98 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Aug The Tni-State Defender 342

18 Aug 98 technical Memorandum, Draft FSP Addendum, CH2M Hill, Inc. 43
____ ____ ___Screening Sites _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

18 Aug 98 Technical Memorandum, Draft FSP Addendum, OU-4 CH2M Hill, Inc. 344
18 Aug 9 Techica Meoradum Drat FP AdenumOU ______Hill,__Inc._45

18 Aug 98 Technical Memorandum, Draft FSP Addendum, OU-3 -H2M Hill, Inc. 345

20 Aug 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Aug 98 Phillips, Shawn, PE 347
____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ he M em phis D epot

21 Aug 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20-21 Aug 98 The Memphis Depot 348
Sep 98 Press Release, Public Invited to Depot Community The Memphis Depot 349

Information Session

Sep 98 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 17 Sep The Memphis Depot 350
____ ___ ___ 98 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Sep 98 Draft Final Community Relations Plan (CRP) Frontline Corporate Communications, 351
Inc. _ _ _ _ _

Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Working Toward a Safer Tomorrow, US Army Corps of Engineers - 352
Cleanup of Recovered Chemical Warfare Materiel Huntsville District ____

Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Environmental Restoration US Army Corps of Engineers - 353

______________________________________________ untsvilleDistrict
Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Environmental Engineering US Army Corps of Engineers - 354

1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~untsville District
Sep 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews -rontline Corporate Communications, 355

ne.
____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ he M em phis D epot _ _ _ _

Sep 98 Historical Environmental Aerial Photographic Analysis, S Army Corps of Engineers - 464
__________Final Report, Dunn Field untsville District

Sep 98 Historical Environmental Aerial Photographic Analysis, S Army Corps of Engineers - 465

___________Final Report, Main Depot Area untsville District _____

09 Sep 98 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting and Community The Commercial Appeal 356
Information Session" _______________ ___ ______

1 0 Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Groundwater Remediation System, Dunn The Memphis Depot 357

I10 Sep 98 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Review of Draft FSP Ballard, Turpin 466
_________Addcnda for OU-2, OU-3, OU-4, and Screening Sites EPA Region IV ____

I16Sep 98 Draft Technical Memorandum Report, Passive Soil Gas Beisel, Tom 358
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__________Survey, Dunn Field CH2M Hill, Inc.
17 Sep 98 RB Meeting Minutes, 17 Sep 98 Phillips, Shawn, PE 359

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ The M em phis Depot
17 Sep 98 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 17 Sep The Memphis Depot 360

____ ___ ___ 9 8 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

19 Sep 98 Depot Letter to Community Member Concerning Phillips, Shawn, PE 361

_________Community Information Session - he Memphis Depot
24 Sep 98 Fact Sheet, Soil Removal, Family Housing Area The Memphis Depot 362
25 Sep 98 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, OU-2 ZH2M Hill, Inc. 363U ___2_e_8 ehialMmradm inlEPAdedm OU___ _ __ _ _3_ _ ZH2M Hill, Inc. 64 _

25 Sep 98 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, OU-3 -H2M Hill, Inc. 64
25 Sep 98 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, OU4 H2M Hill, Inc. 65

___ __ ___ __Screening Sites _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

25Sep 98 Depot Letter to Residents Concerning Soil Removal at Moore, Alma Black 68
__________Depot's Family Housing Area ihe Memphis Depot ____

29 Sep 98 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Response to Phillips, Shawn, PE 467
Comments on Draft FSP Addenda and Screening Sites, Defense Distribution Depot Memphis

________ OU-2, OU-3, OU-4 TN

Oct 98 _inal BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version 2 The Memphis Depot Caretaker 3763 ~~~5 Oct 98 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 15 Oct The Memphis Depot 368
____ ___ ___ 9 8 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Oct 98 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Oct 98 The Memphis Depot 535
Nov 98 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate Communications, 386

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ TheM em phisD epot _ _ _ _

51 Nov 98 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17 Sep 98 The Memphis Depot 536
09 Nov 98 Fact Sheet, Groundwater Sampling Off-Site Near Depot Frontline Corporate Communications, 392

Inc.
____ ___ __ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ e M em phis D epot _ _ _ _

17 Nov 98 Meeting Minutes, Main Installation Risk Assessment CH2M Hill, Inc. 537

________Approach Meeting, 16 Nov 98 ___________________

Dec 98 Fact Sheet, Groundwater Program Frontline Corporate Communications, 393
Inc.

____ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ __ The M em phis D epot _ _ _ _

Dee 98 Fact Sheet, Asphalt Road Construction Begins, Dunn Frontline Corporate Communications, 394
Field Ine,

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ The M em phis Depot

I Dec 98 Technical Memorandum Report, Passive Soil Gas CH2M Hill, Inc. 538
____ ___ ___ Survey _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

02 Dec 98 Newspaper Article, "The Agitators" The Memphis Flyer 470
1 0 Dee 98 Newspaper Article, "Depot Clarification" The Memphis Flyer 469
17 Dec 98 Newspaper Article, 'Army Wants to Monitor TCE" The Memphis Flyer 411
Jan 99 Technical Memorandum Report, Final Streamlined Risk H2M Hill, Inc. 370

____ ____ __ Assessm ent, Parcel 3 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _I ~ ~~~an 99 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 372
Frontline Corporate Communications,
Inc.

13 Jan 99 Technical Memorandum Report, Additional Sampling CH2M Hill, Inc. 539
____ ___ ___ D ata Results _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

14 Jan 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAE Meeting, 21 Jan The Commercial Appeal 401
______ _____ 9 "9_ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _

12Jan99 ECT Meing Minutes, 15 Oct 98 The Memphis Depot 540
Jn9 CT M-eetin Minutes, 02 Dec 98 The Memphis Depot54

PI Jan99 _ IRAB Meeting Minutes, 21 Jan 99 The Memphis Depot54
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7an9 act Sheet, Neighborhood Notice of Groundwater Frontline Corporate Communications, 90
Sampling Inc.

__________ T__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ he M em phis Depot _ _ _ _

eb9 act Sheet, Working Toward a Safer Tomorrow US Army Corps of Engineers - 71
r H~~~~~~~~~~~untsville District ______

3Feb 99 ewspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 18 Feb The Tni-State Defender 02

IS Fe N9ewspaper Article, "WWII Mustard Gas Pit to be Dug The Commercial Appeal 72
___________ U P u p _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _

18 Feb 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, IS Feb 99 The Memphis Depot 543
18 Feb 99 RB Meeting Groundwater Update Presentation, 18 The Memphis Depot 544

_____ ____ Feb 99 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _3 I~~~2 Feb 99 Newspaper Article, "Memphis Takes on Military The Philadelphia Inquirer . 73
____ ___ __ D epot" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

24Feb 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 21 Jan 99 The Memphis Depot 545
Mar 99 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 373

Frontline Corporate Communications,
ne. _ _ _ _

Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil Renmediation, NFM Remnediation Services Corp. 377
____ ____ __ Cafeteria Bldg _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil Remnediation, DHM Remnediation Services Corp. 378 Part I
. .F__ _ _ armily Housing Area, Vol I of II _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil Rernediation, NHM Remnediation Sernices Corp. 378 Part 2

Family Housing Area, Vol 1 of II11______________ ____

Man 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil Remediation, EHM Remnediation Services Corp. 378 Part 3
___ ___ ___Family Housing Area, Vol 1 of II_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil Remediation, OHM Remtediation Services Corp. 379 Part I
_____ _____Family Housing Area, Vol 1I of II11_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Mar 99 Post Removal Report, Contaminated Soil Rernediation, OHM Remnediation Services Corp. 379 Part 2
_____ ____ Family Housing Area, Vol II of! __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _I~ ~ ~0 2Mar 99 Technical Memorandum, Final FSP Addendum, OU-l CH12M Hill, Inc. 474

05 Mar 99 Fact Sheet, Neighborhood Notice Concerning Frontline Corporate Communications, 388
Sampling, Dunn Field Inc.

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ TheM em phisD epot _ _ _ _I ~ ~~~5 Mar 99 Fact Sheet, Update Concerning Chemical Warfare Frontline Corporate Communications, 389
Materiel, Dunn Field Inc.

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ TheM em phisDepot _ _ _ _

II Mar 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 18 Mar The Commercial Appeal 403
9 "9_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _

18 Mar 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Feb 99 The Memphis Depot 546
IS Mar 99 Update Pages, RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 Jan 99 Te Memphis Depot 547
18 Mar 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 18 Mar 99 The Memphis Depot 548
24 Mar 99 Newspaper Article, "Memphis Depot Environmental rhe Silver Star News 476

____ ___ ___Cleanup Contract" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

25 Mar 99 Newspaper Article, "Local Groups Intend to Apply for The Commercial Appeal 421
___ ___ ___ EPA Grant" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

25 Mar 99 Newspaper Article, "Memphis Depot Environmental The Commercial Appeal 475
____ ____ __ Cleanup Contract" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Apr 99 Draft Final FE/CA, Old Paint Shop and Maintenance CH2M Hill, Inc. 381
______ ____ Area, Parcel 35, Parcel 28 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

10 Apr 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 15 Apr The Tni-State Defender 404

______ _____ 99 1,' _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

12-Apr 99 Depot Letter to Public Concerning Weekly Briefing for Hunt, Clyde 77
Removal Action of Chemical Warfare Materiel _ he Memphis Depot ____
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15 Apr 99 IRAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Apr 99 The Memphis Depot 549

May 99 act Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 374

Frontline Corporate Communications,
Inc. _ _ _ _

ay 99 IRA, Groundwater Extraction System Report, Vol I of OHM Remediation Services Corp. 7
______ ____ III, Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ay99 IRA, Groundwater Extraction System Report, Vol 11 of OHM Remediation Services Corp. 479
______ ____ I, Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

13 May 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment Period The Commercial Appeal 405I ___________ and Public Meeting for EE/CA, 20 May 99" _______________

13 May 99 ATSDR Letter to Depot Concerning Rescheduling of Crellin, John R 552
Meeting And Meeting Purpose, 19 May 99 Williamson, Dhelia

______________________________________ Agency for Toxic Substances and

20 May 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 18 Mar 99 The Memphis Depot 553
20 May 99 jPublic Comment Period Meeting Minutes, EE/CA The Memphis Depot 554

20 May 99 ISoil Removal Action Presentation CH2M Hill, Inc. 555
Jun 99 El/CA, Removal of Chemical Warfare Materiel, Site Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 382

________ l, ISite 19, Site 64 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jun 99 Final Transportation Plan, Site 01, Site 09, Site 64 AMCPM-NSM 384
Jun 99 Press Release, Notice of Public Comment Period and Frontline Corporate Communications, 87

Public Meeting Concerning Chemical Warfare Materiel Inc.
__________Removal at Dunn Field, 17 Jun 99 The Memphis Depot

Jun 99 Community Relations Plan (CRP') Frontline Corporate Communications, 25

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Inc.

US Army Center for Health ____

1 Jun 99 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Final FS Addenda, Phillips, Shawn, PE 12
Dunn Field, Main Installation (atch found at AR #363, The Memphis Depot

____ ___ ___364, 365, 366,' 474) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

12 Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment Period The Tni-State Defender 06
and Public Meeting, 1 7 Jun 99" _________________

14 Jun 99 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Proposed Change to Phillips, Shawn, PE 71
__________RI Schedule, Dunn Field The Memphis Depot

l6 Jun 99 Press Release, Notice of Public Comment Period and Frontline Corporate Communications, 95
Public Meeting at Memphis Depot Inc.

The Memphis Depot ____

17 Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "Residents to be Told of Depot The Commercial Appeal 422
W ork" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

17 Jun 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 May 99 The Memphis Depot 556

17 Jun 99 Public Comments Period Meeting Minutes, FE/CA The Memphis Depot 557
17 Jun 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Jun 99 The Memphis Depot 558

IS Jun 99 Newspapcr Article, "WWII Chemical Agents Will be The Commercial Appeal 420
Removed from Depot" _______________

IS Jun 99 Newspaper Article, "Depot Building to be Demolished" The Commercial Appeal 516
I1 Jun 99 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Soil English, Jordan 59

Remediation Post Removal Report, Cafeteria Bldg, Site Tennessee Department of
73 Environment and Conservation

I1 Jun 99 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Soil English, Jordan 560
Remediation Post Removal Report, Family Housing Tennessee Department of

_________Area, Site 73 Environment and Conservation
22 Jun 99 ewspaper Article, "Demolition at Defense Depot The Commercial Appeal 517

1Paves the Way for Road Construction"
3 Jun 99 ewspaper Article, "Noticiq of Extension of Public he Commercial Appeal 515

___ _ I___ omnment Period for EEi/CA" I _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

16 Jun 99 [ewspaper Article, "Notice of Extension of Public lhe Tni-State Defender39
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______ _____ om m entPeriod"_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ul 9Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 375
Frontline Corporate Communications,
Ine. _ _ _ _

ul9 Fact Sheet, Memphis Depot Golf Course and Frontline Corporate Communications, 518
Recreation Parcel Inc.

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ The M em phis Depot _ _ _ _

8ul9 ewspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 15 Jul he Commercial Appeal 397
______ ______ 99 ,'11_ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

10Jul 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, IS Jul The Tni-State Defender 514
99 " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 5Jul 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 15 Jul 99 - he Memphis Depot 561
3 Jul 99 Technical Memorandum Report, Human Health and H12M Hill, Inc. 562

____ ___ ___Ecological Risk Assessment _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4 Jul 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Extension of Public The Tri-State Defender 398
___ ___ ___Comment Period for EF/CA"`_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

27 Jul 99 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 19 Aug The Commercial Appeal 513
_ _ _ _ _ ~9"9_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

28 Jul 99 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Updated Phillips, Shawn, PE 772
__________Schedule for RI Interim Milestones The Memphis Depot _____

Aug 99 Fial EE/CA, Old Paint Shop and Maintenance Area, CH2M Hill, Inc. 773
__________Parcel 35, Parcel 28

1 0 Aug 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17 Jun 99 The Memphis Depot 563
12 Aug 99 Depot Letter to RAB Members Concerning Reponse to Phillips, Shawn, PE 564

__________Meeting Questions, 15 Jul 99 The Memphis Depot ____

19 Aug 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 Jul 99 The Memphis Depot 565
19 Aug 99 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Aug 99 The Memphis Depot 566

19 Aug 99 RB Presentation for Reuse, 19 Aug 99 The Memphis Depot 567
Sep 99 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate Communications, 80

Inc.

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ The M em phis Depot _ _ _ _

Sep 99 Action Memorandum, Old Paint Shop and Maintenance HF2M Hill, Inc. 8 1
____ ____ __ Area, Parcel 35, Parcel 28 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Sep 99 RAB Member Letter to Depot Concerning RAB Brayon, Eugene H 68
_________Mecting Agenda, 16 Sep 99 RB Member

Sep 99 Draft Final Technical Memorandum Report, Basis for CH2M Hill, Inc. 774
NFA Recommendations _______________

16 Sep 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Aug 99 The Memphis Depot 569
Oct 99 Final BR AC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version 3 The Memphis Depot Caretaker 482
05 Oct 99 bepot Letter to RAB Members Concerning Risk Moore, Alma Black 570

Assessment Guidance Training The Memphis Depot _____

25 Oct 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16 Sep 99 The Memphis Depot 571
Nov 99 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, Nov/Dec 99 The Memphis Depot 573

IS Dec 99 BCT Meeting Minutes, 25 Oct 99 The Memphis Depot 572U ~ ~~an 00 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate Communications, 483
Inc.

____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ The M em phis D epot _ _ _ _

Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol 1 of VI, Sections 1-15, OU-2, OU- CH2M Hill, Inc. 486
_ _ _ _ _ _ 3, O U -4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol II of VI, Sections 16-36, OU-2, CH2M Hill, Inc. 487
____ ___ OU-3, OU-4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol III of VI, Appendices A-M, OU- ~H2M0 Hill, Inc. 488
2,OU-3, 0OU-4 ___________

Jan 00 RI, Final Report, Vol IV of VI, Appendices N-BB, OU- H2M Hill, Inc. 8
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________ OU-3, OU-4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

an 00 RI, Final Report, Vol V of VI, Appendix E, OU-2, OU- CH2M Hill, Inc. 490

_ _ _ _ _ _ _13, O U -4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

an 00 RI, Final Report, Vol VI of VI, Appendices V-X and CH2M Hill, Inc. 491 Part I
________ A, OU-2, OU-3, OU-4 ___________

an 00I, Final Report, Vol VI of VI, Appendices V-X and Fl2M Hill, Inc. 491 Part 2

______ AA, OU-2, OU-3, OU-4 _ _________

an 00 RA, Final Safety Submission Report, Chemical Warfare UXE International Inc. 574
Materiel Investigation, Book 1, Vol l and II of Ill, OU-

I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ __

Jan 00 RA, Final Safety Submission Report, Chemical Warfare UXB International Inc. 575
__________Materiel Investigation, Book 2, Vol III of III, OU-1 _________________

09 Jan 00 Newspaper Article, "Neighbors Worry Over Depot The Commercial Appeal 419

____ ____ __ D rain-O ff' "_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

10 Jan 00 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Draft English, Jordan 576
RI Report Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation ____

12 Jan 00 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Draft English, Jordan 577
RA Safety Submission Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation ____

13 Jan 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAE Meeting, 20 Jan The Commercial Appeal 407
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 0 " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Jan 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Jan The Tni-State Defender 484

18 Jan 00 RAB Meeting Minutes, 21 Sep 00 The Memphis Depot 612
20 Jan 00 8A Meeting Minutes, 20 Jan 00 The Memphis Depot 485
20 Jan 00 ECT Meeting Minutes, 15 Dec 99 The Memphis Depot 578
05 Feb 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 17 Feb The Tni-State Defender 408

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 00"1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

I10 Feb 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 17 Feb The Commercial Appeal 435I ____________ ~ ~~~0" 11_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

17 Feb 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meetings, Multiple The Commercial Appeal 417
___ ___ ___ __ ays" _ _ _ _ _ _

17 Feb 00 ;RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Feb 00 The Memphis Depot 492
17 Feb 00 ECT Meeting Minutes, 20 Jan 00 The Memphis Depot 580
F4 Feb 00 Newspaper Article, "Defense Depot Pollution is Topic" The Commercial Appeal 418
24 Feb 00 Press Release, Chemical Warfare Materiel Removal Defense Distribution Region Central 455U ___________ Project Set to Begin, Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

ar, 00 Fact Sheet, Maximum Credible Event US Army Corps of Engineers - 385
Huntsville District ______

Mar 00 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate Communications, 456

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ The M em phis Depot _ _ _ _

Mar 00 Fact Sheet, Vapor Containment Structure US Army Corps of Engineers - 458
____ ____ __ _ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ __ H untsvilleD istrict _ _ _ _ _

Mar 00 Fact Sheet, Working Toward a Safer Tomorrow, US Arny Corps of Engineers - 460
___________Cleanup of Chemical Warfare Materiel Huntsville District

II Mar 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 16 Mar The Tri-State Defender 409
_________00, and Community Information Session, I8 Mar 00" ________________

13 Mar 00 Technical Memorandum, SAP for Evaluation of CH2M Hill, Inc. 493
________ ,Biodegradation of VOCs in Groundwater _ _____________

IS Mar 00 ewspaper Article, "Depot Tent to Contain Toxic he Commercial Appeal 416
____________ C leanup" I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

IS Mar 00 Technical Memorandum, Amended SAP jCH2M Hill, Inc. 581
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16 Mar 00 IRAB Meeting Minutes, 16 Mar 00 The Memphis Depot 494
16 Mar 00 Fechnical Memorandum Report, Evaluation of CH2M Hill, Inc. 582

lRecreational Land Use Scenarios, OU-3 _________________

17 Mar 00 JBCT Meeting Minutes, 17 Mar 00 The Memphis Depot 495
17 Mar 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17 Feb 00 The Memphis Depot 583
2 Mar 00 ewspaper Article, "Chemical Warfare Removal The Silver Star News I15

_____ _____ roject to Begin at Dunn Field" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

p00 ~ ction Memorandum, Removal of Ch emical Warfare Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 496
____ ___ __ M ateriel, Parcel_36 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

I Apr 00 ewspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Apr The Tni-State Defender 410
___________ , and Weekly Chemical Warfare Materiel Briefings" ________________ _____

I Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Why is Everyone Ignoring Depot The Tri-State Defender 414
Cancer Victims?" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

04 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "National Group Ends Race The Commercial Appeal 413
Protests" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

D6 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Chemical Warfare Materiel The Commercial Appeal 439

________Weekly Briefings, 12, 19, and 26 Apr 00" ___________________

07 Apr 00 Press Release; Chemical Warfare Materiel Removal Set Defense Distribution Region Central 497
____ ___ __ o Begin, Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

12 Apr 00 ~cwspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Apr The Commercial Appeal 440
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 0 " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

12 Apr 00 4ewspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Apr The Silver Star News 454
)0 " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Apr 00 4ewspaper Article, "Ford Continues HMO Fight; Plans the Tni-State Defender 412
Depot Meeting" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

IS Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Apr The Tni-State Defender 443

16 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting, 16 Apr 98 Has The Memphis Flyer 400
__________Been Rescheduled for 21 May 98" _________________

19 Apr 00 Newspaper Article, "Delay Urged in Depot Cleanup" The Commercial Appeal 399
19 Apr 0 BCT Meting Mnutes,19 Apr0 Th Memphis Depot 498

29 Apr 00 CTB Meeting Minutes, 29 Apr 00 The Memphis Depot 498

25 Apr 00 Depot Letter to Resident Concerning Emergency Phillips, Shawn, PE 461
_________Notification Sheet The Memphis Depot _____I ~ ~~6 Apr 00 Press Release, Public Notice of Upcoming Chemical The Memphis Depot 500

Warfare Materiel Informational Meetings and RAB
_____ ___ M eeting, 18 M ay 00 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

May 00 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, May/Jun 00 The Memphis Depot 501
May 00 AB Members Letter to RAB Concerning RAB mritt, Ulysses 584

_________M eting, 20 Apr 00 RB Member ____

May 00 IRA, Quarterly Groundwater Report, Year Two, First IT Corp. 775

___ ___ ___ _ O uarter _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

16 May 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16 May 00 Richards, Dorothy 585
____ ___ __ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ __ The M em phis Depot

17 May 00 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 May 00 The Memphis Depot 502
IS May 00 Press Release, Public Notice of RAB Meeting, 18 May The Memphis Depot 462

0 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

18 May 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17-18 May 00 The Memphis Depot 503

23 May 00 Newspaper Article, "No Elevated Cancer Rate Found at The Commercial Appeal 504
Defense Depot" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jun 00 EPA and TDEC Letter to Depot Concemning Comments Morrison, James W, PG 508

on FS, Draft Soil Report, Main Installation Ballard, Turpin
Tennessee Department of ____

un 00 ~EPA and TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments Morrison, James W, PG i509
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n ES, Draft Groundwater Report, Main Installation Ballard, Turpin
Tennessee Department of _____

Jun 0 Disposal Support Package for Land Transfer Morris, P S 586
ID T~~~~~~~~~he Memphis Depot ____

9 Jn 00 ress Release, Main Installation RI Results, Depot Defense Distribution Region Central 436
cRaches Milestone in Environmental Clau Porm ___________________

ISJn 00 AB Meeting Minutes, 15 Jun 00 The Memphis Depot 505
0Jun 00 epot Letter to TDEC Concerning Soil and Phillips, Shawn, PE 506

Groundwater FS, Main Installation (atch found at AR The Memphis Depot

0 Jn 00 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Soil and Groundwater Phillips, Shawn, FE 507
_________IFS, Main Installation (atch found at AR #510, 51 1) The Memphis Depot

ul 0Fact Sheet, EnviroNews Frontline Corporate Communications, 433

Inc.
The Memphis Depot

Jul 00 WS, Soils Report, Main Installation CH2M Hill, Inc. 510

Jul 00 IFS, Groundwater Report, Main Installation CH2M Hill, Inc. 511
Jul 00 IRA, Quarterly Groundwater Report, Year Two, Second IT Corp. 776

____ ____ ___Quarter

12 Jul 00 8RA Member Comments on RAB Meeting, IS Jun 00 Garrison, John L, Jr 587

RB Member _ __

12 Jul 00 RAB Member Resignation Letter Garrison, John L, Jr 588
1 RA~~~~~~~B Member _ __

20 Jul 00 P-B Meeting Presentation, RI, Baseline Risk The Memphis Depot 589
______ _____ ssessmecnt,_20_Jul_00 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

31 Jul 00 rress Release, Public Invited to Comment on Proposed Noble, Jackie ~90
__________ lanup Alternatives, No I11-00 The Memphis Depot ____

Aug 00 Proposed Plan, Prefcrred Alternative for Cleanup of The Memphis Depot Caretaker 438
iSoil and Groundwater Contamination, Main Installation ________________

16 Aug 00 Pealth Consultation Report, Assessment of Cancer Agency for Toxic Substances and 803
Incidence Disease Registry

3 Augz00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 23 Aug 00 The Memphis Depot 592
4Aug 00 Public Comment Period Meeting Minutes, Proposed The Memphis Depot 593

_____ ____ Plan, 24 Aug 00 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

8 Aug00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Jul 00 The Memphis Depot 595
SenOQ ~~act Sheet, EnviroNews, Sep/Oct 00 The Memphis Depot 594

8 Sep 00 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of RI/ES Ballard, Turpin 596

- A_____nd Proposed Plan PARegion IV ____

12 Sep00 DEC Letter to Depot Concerning Proposed Plan orrnson, James W, PG 597
ennessee Department of
nvironment and Conservation ____I ~ ~~13 Sep 00 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on FS for orrison, James W, PG 598

Groundwater, ES for Soil ennessee Department of
niviroinment and Conservation ____

IS Sep 00 Rernediation Report, Removal Action acobs-Sverdrup, Inc. 599

I1 Sep 00 RB Meeting Minutes, 20 Jul 00 The Memphis Depot 591
22 Sep 00 Press Release, Chemical Warfare Materiel Removal Noble, Jackie 601

_________Action Continues at Dunn Eield, No 16-00 fhe Memphis Depot

26Sep 00 RAB Members Letter to Depot Concerning Request for Clay, Kevin E 502
Information for RAB Member Conflict of Interest Issue RB Member ____

Oct 00 Final BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version 4 The Memphis Depot Caretaker 603

06 Oct 00 BCT Meeting Minutes, 24 Aug 00 The Memphis Depot 600
IS Oct 00 IRA, Quarterly Groundwater Quality Report, Year lacobs-Sverdrup, Inc. 604

__________Two, Third Quarter
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192Oct00 IBCT Meeting Minutes, 21 Sep 00 Te Memphis Depot 605
19 Oct 00 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Oct 00 The Memphis Depot 606

Nov 00 -act Sheet, EnviroNews, Nov/Dec 00 The Memphis Depot 607
14 Nov 00 lublic Health Assessment Report Agency for Toxic Substances and 608

Disease Registry _____

Dec 00 Field Sampling Investigation Report EPA Region IV 804

22 Dec 00 3CT Meeting Minutes, 19 Oct 00 The Memphis Depot 609
Jan 0 1 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, Jan/Feb 01 The Memphis Depot 610
18 Jan 01 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Dec 00 The Memphis Depot Il
29Jan 01 IRA, Quarterly Groundwater Quality Report, Year Jacobs Engineering Group 613

____ ___ __ Two,_FourthQuarter _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

29Jan 01 IRA, Groundwater Annual O&M Summary Report, Jacobs Engineering Group 614

Feb 01 OD, Maein Intalaton CH2M Hill, Inc. 615
Feb 01 ewspapr Atce"Record of Decision Approved for The Commercial Appeal 682

____ ____ ___ he M ain Installation'"_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

27 Feb 01 BCT Meeting Minutes, IS Jan 0 1 The Memphis Depot 617
"ar 01 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews, Mar/Apr 0 1 The Memphis Depot 616
)9Mar 01 Iransportation and Disposal Plan, Contaminated Waste, XB International, Inc. 618

II Apr 01 SOW, RA, Lead Contamination Soil Removal CH2M Hill, Inc. 1 9
16 Apr 0 1 3CT Meeting Minutes, 14 Mar 01 The Memphis Depot 620

May 01 act Sheet, EnviroNews, May/Jun 0 1 rhe Memphis Depot 621 ~ ~~~5 May 01 USACE Lctter to Depot Concerning Transportation and 5pear, Harry L, Col 23
Disposal Plan Revisions JS Army Corps of Engineers -

Huntsville District _____

I I May 01 City Letter to CH2M Hill Concerning Approval of kI Chokhachi, Akil 624
Request for Groundwater Disposal 'ity of Memphis

16 May 01 IJSACE Letter to Depot Concerning SI and Removal 3otter, John C 625
Action Notice of Completion for Chemical Warfare JS Army Corps of Engineers -

___________Materiel Huntsville District
17 May 01 Press Release, Chemical Warfare Materiel Removal Noble, Jackie 622

_________Action Completed, No 3-01 The Memphis Depot
Jun 01 IRA, Semi-Annual Groundwater Quality Report, OU- I acobs Engineering Group 626

05Jun 01 Technical Memorandum, Data Collection Plan for CH2M Hill, Inc. 627
___ ___ ___Long-Term Operational Areas _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

08 Jun 01 Depot Letter to RAB Member Concerning Information Dobbs, Michael A 649

_________Repository The Memphis Depot ____

12 Jun 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Pre- 3allard, Turpin 651
_________Design Data Collection ~PA Region IV ____

13 Jun 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning POST 2 3allard, Turpin 650
-PA Region IV ____

15 Jun 01 Technical Memorandum Report, Data Collection Plan _H2M Hill, Inc. 628
___ ___ ___for LTO Areas, Table 4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

10 Jul 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Pre- 3allard, Turpin 653
_________Design Data Collection EPA Region IV ____

19 Jul 01 RAB Meeting Presentation, Groundwater Update, 19 CH2M Hill, Inc. 629

_________ Jul 01 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

19 Jul 01 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17 May 01 The Memphis Depot 1630
16 Aug 01 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Jul 01 The Memphis Depot 631
16 Aug 01 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16 Aug 01 The Memphis Depot 32
23Aug 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Main Installation Ballard, Turpin 652

__________ROD for AR Incorporation PA Region IV

16 Sep 01 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Signing of ROD o~hnston, Jon D 633
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_____ ____ _____ ____ _____ ____ _____ ____ PA R egion IV _ _ _ _

6ep0 PA Letter to Depot Concerning EPA Signing of ROD 3reen, Richard D 634

r 7.~~~~~~~~PA Region IV ____

7ep0 isposal Support Package for Land Transfer Voung, Christopher 3 635r r~~~~~~~~~~~he Memphis Depot

ci 01 ~Soil Vapor Extraction Treatability Study Work Plan CH-2M Hill, Inc. 636

ov 01 econtamination Report and Certification for Closure, Jacobs Engineering Group 637
_____ _____ Site 35 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Nov 01 RAR Meeting Presentation, Groundwater Update, 15 CH2M Hill, Inc. 638

_____ ____ N ov_01 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Nov 01 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Jul 01 CH2M Hill, Inc. 39

15 Nov 01 RAB Meeting Minutes, 16 Aug 01 CH2M Hill, Inc. 640

15 Nov 01 Memphis Depot, Dunn Field RI Overview CH2M Hill, Inc. 83
Dec 01 ", Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 654 Part I

_________Investigation, Vol I of XX VIII, Text, Appendices A-D _ _____________

Dec 01 A, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 654 Part 2

_________Investigation, Vol I of XXVIII, Text, Appendices A-D ________________

cec 0 1 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 655
_________Investigation, Vol II of XXVIII, Appendices E-L

Dec 01 P, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 656 Part I

Investigation, Vol III of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________Analytical Quality Control

Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 656 Part 2

Investigation, Vol III of XXVIII, Appendix M,
__________Analytical Quality Control

Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 656 Part 3
Investigation, Vol III of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Quality Control
E-cc 01 R,Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 657 Part I

Investigation, Vol IV of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Reports, COEI 30194,_C0E190257
Dec 0 1 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 657 Part 2

Investigation, Vol IV of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________Analytical Reports, COI 130194, COE190257 ____I ~ ~~Dec 01 A, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 658 Part I

Investigation, Vol V of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_____ ___ Analytical Reports,_C0E230 195,_C 0E240180_ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 658 Part 2

Investigation, Vol V of XXVIII, Appendix M,
________Analytical Reports, C0E230 195,_C0E240 180 _ _____________

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 659 Part 1
Investigation, Vol VI of XXVIII, Appendix M,

__________ nalytical Reports, C0E260147, C0E310132

Dec 01 ,Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 659 Part 2
rInvestigation, Vol VI of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________ vnalytical Reports, C0E260147, COE3 10132 ________________

Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 660 Part I
Investigation, Vol VII of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Reports, C0F0201 91,_C0F080328
Dec 01 A, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 660 Part 2

Investigation, Vol VII of XXVIII, Appendix M,
- - nalytical Reports, COFO2OI191, COF080328 _________________

bec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materie BX International, Inc. 661 Part I
________ ,_ nvestigation, Vol VIII of XXVIII, Appendiix M, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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lnalytical Reports, C0F140185, C0F230254 ______________

cc 01 A, F inal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 661 Part 2

Investigation, Vol VIII of XXVIII, Appendix M,
__________ nalytical Reports, C0F140185, C0F230254 ____

Dc01 ,Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 662 Pant 1
I nvestigation, Vol IX of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________ vnalytical Reports, C0F260151, C0F290193 ______________

Dec 01 RA inal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 662 Pant 2
Investigation, Vol IX of XXV111, Appendix M,

_________ nalytical Reports, C0F260151, C0F290193

Dec 01 ,Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 663 Pant I
rInvestigation, Vol X of XXV1II, Appendix M,

_________ vnalytical Report, C0F300207a cc~Pe 01 A, inal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 663 Pant 2
~n~vestigation, Vol X of XXV111, Appendix M,

__________nalytical Report, C0F300207

Dec 01 Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 664 Part I
I nvestigation, Vol XI of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_____ ____ vnalytical Reports, COG I 30203R1,_C 002002 I10 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 01 -, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 664 Pant 2
Investigation, Vol XI of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Reports, COG I 30203R1,_C0G20021 0
Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 665

Investigation, Vol XII of XXV1II, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Report, COG220122
Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 666 Part I

Investigation, Vol XIII of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_____ ____ Analytical Report, COG2'70302 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 01 A, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 666 Part 2
Investigation, Vol XIII of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Report, C0G270302

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel OBX International, Inc. 667 Part I
Investigation, Vol XIV of XXVIII, Appendix M,

______ Analytical Report, C0H 12015 7

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel IJBX International, Inc. 667 Part 2
Investigation, Vol XIV of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_____ ___ Analytical Report, C0H 120157 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 668 Part I
Investigation, Vol XV of XXV111, Appendix M,
Analytical Report, COH 150146 ________________ ____

Dec 01 P, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 668 Part 2

Investigation, Vol XV of XXV1II, Appendix M,
________Analytical Report, C0N 150146

c-c 01I RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 669 Part I
Investigation, Vol XVI of XXV1II, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Report, COH 160154
ecc 01 I P, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 669 Part 2

Investigation, Vol XVI of XXVIII, Appendix M,
-A__ __ _ nalytical Report, CON 160154 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 670 Part

Investigation, Vol XVII of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________Analytical Report, C0H 1701_13I Dec~cc01 A, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel BX International, Inc. 670 Part 2

Investigation, Vol XVII of XX VIII, Appendix M,
_________Analytical Report, COHI170113 I
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Dc01 Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 671 Part 1
rInvestigation, Vol XVIII of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________vnalytical Reports, C01H220 139,_C0H2601_18
cc 01,inal Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 671 Part 2

Irnvestigation, Vol XVIII of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________nalytical Reports, C0H220139, C0H26011I8I ~ ~~cc 0,Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 672 Part I

rnvesqtigation, Vol XIX of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________vnalytical Reports, COH3 10206,_C01220208

Dec 01 ,Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc, 672 Part 2
rInvestigation, Vol XIX of XXVIII, Appendix M,

__________ nalytical Reports, COH3 10206,_C0I220208 ____

Dcc 0 1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 673 Part I
Investigation, Vol XX of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Reports, C01280 138, COJI140161

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 673 Part 2

Investigation, Vol XX of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________Analytical Reports, C01280138, C0J 140161

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 674 Part I
Investigation, Vol XXI of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Reports, C0.13 10200, COK1 50188 _________________

Dec 01 A, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 674 Part 2
- ~~Investigation, Vol XXI of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________Analytical Reports, COJ3 10200,_COKI150188

Dec 01 P, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 675 Part I
Investigation, Vol XXII of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Reports,_C0K220253, ClI8090228I ~ ~~Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 675 Part 2
Investigation, Vol XXII of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Reports, C0K220253, Cl 8 090228 ________________

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 676
Investigation, Vol XXIII of XXVIII, Appendix M, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

_____ ___ Analytical Report, C IB220250 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 01 P, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 677 Part I

Investigation, Vol XXIV of XXVIII, Appendix M,
_________Analytical Report, C IB230148

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 677 Part 2
Investigation, Vol XXIV of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________Analytical Report, C IB230148

Dec 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 678 Part I
Investigation, Vol XXV of XXVIII, Appendix M,

__________ Analytical Report, C IC 150304 _________________ _ _

Dec 01 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 678 Part 2
Investigation, Vol XXV of XXVIII, Appendix M,

-A___ _ _ nalytical Report, CIC150304 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dcc 01 R, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 679 Part I
Investigation, Vol XXVI of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_____ ___ Analytical Report, C IC210184 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 0 1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 679 Part 2
Investigation, Vol XXVI of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_________ Analytical Report, C IC2 10184 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dcc 01 P, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 680 Part I
Investigation, Vol XX VII of XXVIII, Appendix M,

_____ ____ Analytical Report, C IC220173 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Fec 0 1 RA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel NX International, Inc. 1680 Part 2
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Investigation, Vol XXVII of XXVIII, Appendix M,
______ ___ [Analytical Report, ClI C220 173 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dc01 PA, Final Report Chemical Warfare Materiel UBX International, Inc. 681
_________Investigation, Vol XXVIII of XXVIII, Appendices N-Q

0cc 01 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 Nov 01 The Memphis Depot 641
eb0 IRA, Groundwater Annual O&M Summary Report, Jacobs Federal Programs 642

Fe0 Final BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version 5 S Army Corps of Engineers - 648
Huntsville District

Feb 02 IRA, Semi-Annual Groundwater Quality Report, Year IT Corp. 77

04 Feb 02 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Schedule Update for Ballard, Turpin 643
________Remedial Activities EPA Region IV _ __

13 Feb 02 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 21 Feb The Commercial Appeal 685
____ ___ __ 0 2" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15 Feb 02 emediation Report, Site 83 Jacobs Federal Programs64

Fe0 3CT Meeting Minutes, 20 Dec 01 The Memphis Depot 645
I Fe0 AB Meeting Minutes, 15 Nov 01 CH2M Hill, Inc. 4
I Fe02 CT Meeting Minutes, 21 Feb 02 The Memphis Depot64
I Fe Z2AB Meeting Minutes, 21 Feb 02 The Memphis Depot 686

I Feb02 emphis Depot Environmental Program Update The Memphis Depot 687
I Fe02 emphis Depot, Dunn Field RI Summary of Findings CH2M Hill, Inc. 688

Apr 02 ~ act Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 684
r02L9. [RD.... , Work Plan, Rev I CH2M Hill, Inc. 72

10 Apr 02 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 18 Apr The Commercial Appeal 69
____ ___ ___ 02" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

17 Apr 02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 17-I8 Apr 02 The Memphis Depot 690

18 Apr 02 RB Meeting Minutes, IS Apr 02 The Memphis Depot 691
9 Apr 02 Depot Letter to SCUD Concerning Information on DeBack, John 692

__________Injection Wells Main Installation - he Memphis Depot

31 May 02 Depot Letter to MDPW Concerning Dunn Field Hunt, Clyde 694
__________Recovery Well System The Memphis Depot

Jun 02 IRA, Semi-Annual Groundwater Quality Report, Year Jacobs Federal Programs 695 Pant I£ ____________ Four, First Half _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jun 02 IRA, Semi-Annual Groundwater Report, Year Four, Jacobs Federal Programs 695 Part 2
____ ___ ___ First H alf _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

04Jun 02 Cify of Memphis Letter to Depot Concerning Revised Al-Chokhachi, Akil 696

Industrial Wastewater Discharge Agreement Permit City of Memphis
15 Jun 02 cewspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Jun Tri-State Defender 697

20 Jun 02_ 2' Meeting Minues, 20 Jun 2 - The Mempis Depot 69

20 Jun 02 CT Meeting Minutes, 20 Jun 02 The Memphis Depot 698

20 Jun 02 Memphis Depot, Dunn Field Pump and Discharge CH2M Hill, Inc. 700
____ ____ _ S stem 5-Year Review _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jul 02 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews he Memphis Depot 693
Jul 02 FE/CA, Rev I, Dunn Field, Site 60 C H2M Hill, Inc. 701
Jul 02 1, Report, Vol I of 111, Rev 2 CH2M Hill, Inc. 702

Jul 02 RI, Report, Vol 1I of 1II, Appendices A-1-13, Rev 2 'H2M Hill, Inc. 703 Part I
Jul 02 RI, Report, Vol 11 of 1II, Appendices A-I-B3, Rev /2 C'H2M Hill, Inc. 703 Part 2
Jul 02 RI, Report, Vol III of 1II, Appendices C-I-K, Rev 2 _H2M Hill, Inc. 7704 Parti I

Jul 02 __RI, Report, VlIIof 111, Appendices C-I-K, Rev 2 _H2M Hill, Inc. 704 Partul0 o I ______2________ ____

Jul 02 __D_ Work Plan, Rev 2 C2M Hill, Inc. 705

27Jul 02 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment Period, ri-State Defender 706
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25 Jul-23 Aug 02 and Public Meeting, 15 Aug 02" ________________ ____

13 Aug 02 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Submittal of Revised Ballard, Turpin 707

Site Schedule and Overdue FS PA Region IV ____

15 Aug 02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 Aug 02 The Memphis Depot 708
23 Aug 02 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Revised Schedule DeBack, John 709

____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ __ The M emphis Depot

Sep 02 BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version 6, Rev 1 CH2M Hill, Inc. 710
)3 Sep 02 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning OLA Revised Ballard, Turpin 711

________Schedule EPA Region IV

24Sep 02 BCT Meeting Minutes, 24 Sep 02 The Memphis Depot 712
Oct 02 Action Memorandum, Rev 1, Site 60 CH2M Hill, Inc. 713

12 Ot 02 Newspaper Article, "RAB Meeting, 17 Oct 02" Tri-State Defender 714

17 Ot02 RAB Meeting Minutes, 17 Oct 02 The Memphis Depot 715
17 Oct 02 Memphis Depot Environmental Program Progress The Memphis Depot 716

_____ _____ R eport, 02 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

14 Nov 02 Technical Memorandum Report, Analysis of CH2M Hill, Inc. 744

Groundwater Data Collected During Main Installation
_________Wide Baseline Groundwater Sampling Event ____________________

21 Nov 02 UBCT Meeting Minutes, 21 Nov 02 - he Memphis Depot 717

25 Nov 02 Pistol Range Site Remtediation Work Plan Addendum, Smith, Kraig IS8
__________Site 60 Jacobs Engineering

Dec 02 IRA, Semi-Annual Groundwater Quality Report, Year Jacobs Federal Programs 719 Part I
____ ___ ___Four, Second Half _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Dec 02 IRA, Semi-Annual Groundwater Quality Report, Year Jacobs Federal Programs 719 Part2
____ ___ ___Four, Second Half _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jan 03 Fie-Year Review Report CH2M Hill, Inc. 720B ~ ~~an 03 IRA, Annual Groundwater O&M Summary Report Jacobs Federal Programs 721
Jan 03 Fact Sheet, The Depot, Soil Removal Begins at Former The Memphis Depot 722

_____ ____ Pistol Range on Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

13 Jan 03 Fact Sheet, News Release, Soil Removal Begins at Defense Logistics Agency 723
Former Pistol Range on Dunn Field ________________ ____

16 Jan 03 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16 Jan 03 The Memphis Depot 724
22 Jan 03 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning EPA Concurrence on Smith, Winston A 725

_________Fivc-Year Review Report for IRA, Dunn Field EPA Region IV ____

Feb 03 FS, Report, Rev I, Dunn Field CH2M Hill, Inc. 579
04 Feb 03 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Proposed Category Ballard, Turpin 745

__________Changes for Environmental Condition Property EPA Region IV ____

12 Feb 03 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Feb The Commercial Appeal 726

15 Feb 03 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 20 Feb Tri-State Defender 727
___ ___ ___ 03" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

0O-Feb 03 RAB Meeting Minutes, 20 Feb 03 The Memphis Depot 805
Mar 03 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 728

25 Mar 03 BCT Meeting Minutes, 25-26 Mar 03 The Memphis Depot 746
Apr....03 ... emediation Report, Removal Action, Site 60 Jacobs Federal Programs 729
May 03 Proposed Plan, Dunn Field The Memphis Depot 730
07May 03 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Public Comment Period The Commercial Appeal 731

and Public Meeting, The Memphis Depot Proposed
_____ ____ Cleanup Plan for Dunn Field" I__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

08 May 03 RAB Member Letter to Depot Concerning Kids and Brayon, Eugene H 732
Chemical-Facts of Law P B Membera ~~~12 May 03 DHHS Letter to Depot Concerning Health Consultation Howie, Max M 733

Department of Health and Human
Services
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14 ay 3 B Metig Mnuts, 4-1 Ma 03Th Memphis epot 73

14 May 03 RBC Meeting Minutes, 14-5 May03 The Memphis Depot 734

20 May 03 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Former Pistol Range DeBack, John 736:2 ~ Vrfcainof Demobilization, Site 60, Site 85 The Memphis Depot ____

Jun 03 Fact Sheet, The Depot, Groundwater Sampling The Memphis Depot 737
______ Sheduledfor theDepot Community thisSummer ____________________

Jun 0 IRASemi-Annual Groundwater Quality Report, Year Jacobs Federal Programs 747
F v ,F r tH alf _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Jun 3 Fat ShetThe Depot, Pre-Design Investigation of The Memphis Depot 748

______ DisposalSitesBegins atDunnField _________________

II Jun 03 DHHS Letter to Depot Concerning Childhood Crellin, John R 738
Leukemia Department of Health and Human

Services

13 Jun 03 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Kids and Chemical- Ballard, Turpin 739
________ Facts of Law EPA Region IV

18 Jun 03 Newspaper Article, "Notice of Extension of Public The Commercial Appeal 740

Comment Period, The Memphis Depot Proposed
__________Cleanup Plan for Dunn Field" __ ______________ _____

19 Jun 03 Newspaper Article, "Notice of PRAB Meeting, 19 Jun Tri-State Defender 74

19 Jun 03 RAB Meeting Minutes, 19 Jun 03 The Memphis Depot 79
19 Jun 03 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Jun 03 The Memphis Depot 50
1 1 Jul 03 Memphis and Shelby County Health Department Letter Madlock, Yvonne 5 1

to Depot Concerning Public Comment on Dunn Field Memphis and Shelby County Health
_________Proposed Clean-up Plan - epartment

17 Jul 03 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Hazardous Waste Nicholson, Herb 752
Inspection Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation

Au 0 PCP Dip Vat Soil Investigation Work Plan, Rev I CH12M Hill, Inc. 753

Aug 03 Disposal Sites Pre-Design Investigation Data Collection HF2M Hill, Inc. 754
_____ _____Plan, Rev 2, Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

II Aug 03 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Status of NOV Bullington, Clayton A, PG 755
Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

12 Aug 03 Technical Memorandum Report, Installation of Up- Jacobs Federal Programs 743
_________Gradient Monitoring Wells, Dunn Field ________________

20Aug 03 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Aug 03 The Memphis Depot 756
25 Aug 03 USACE Letter to Depot Concerning Statement of Rivenburgh, John D 757

Clearance for Dunn Field US Army Corps of Engineers -

____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ __ H untsville District

18 Sep 03 BCT Meeting Minutes, 18 Sep 03 The Memphis Depot 758
Oct 03 Fact Sheet, EnviroNews The Memphis Depot 759
06 Oct 03 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Requirement to Bullington, Clayton A, PG 60

Submit Corrective Action Permit Application Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

08Oct 03 Newspaper Article, "Notice of RAB Meeting, 16 Oct The Commercial Appeal 761

16 Oct 03 RB Meeting Minutes, 16 Oct 03 The Memphis Depot 550
16 Oct 03 BCT Meeting Minutes, 16 Oct 03 The Memphis Depot 762
22 Oct 03 EPA E-mail to Depot Concerning Request for allard, Turpin 63S ________ ~~Extension rPA Region IV

cc 03 RAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version 7, Rev 2 ICH2M Hill, Inc. 1764
F2 Dec 03 ECT Meting Minutes, 02 Dec 03 rhe Memphis Depot 1765
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S8 Dec 03 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Extension of EPA Ballard, Turpin 766
__________Review Period for the Intermediate RD Submittal EPA Region IV

Ja 4 IRAnulGoudaerMSumr Report,___ __ __ _ 03 Jacos Fedeal Progams 76

Jan 04 IRA, SeiAnnual Groundwater O& Qumariy Report, 03a Jacobs Federal Programs 767

Five, Second Half _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

06Jan 04 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Notification of Field DeBack, John 769
__________Activities The Memphis Depot _____

15 Jan 04 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 Jan 04 The Memphis Depot 778
21Jan 04 Technical Memorandum Report, Results of Soil CH2M Hill, Inc. 551

Investigation at Former PCP Dip Vat and Underground
_________PCP Storage Tank Sites, Main Installation _______________

27 Jan 04 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Adjustment of De~ack, John 770
. .~~Delivery Dates for ROD and MlRD of FFA _ he Memphis Depot

Mar 04 ROD, Final, Dunn Field CH2M Hill, Inc. 779
09 Mar 04 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning APRARs Haynes, Jim, PE 780

Requirements for Groundwater Contamination Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

12 Mar 04 Depot Letter to EPA Concerning Notification of Dobbs, Michael A 781
_________Change of BRAG Project Manager The Memphis Depot

18 Mar 04 BCT Meeting Minutes, 18 Mar 04 - he Memphis Depot 782
29 Mar 04 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Corrective Action Dobbs, Michael A 783

_________Permit Application The Memphis Depot ____

AprL...04 ... RD, Final Report, Disposal Sites at Dunn Field, Rev I CH2M Hill, Inc. 784I ~~~~~~for Schedule Extension for PRB Intermediate Design, The Memphis Depot

Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3 ~~~0 Apr 04 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Soil Investigation Morrison, James W, PG 786
* ~~~~~~Report, PCP DipVat and UST PCP Sites Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
I1 Apr 04 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Request Dobbs, Michael A 787

for Schedule Extension for RD, Final Report, Main The Memphis Depot
____ ____ ___ Installation _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

F6 Apr 04 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Draft Dobbs, Michael A 88
__________Revised Master Schedule, Main Installation The Memphis Depot

03 May 04 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Schedule Ballard, Turpin 789
__________Extension for RD, Final Report, Main Installation EPA Region IV

II May 04 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Ballard, Turpin 90
__________Proposed Schedule Revision EPA Region IV ____

20 May 04 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 May 04 The Memphis Depot 791
15 Jun 04 BCT Teleconference Minutes, 15 Jun 04 The Memphis Depot 792
24 Jun 04 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Corrective Action Bullington, Clayton A, PG 93

Permit Application Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

Jul 04 -D, Final Report, Main Installation, Rev I CH12M Hill, Inc. 794 Part 1

Jul 04 RD, Final Report, Main Installation, Rev I CH12M Hill, Inc. 794 Part 2____
07 Jul 04 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Concurrence of Draft Ballard, Turpin 95

________FOST No. 3 EPA Region IV
12 Jul 04 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Draft Dobbs, Michael A 796a ~ ~~~~~~evised Master Schedule, Main Installation and Dunn The Memphis Depot

______ ____ F ield _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

2Jul 04 epot Letter to TDEC Concerning Requested Dobbs, Michael A 97I ~ ~~~~~~dditional Information for Corrective Action Permit The Memphis Depota 0 Jul 04 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Jul 04 he Memphis Depot79
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08Aug 04 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of Revised Ballard, Turpin 799
__________Schedule for Primary Documents for DDMT EPA Region IV

09Aug 04 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Completeness Apple, Mike 806
Determination for Corrective Action Permit Application Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
10 Aug 04 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Approval of RD Final Ballard, Turpin 800

_________Report, Main Installation EPA Region IV
26Aug 04 BCT Meeting Minutes, 25-26 Aug 04 The Memphis Depot 801
21 Sep 04 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20-21 Sep 04 The Memphis Depot 807

24Sep 04 Depot Letter to TDEC Concerning Withdraw of Dobbs, Michael A 802

14 Oct 04 Technical Memorandum Report, Early Implementation CH2M Hill, Inc. 808

of SeetdRemedy Component to Address
Groundwater Contamination West of Dunn Field, Rev 1

15 Oct 04 RA, Work Plan, Disposal Sites at Dunn Field, Rev I MACTEC Engineering and 809
____ ____ __ _ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ __ Consulting, Inc.

20 Oct 04 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Oct 04 The Memphis Depot 810
21 Oct 04 MOA, Technical Memorandum Report, Early Dobbs, Michael, A 811

Implementation of Selected Remedy Component to Ballard, Turpin
Address Groundwater Contamination West of Dunn Morrison, James W, PG

__________Field, Rev I (atch found at AR #808) _________________

Nov 04 Work Plan, Early Implementation of Selected Remedy, MACTEC Engineering and 812
__________Dunn Field, Rev I Consulting, Inc.

12 Nov 04 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Comments on Work Ballard, Turpin 813
Plan, Early Implementation of Selected Remedy, Dunn EPA Region IV

_____ _____Field, Rev I
15 Nov 04 EPA Letter to TDEC Concemning Issues for Final Johnston, Jon D 814

________RCRA Permit EPA Region IV
16 Nov 04 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning eobbs, Michael A 815

Mobilization for Early Implementation of Selected The Memphis Depot

_____ ____ Remedy, Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

22Nov 04 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Delay of Dobbs, Michael A 816
Notice of Land Use Restrictions Report, Main The Memphis Depot

Installation
22 Nov 04 Depot Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Extension Dobbs, Michael A 817

__________Request for BCP, Version 8 The Memphis Depot
Dec 04 Community Involvement Plan MACTEC Engineering and 8181 _____ _____ _ ______ _______ _______ ______ _______ _____ Consulting, Inc.
19 Jan 05 TDEC Letter to Depot Concerning Denial to Reissue Burroughs, Charles 19

Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Permit Tennessee Department of
Environment and Conservation

20 Jan 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Jan 05 - he Memphis Depot 820
21Jan 05 Notice of Land Use Restrictions Report, Main US Army Corps of Engineers - Mobile 821

___________Installation District

I I Feb 05 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning BCP, Version 8 Ballard, Turpin 822
____ ____ __ ____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ EPA Region IV

24 Feb 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 24 Feb 05 - he Memphis Depot 823
Mar 05 BPRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), Version 8, Rev I MACTEC Engineering and 824

____ ____ __ _ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ __ Consulting, Inc.
Mar 05 Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) 4, Dunn Field MACTEC Engineering and 825

_____ ____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ___ C onsulting, Inc.I ~ ~~14 Mar 05 ACTEC Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Holmes, Thomas C82
obilization for RA at Disposal Sites, Dunn Field MACTEC Engineering and

_____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ _____ ____ onsulting, Inc.
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24 Mar 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 24 Mar 05 - he Memphis Depot 827
19 Apr 05 EPA Letter to Depot Concerning Concurrence with Ballard, Turpin 828

_________FOST 4, Dunn Field PA Region IV
20 Apr 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Apr 05 The Memphis Depot 829
19 May 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 May 05 The Memphis Depot 830
31 Jul 05 Administrative Record File Index LABAT-ANDERSON 1

____ ___ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ____ __ NCORPORATED

UNK SOW, Ordnance, Explosive Waste, and Chemical US Army Corps of Engineers - 369
Warfare Materiel Sub-Surface Clearance Huntsville District

Jun 05 IRA, Annual Operations Report 04, Dunn Field MACTEC Engineering and 833

15 Jun 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 June 05 - he Memphis Depot 834
24 Jun 05 DDC-DES-EE Letter to EPA and TDEC Concerning Dobbs, Michael A 835

_________Notification of Delay in Dunn Field Source Areas RD The Memphis Depot
Jul 05 RA, Final Work Plan, Main Installation, Rev. I MACTEC Engineering and 836

____ ____ __ _ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ __ Consulting, Inc.

21Jul 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 21 July 05 The Memphis Depot 837
27 Jul 05 DDC-DES-EE Letter to DA BRAC Office, EPA and Dobbs, Michael A 838

TDEC Concerning Main Installation Annual Site The Memphis Depot
___________Inspection

04Aug 05 TDEC Letter to DDC-DES-E Concerning Early Spann, Evan E. 839
Implementation of Selected Remedy, IRA Completion Tennessee Department of

__________Report, Site 79-736 Environment and Conservation

08 Aug 05 TDEC Letter to DES-DDC-E Concerning Notification Morrison, James W, PG 840
of Change of TDEC Project Management Tennessee Department of

____ ____ _ _ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ ___ ____ __ Environment and Conservation

17 Aug 05 TDEC Letter to DES-DDC-E Concerning Comments on Spann, Evan W. 841
Dunn Field RD Investigation Work Plan Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
Sep 05 Early Implementation of Selected Remedy Interim MACTEC Engineering and 842

__________Remedial Action Completion Report, Rev. I Consulting, Inc.
Sepl........Final Dunn Field RD Investigation Work Plan CH2M Hill, Inc. 843
12 Sep 05 EPA Letter to DES-DDC-E Concerning Approval of Ballard, Turpin 844

__________RA Work Plan for Main Installation EPA Region IV
1 SepD05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 Sep 05 The Memphis Depot 845
22 Sep 05 EPA Letter to DES-DDC-E Concerning Approval on LaPierre, Kenneth R. 846

IRA Completion Report for Phase I of the Selected EPA Region IV

_________Remedy, Dunn Field
20 Oct 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 20 Oct 05 The Memphis Depot 847
15 Nov 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, 15 Nov 05 - Te Memphis Depot 848
IS Dec 05 BCT Meeting Minutes, IS Dec 05 The Memphis Depot 849
19 Jan 06 BCT Meeting Minutes, 19 Jan 06 The Memphis Depot 850
Feb 06 Annual Long-Term Monitoring Report, Main MACTEC Engineering and 851

Installation Consulting, Inc.3 ~~~16 Feb 06 BRAC Cleanup Team meeting minutes The Memphis Depot Unscanned__

17 Feb 06 Annual Report - 2005, Dunn Field Groundwater MACTEC Engineering and Unscanned
Interim Remedial Action - Year Seven, Rev. 0 Consulting, Inc.

7Apr 06 DES-DDC-EE correspondence to EPAITDEC Dobbs, Michael A UnscannedI ~ ~~~~~~Concerning Request for Extension for the Zero Valent The Memphis Depot
Iron (ZVI) Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB8)

___ ___ ___Implementation Study, Dunn Field ________________

pr 06 Final Zero Valent Iron Permeable Reactive Barrier CH2M Hill, Inc. Unscanned
_________Implementation Study Work Plan, Dunn Field ________________

0O Apr 06 IBRAC Cleanup Team meeting minutes Ihe Memphis Depot Unscanned
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26 Apr 06 TDEC correspondence to DES-DDC-E Concerning Spann, Evan W. Unscanned
BRAG Cleanup Plan, Version 9 Tennessee Department of

Environment and Conservation
I May 06 TDEC correspondence to DES-DDC-E Concerning Spann, Evan W. Unscanned

Annual Operations Report - 2005, Dunn Field Tennessee Department of
Groundwater Interim Remedial Action - Year Seven Environment and Conservation

2May 06 DES-DDC-EE correspondence to EPA/TDEC Dobbs, Michael A Unscanned
Concerning Mobilization for Main Installation The Memphis Depot

___ __ ___ __Rem edial A ction _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _I ~ ~ ~~ May 06 DES-DDC-EE correspondence to EPA/TDEC Dobbs, Michael A Unscanned
Concerning Request for Extension for Submittal of the The Memphis Depot
Remedial Design Investigation (RDI) Technical

_________Memorandum (TM), Dunn Field ____________________

II May 06 EPA correspondence to DES-DDC-EE Concerning Ballard, Turpin Unscanned
BRAG Cleanup Plan, Version 9/Site Management Plan EPA Region IV
and Annual Schedule Update for the Defense Depot,

________Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) _______________

5Jun 06 MACTEC email correspondence to DDC/EPA/TDEC, Price, David Unscanned
Re: Annual Operations Report - 2005, Dunn Field MACTEC Engineering and
Groundwater Interim Remedial Action - Year Seven Consulting, Inc.

27 Jun 2006 BRAG Cleanup Team meeting minutes The Memphis Depot Unscanned
Jul 06 BRAG Cleanup Plan Version 9, Rev. I MACTEC Engineering and Unscanned

_____ ____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ___ Consulting, Inc.

25Jul 06 Main Installation Annual Site Inspection MACTEC Engineering and Unscanned
_____ ____ ____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ____ _____ ____ ___ C onsulting, Inc.

Jul06 Disposal Sites Remedial Action Completion Report, MACTEC Engineering and Unscanned
_________R v. IConsulting, Inc.

25Aug 06 EPA correspondence to DDC-DES-EE, Re: Approval LaPierre, Kenneth R. Uinscanned
of Remedial Action Completion Report (RACR) for the EPA Region IV
Disposal Sites Excavation Phase of the Selected

___ ___ ___Remedy at Dunn Field _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

7 Aug 0 RAG Cleanup Team teleconference meeting minutes he ~MemphisDepot Unscanned
~8Sep 06 RAG Cleanup Team meeting minutes rhe Memphis Depot UnscannedI
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U- D~~~~OEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
HEADQUARTERS

8725 JOHN J1. KINGMIAN ROAD, SUITE 2533
FORT BELVOIR. VIRGINIA 22060-6221

IRVEPLY CAAENO

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDERS, INVENTORY CONTROL FOINTS
COMMANDERS, SERVICE CENTERS
COMMANDER, DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER

if ~~~~COMMANDERS, DEFENSE CONTRCT ~ GE f 4IJIlJ
DISTRICTS

COMMANDER, DLA EUROPE3 ~~~~~COMMANDER, DLA PACIFIC
ADMINISTRATOR, DEFENSE AUTOMATED PRINTING AND

SUPPORT CENTER
DLA EXECUTIVE TEAM

I ~~SUBJECT: DLA Compliance with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice

Presidential Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental

Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations, directs Federal agencies to

consider "disproportionate impacts on minority and low-income groups." My policy is to act in

anopen and fair manner when considering an action that may impact human health and the

envionmnt.While it does not create any new rights 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.

1 ~~~~DLAR 1000.22, Environmnental Considerations of DLA Actions in the United States,

cotisguidance on assessing the impacts of your actions on human health and thr

environment. Environmental Assessments,(EA) end Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) are

the documenits wegenerateto identify adverse impacts to human health and the environment and

appropriate mitigating measures. Where practical and appropriate, you must gather data to assess

* ~~~impacts on minority and low-income populations. This will allow you to evaluate that

* . ~~information, along with all other considerations, when deciding on a course of action. I expect

you to apply Your individual judgment, with the asistance of environmental and legal3 ~~~probfessionals. to reach a case-specific solution.

I also want you to ensure there is sufficient dialog with potentially impacted groups
wuing the scoping process (outlined in DLAR 1000.22) when preparing environmental

docm t.For actions such as environmental restoration where preparation of an

environmental document is not required, other foruims may be used such as Restoration Advisory

Boards, Technical Review Committees, public notices in local papers, meetings with PTA and

church groups, community leaders, etc. This wili assure that you have the input you need to
make an informed decision.
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* ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~2.

Please make sure we execute our environmental and public health responsibilities in a

manner which is fair, open, unbiased, and Billy consistent with the President's direction. Contact
Mr. Dennis Lillo, Director, Environmental Quality, CAAE, at DSN 427-6241, or Cal Frank

Esposito, Associate General Counsel for Environment, GC, at DSN 427-6079 for any additional

information regarding "he DLA environmental justice policy.

5 ~~~~~~~~~HENRY T. GLISSON
Lieutenant General, USAI ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Director
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a~~t=NW [ NTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 4

34S COURTLAND STREET. N.E.
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365I ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~March 13, 1997

4WD-FFB

CertifiedMail3 ~~Return Receipt Requested

Colonel Michael J. Kennedy, Commander
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard
Memphis, Tennessee 38114-5210

SUBJ: Concurrence on CERFA Uncontamninated Parcels
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT)

Dear Col. Kennedy:

I ~~~Under CERFA (Public Law 102-426), federal agencies are required to expeditiously identify real
property that can be inumediately 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 uncbditaminated parcels at DDMT as detailed
In your letter of December 5, 1996 and the Environmental Baseline Survey.(final revisions received5 ~~by EPA December 20, 1996). EPA concurs that the following (BRAC) parcels are uncontaminated
(qualifled or unqualified) and ready for immediate 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 determ-ination that Parcel 3.2 (Building 195) is uncontaminated
because of the evidence, at that location, of groundwater contamination at levels above background
and ARARs.

1 ~~~If you have any queadions please contact me at 404.562.8552.

3'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~icey
I - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Dann Spariosu, Ph.D

Remedial Project Manager
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3 ~~~~~~~~~~~October 20, 1998

I ~4WD-FFB

Mr. Shawn-Phillips
BRAG Environmental Coordinator--
Defense Distribution Center MemphisI ~~2163 Airways Blvd.
Memphis, TN 38114 - 5210

I ~~SUBJECT: Concurrence with CERFA Category I Properties.

Dear Mr. Phillips:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 4, has reviewedE ~~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.

3 ~~~~If you have any questions, please call me at 404/562-8553.

Sincerely yus

I ~~Win. Turpin Ballard, CM
Remedial Project Manager

cc: file

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~Intennet Address (URL) http:/Awww.opa.gov
n~oyclod.'R~oyclable * Printod wflth Vegetable OII Basod inks on Recycled Papner (Minlmum 25% Poslconsumrn)
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3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~File:

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONBj47

REGiON I 83~7
475 ALLENDALE ROAD

KING OF PRUSSIA. PENNSYLVANIA 19406-1415

1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~April ¶6,1999

Docket No. 030-33261 License No. 37-30062-013 ~~Control No. 125947

Phyllis Campbell
Deputy Commander
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distributian Center
2001 Mission Drive

New Cumberland, PA 17070-5000

i ~~Dear Deputy Commander Campbell:
This refers to your license amendment request. Enclosed with this letter is the amended
license. The facility at Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee may be released for

unrestricted use.I -> ~Please review the enclosed document carefully and be sure that you understand and fully
Qimplement all the conditions incorporated into the amended license. If there are any errors or

question s, please notify the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region I Office, Licensing
Assistance Team, (610) 337-5093 or 5239, so that we can provide appropriate corrections andI ~~answers.

Thank you for your cooperation.

3 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~J e nly,,

Nuclear Matenarr-Safety Branch 23 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Division of Nuclear Materials Safety

Enclosure:3 ~~Amendment No. 5

cc:3 ~~~Allen -ijlsmeier, Radiation Safety Officer



* ~~~~DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 83 4 ~~~
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER

2001 MISSION DRIVE
NEW CUMBERLAND, PA '17070.5000

FIFRT DDC-AH e l
Ms Pamela J. HendersonU ~~Nuclear Materials Safety Branch 2
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region II ~ 47 Allendale Road
King of Prussia, PA 19406z 4415

3 ~Dear Ms Henderson:

Reference our March 6, 1997 memorandum that provided notification of ourI ~~intent to conduct a termination radiological survey at the Defense Distribution Depot
Memphis, TN (DDMT). Forwarded herewith are the radiological survey reports
recommending that DDMT be released for unrestricted use.

I ~~~~All radiological activities have ceased and no radioactive material is on the
premises at DDMT. We request that DDMT be removed from the Defense DistributionI ~~Center (formerly the Defense Distribution Region East) license 37-30062-01.

Point of contact for any additional information is Mr. Allen Hilsmeier, RadiationI ~~Safety Officer, (717) 770-4762, e-mail: ahilsmneier~ad dc.dla.mil.

Sincerely,

Drcof dmminstration

I ~~Enclosures:

cc:
CAAEH
bDMT-DI ~DDC-T(BRAC)

1 ~~~~~~~~~~Federal Recycling Prograrrs 11 Printed on Reccld Paper
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* ~~DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER

TERMINATION RADIOLOGICAL SURVEYI ~~~~~~FOR

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS

BUILDING 319, BAY 6

3 ~~~~~RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH GROUP

SAFETY & OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH OFFICE5 ~~~~~DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATIONC)

1~~~UVY ODCE
I~~~~ARI -119
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IEXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I 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 keyIpersons who were directly knowledgeable of the past radiological operations at DDMT. The
radiological survey protocol was developed utilizing the guidance contained in reference 1,
Appendix A. The survey results indicate that Building 319 can be released for unrestricted use.

UThe 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. DiscussionIwith 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. Arnradiological 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 thatl additional characterization be performed to determine the cause of the slightly elevated alpha
radiation in the facility.

EThe characterization study was completed on Apr11 11, 1997. This report provides the data
analysis of the study which concludes that the higher levels of alpha radiation are a result ofI naturally occurring radioactivity in pre-cast concrete.

BACKGROUND

I This.characterization survey report is a contuinuation of the Environmental Baseline StudyI referenced in Appendix A. This Envirounmental 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~lOO cm2

;jr Thoriumi 232 (Th-232) in equilibrium with its daughter products for unrestricted release of aI building. This value corresponds to a dose rate for building occupancy of 3 maRern/year. The
dose rate value has subsequently been superseded by a value of 25 mRemtyear (Appendix A,I refierence 6). This new value corresponds to a surface concentration release limit of about 950
dpm/lOO cm2, which is essentially the same limit that NRC adopted in their release criteria stated
in reference 3, Appendix A, ILe., 1000 dpni/lOO cm2.

IThe 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,I 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 _ _ _ _ _ _~~~~~~~~~~~
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the readings inside the building. Further, wipe tests on surfaces indicated that the radioactive3 ~~material (RAM) was not removable. Reference 7, Appendix A, stated that Tennessee has a
significantly higher Uranium concentration than most of the United States, i.e., 50-80 parts per
million (ppm) to 1-2 ppm, respectively.I ~ ~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.U ~~Based upon this background information, DDC determined that Building 319 would be classified
as an unaffected area as described in reference 1, Appendix A.

I ~SITE DESCRIPTION

Persons interviewed stated that Building 319, Bay 6 was primarily used to store lantern mantles3 ~ ~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 sampling3 ~~to take place there. One interviewee stated that lantern mantles 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 wall 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

E ~~The historical review of Building 319 operations involving RAM indicated that NRC generally
licensed and license exempt radioactive sources were stored in the building. Interviews were5 ~~documented in Appendix A, reference 4. Interviewees stated that radiation surveys had not been
conducted in the past.

E ~TRAINING

3 ~~The persons performing this survey were trained on the use of the instrumentation and the
procedures to follow during the survey pnior to beginning work. The DDC Health Physicist was
responsible overall for the accuracy and adequacy of the data. He was assisted by the DDMT

SURVEY PROCEDURES
OVERVIEW



*Building 319, Bay 6, was treated as an unaffected area as defined in NUREG-5849. It was
*considered a single survey unit. After the slightly elevated alpha radiation measurements wereEobserved 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 anU unaffected area.8J

Stationary measurements were taken in the facility using a "box and X" pattern, i.e., 5Imeasurements were taken in each 1 square meter grid "box." Measurements were taken in each
grid corner and in the center of the grid. For floor measurements, at least a 100 square centimeter
area was sanded before the alpha/beta survey meter was placed on the surface. A gammaIradiation scan was also made over the surface of the grid as recommended in reference 1,
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,Iwere 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, iLe., 8 seconds, in the ratemeter mode toIexpedite the survey. The MDA was higher but still below acceptable limits by a factor of 10.

Beta radiation measurements were conducted by using the raterneter 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 raterneter

mode to expedite the survey.

IGamma 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. Particulat attention was given to cracks in
surfaces.

*The guideline values specified in reference 3, Appendix A, could be observed using the
* instrumentation described below. Each instrument's MDA for variotus surfaces are provided in

the Instrumentation Section.

EWipe tests were taken throughout the facility. Each alpha/beta-gamma wipe test was conducted
by taking a 1.75 inch diameter filter paper and wiping about a 10 inch surface in an 'S' pattern.

.31Ths test resulted in an area wiped of about 100 cm2. These wipe tests were counted in a scaler
- capable of measuring both alpha and medium energy beta radiation.

INSTRUMENTATION

Instrumentation used for the surveys included a zinc sulfide 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

1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~5.



3 ~~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.3 ~~Specific information on the types of instruments used are: 88 484

IL Fixed Contamination:3 ~~a. Alpha Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 2224, Serial Number 125598
Ludlum Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 13401 1
Calibration Date January 22, 1997I ~ ~~~~~~~Background at site

Floor 11 dpml 100 cm2, (2.0OCPM)I ~ ~~~~~~~Inner Concrete Block Wall 13 dpm/ 100 cm2, (2.3 CPM)Pre-Cast Concrete Wall 35 dpm/ 100 cm2, (6.25 CPM)
Tile Wall 21 dpm/ 100 cm2, (3.8 CPM)3 ~~~~~~~Efficiency 18 % for Th-230

Detector surface area 100 cm2

MAFloor 100 dpm/ 100 cnr'
Inner Concrete Block Wall 107 dpm/ 100 cm2

Pre-Cast Concrete Wall 80 dpm/ 100 cm'
Tile Wall 138 dprnl 100 cm2

I ~~b. Beta Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 2224, Serial Number 125598
Ludlum Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 134011
Calibration Date January 22, 1997I ~ ~~~~~~~Background at site

Floor 2.071 dpm/ 100 cm' (290 CPM)3 ~~~~~~~~~Inner Wall 1,628 dpml' 100 cm' (228 CPM)
Concrete Wall 1,614 dpm/ 100 cmn2 (226 CPM)
Tile Wall 3,745 dpm/ 100 cm2 (524 CPM)

Efficiency 14 % for Tc-99
Detector surface area 100 cm 2

MDA
Floor 1,550 dpnil 100 cm2

Inner Wall 1375 dpml 100 cm 23 ~~~~~~~~Concrete Wall 519 dpm/ 100 cm2

Tile Wail 2,085 dpm.V 100 cm2

U ~~c. Gamma Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 19, Serial Number 104568
Ludium Detector, Model 19, Internal Mounted3 ~~~~~~~~Calibration Date January 22, 1997
Background at site

6



Floor Surface 6 uRenvhr; 1 Meter 6 uRemlhr
Inner Wall Surface 6 uRem/hr; 1 Meter 6 uRemfhr 8 834
Concrete Wail Surface 5 uRern/hr; 1 Meter 6 uRemlhr3 ~~~~~~~Tile Wall Surface 12 uRemlhr; 1 Meter 10 uRernlhr

MDA about I uR/hr static measurements3 ~~~~~~MDA about 3 uR/hr scanning monitoring*
*Defined in Appendix A, reference 1, Table 5-6.

I I. Removable Contamination
Alpha/Beta Radiation Ludlurn Dual Scaler Model 2929 Serial Number 39100

Ludlumn Detector Model 43-10-1 Serial Number 133993
Calibration Date April 24, 1997
BackgroundU ~ ~~~~~~~Alpha 1.0 dpm/ 100 cm2 (0.35 CPM)

Beta 434 dpm/ 100 cm2 (138 CPM)
Efficiency

Alpha 34 %
Beta 31 %

Alpha 5.5 DPM/ 1 00 cm2I ~ ~~~~~~Beta 132 DPMI 100 cm 2

VUALITY ASSURANCE CHECK*daily check for portable survey instruments consisted of a source check and comparison of the
easurement to a reading determined after calibration. Measurements conducted before and at

Ite end of the day's survey were within ± 20% of the initial value. Additionally, the physical
gondition of the instrument, to include battery, cables and probes were checked. A daily

Background check was performed.

te laboratory instrument's efficiency value and MDA were determined using National Institute
Vf Standards and Technology traceable standards. The standards were measured just prior to thegipe tests being counted.

(URVEY TECHNIQUES
Ellis second phase, the characterization study, involved confirming the original slightly elevated
tkha readings in the Environmental Baseline Study. Once the readings were confirmed, an area* ~has sanded rigorously with a mechanical sander. Health physics precautions were implemented

ich incl uded: donning of a fulil face respirator and protective outer garments; and covering the
toor with plastic to collect the concrete dust. Measurements were retaken to determine liftheI~pha readings had been reduced. These data are presented in Appendix D.
(tationary surveys for alpha radiation were performied by holding the probe in contact with theturface surveyed for at least 2 time constants, iLe., 8 seconds. The time period was reasonable

* ~~~~~~~~~~~~7



3 ~~and ensured that the MDA values were below the guideline value. As stated earlier, wall sur-faces.
where the alpha radiation exceeded 3 times background were counted for 1 minute using an
integrated count. 883 488-
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 forMT-232 but below the guideline value for beta-gamma
emitting radioisotopes, iLe., 1,000 dpm/lOO cm2 and 5,000 dpml 100 cm2, respectively.

I ~ ~St ationary surveys for gamma radiation were performed by holding the survey meter in contactwith the surface and at a distance of 1 meter for about S seconds. T'his amount of time ensuredI ~~that the meter had stabilized. The MDA, 1 uR/hr, is below the guideline value for gamma
emitting radioisotopes, iLe., 5 uR/hr as stated in the Acceptance Criteria section below.

I ~~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.

BA CKGROUND DETERMINATION

- ~Background determinations for gamma dose rate and alpha, beta count rate surveys were made
prior to the beginnting of the survey. Measurements were made in Building 319 in an adjoiningU ~ ~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 to5 ~~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.

U ~ ~The alpha measurements ranged from 0 to I counts pe'r 8 seconds for the floor and inner wall.
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.

3 ~~Background readings were made prior to use of laboratory equipment These measurements were
used to determine the MDA for the several isotopes.

I ~WIPE TESTS

Because of the nature of the RAM stored in Building 319. the possibility of finding loose
Contamination was small. Nevertheless, wipe tests of the facilities were taken to determine if any
residual contamination was present. Eighty two wipe tests were taken on the floor and walls.U ~ ~These wipe tests were counted in a scaler capable of measuring both alpha and medium energy
beta radiation.

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

8



I~~~~~~~~~~~~~8 8
The current standards for unrestricted use are contained in Appendix A, reference 3. These B8I standards forrnid the basis for the acceptance criteria used by DDC in the evaluation of Building
319.3 ~~The acceptance criteria are detailed in the table below:

Table 1: Acceptance Criteria

Radinucide Exposure Rate Ave. Gross Max. Grass Removable'

assciaed ay rodcts N/A 5,OOO DPMciOL/10ma' 15,OOO DPMczalO1cm 1,000 DPM c1100 cm2

I Trarwnoic. Ra-226. Ra-
228. Th-2 30. Pa-231' Ac- NA 0DP IOc' 30DM1 C20DPVOan227,1-125 1-129 A10DPIOa 2 30
Mit-nat,Th232, Sr-90.

* Ra-223. Ra-224. U-232.N/ 1,000 DpM/lOan 00 P/00 Cm' 200DP=2C5 1-126,1-131. 1-133 300DP/0A20DPIOcm2
Beta-gammta emihtten

exceptSr-90Oand ocher 0.005 mremi/hr 5,000 DPMJ IO cm' 1500 PIIOcm 100 PM1 n

1As used in this table, dpm (disintegrations per minute) means the rate of' emission by radioactiveI material as determined by correcting the counts per minute observed by an appropriate detector
for background, efficiency, and geometric factors associated with the instrumentation.

2The maximum contamination level applies to an area of not more than 100 cm2NiThe exposure rate criteria of 0.005 mnrem/hr (5.0 gRlhr) was obtained from a Nuclear
Regulatory Commission internal memo dated October 29, 1986, from S. Block, Health Physicist,I Region V to Peter Erickson, Special and Standardizatioft Project, NRR, subject: Conversion of
Regulatory Guide 1.86 Surface Contamninationi Limits Into Exposure Rate For Release For
Unresricted Use.

SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS

IData obtained for Building 319, Bay 6 are provided in Appendix D.

3Regarding the direct measurement for alpha contamination in Bay 6 of Building 319, all
measurements were well below the guideline value, L~e., 1,000 dpm/100o CM 2 All but one reading
were at least a factor of 10 below the acceptance criteria. All individual readings were at least a
facior of 10 below the maximum allowable limit, L~e., 3,000 dpm/lOO cm2.

The readings obtained during this characterization study patterned the original data obtained for3the 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 reconfirmed as not having readings above background. One area that had a slightly elevated3alpha reading was sanded and resurveyed. The results, tabulated in Appendix D, show that the

* 9 _ _ _ _ _ _~~~~~~~~~
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readings taketi before and after sanding were essentially unchanged. Towal cips wr ett
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 wall 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-228, respectively. The data indicate that no
significant, if any, fixed contamination was present from the storage of gas lantern mantles. The5 ~~~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 reading5 ~~~taken at the North Interior Wall, location NEI, slightly exceeded the guideline value for Th-232.
This reading. 5 % 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 theU ~ ~maximum guideline value for Th-232, i.e., 3,000 dpm/lOO cm2. The data indicate that no
significant, if any, fixed contamination was present from beta emitting radioisotopes or Th-232.

I ~~~Regarding the direct measurement for gamma contamination in the facility, the highest net value
at any location was 4 uRemlhr, which is less than the acceptance criteria, Le., 5 uRem/hr. The3 ~~~data indicate that no significant, if any, fixed contamination was present that emits gamma
radiation.

I ~~~Regarding the removable net alpha contamination measurements mn the facilit y, all readings were
well below the acceptance criteria for natural thorium, i.e., 200 dpml 100 cm'. 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 well3 ~~~below the guideline values for unrestricted release of a facility. There is no internal or external
radiation hazard in the facility. The data indicate that Building 319 can be released for
unrestricted use.

10 _ _ _ _ _



3 ~RECOMMENDATION8348

It is recommnended that Building 319, Bay 6, be released for unrestricted use.

I ~~~~Submitted by:

ALLEN E. HILISMEIER3 ~~~~DDC Health Physicist

Approved:

3 ~~~~Director of dministration
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MEMORANDUM FOR DDMT-D
THROUGH:ACs6

U SUBJECT: DDMT Radiological Survey

Two copies of the environmental baseline radiological survey report are forwarded for
dissemination. Recommend placing one copy of the report in' the aichives for DDMT and a copy

retained by DDMT.

We would like to commend Mr. Paul Blake, Radiation Protection Officer for DDMAT for theI invaluable assistance he rendered to the survey officer. He made significant contributions in the
coordination, preparation and accumulation of data contained in this report

U ~~This report recommends that the DDMT facilities where radioactive material was previously
stored. he released for unrestricted use with the exception of Building 319, Bay 6. This buildingI 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.

POC for any additional information is Mr. Allen Hilsmcier, DSN 977-4762 or COM (717)
770-4762.

/a OHN STAMATELLOS
RegionMl Safety & Occupational Health Manager

ASCE-lW

Attachment:

I, ~cc:.
DDRE-DIDDU CAAEH
ASCE-D
ASCE-WP
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I ~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 883 422
This document encompasses a historical search, the sampling protocol to conduct anI ~environmental baseline radiological survey and the survey results for the Defense Distribution
Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT). The historical search involved discussions with keyI ~persons who were directly knowledgeable of the past radiological operations at DDMT. The
radiological survey protocol was developed utilizing the guidance contained in various referencesI ~~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 unrestricted use atU ~this time. Remnediation of low level contamination in Building 319 must be accomplished before
that facility can be released for unrestricted use.

E ~~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 employees did not indicate any evidence of3 ~~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 identified by previous and current employees at DDMT were found toI ~~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.

I BACKGROUND

U ~DDMT was targeted for closure during a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) action. DDMT
must remove all radioactive material currently in storage and ensure that facilities where
radioactive material was stored can be released for unrestnicted use.

The radioactive material (RAM) at DDMT was transferred to other DDRE depots. Further,
action is underway to direct line item managers to no longer ship their radioactive commodities to
DDMT. Any RAM forwarded to DDMT in the future will be regarded as a tranisshipment andE ~~immediately redirected to another Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) depot. They will perform no
processing or repackaging of the RAM received.

I ~~The primary RAM stored at DDMT were lantern mantles that contain naturally occurring
¶llmrium-232 (Th-232). The lantern mantles are 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 stared at DDMT ame:

1. Smoke detectors containing generaly lcensed amounts of americium 241(Am-241).3 ~~~2. Electron tubes containing non-licensed amounts of Th-232. tritium (H1-3), and radium-226
(Ra-22 6).

3. Wrist watches containing generally licensed amounts of H1-3 and Ra-226.



U 4. Indicator and toggle switches containing Ra-226.
5. Compasses containing H-3.

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~833 493
INo 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 described in reference 1,IAppendix-Ar.-- -- -- -

SITE DESCRIPTION

DDMT was first activated as the Memphis General Depot in January 1942 under the U.S. Army.IIt became a DLA depot in January 1964. It was a primary distribution site for clothing and
textiles. It is located in the extreme Southwestern corner of Tennessee in the southern part of theIcity 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 concreteUp recast or reinforced concrete walls. Two of the buildings, i.e., Buildings 319 and 629, had an
epoxy material covering the floors. The epoxy was probably 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
Wcontamination.

IHISTORICAL REVIEW

ITh e- 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 onIAugust 6-7, 1996, with Mr. Woodward Thomas, Radiation Protection Officer (RPO), from 1975
to 1983; Mr. Paul Blake, PO0 from 1995 to the piesent; Mr. Harry Hartwig, Physical Scientist,Ifrom 1985 to the present; Mr. William Lovejoy, Chief, Recyclable 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, P20 from 1983 to 1989; Mr.IDavid Luscavage, RPO from 1989 to 1993; and Mr. Charles Crouch, Safety & Occupational
Health Manager, from 1979 to 1987.

HThe interviewees stated chat the RAM was primarily stored in a conex container near Building~
319 and that no disassembly of items occurred to, in, or from the conex container. The conex.

mcontainer was removed long ago and could not be located. The surface below the conex
flcontainer 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 becauseathey did notE ha vethe necessary equipment. Also, the items were all generaly licensed and license exempt

which did not require any radiation surveys mn accordance with NRC regulations.



At the time of this survey, the storage cage in Building 359 housed about 4000 watches that
contained critium. The watches were removed from the cage immediately and shipped to another
DLA depot. 883 494

TRAINING

The persons performing this survey were trained on the use of the instrumentation and theI ~procedures to follow duning 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 DDREI ~alternate Radiation Safety Officer and the current DDMT RPO.

SURVEY PROCEDURES

I ~OVERVIEWI ~~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. Walls wereI ~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 corner. 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,I ~ ~there was evidence that a wall was originally 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
Southeast corner to accurately measure any-residual contamination. If no contamination wasI ~~detected, ten square meter grids or less would be used for the remaining area in Bay 6.

I ~~Regarding Building 629, Bay 2, it served as an overflow facility when the conex container or
Building 319 was full. The RAM was stored on pallets at least 5 meters from the nearest wall.
Epoxy material was applied over the floor at some time after the RAM was present and probablyI ~~after the RAM had been removed from the facility. The interviewee who remembered that RAM
wzs stared in Building 629 also stated that only lantern mantles were stored there. The surface
area was sectioned off in 3 meter grids and monitored for beta and gamma contamination even.
though it is recognized that the beta radiation would probably not penetrate the epoxy material.

Regarding Building 835, Section 6. a small room was used at one time to stoat 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.

U ~~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.



*The survey was performed in May 1988 by the U.S. Army Environmnental Hygiene Agency.
-Survey results indicated tritium contamination exceeding the release limit, i.e., 5000 DPM/ 100
*M on the outsfde of storage boxes but the floor, pallets and tables were well below the release

l rimits. The items were removed and shipped to another depot. At the time of this survey,
watches containing hritium were stored in the wire cage only and these items were removed before
the conclusion of the survey. 833 495
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 unlikeliness of finding

contamination.

UStationary measurements were taken in the faculities using a "box and X" pattern. i.e., 5
measurements were taken 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 measurements were conducted by using the audio response of a survey meter and
-counting the total ntumber of clicks over a 30 second timed period. This technique was used to
*reduce the Minlimum Detectable Activity (MDA) to as low as possible and yet provide a
*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 CM2, 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.
*Readin~s were taken on contact with the surface and at,6dne 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. Th7e 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 instnruments used to measure alpha, beta and gamma

* radiation had MDAs of 70 DPMJ 100 cm2, 1,900 DPMI 100 CM2, and 1 uR/hr, respectively.
At least one wipe test was taken within each grid. For small rooms, numerous wipe tests were
taken to provide statisticafly meaningful results. Random wipe tests were taken on shelves where
RAM was previously stored.

INS TRUMEN TA liON

*Instrumentation used for the surveys included a zinc sulfide 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, baickground
*and efficiency determiinations, establishment of a MDA and a flag value. Instruments were

calibrated by a certified U.S. Anny calibration facility on a six month basis.



3 ~~~~Specific information on the types of instruments used are:

I. Fixed Cotitamination: 883 496
I ~~~a. Alpha Radiation Ludlum Survey Meter, Model 2224, Serial Number 125598

Ludlumn Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 134011
Calibration Date July 29, 1996
Background at site

Floor 6 DPMI 100 CM2, (1.0 CPM)
3 ~~~~~~~Wall 16 DPMI 100CM2, (2.8 CpM)

Efficiency 18 % for Th-230
Detector surface area 100 cm2

I ~ ~~~~~~~MDA 70 DPMJ 100 cm2

Flag Value 75 DPMI10cW (13 CPM)

1 ~~~~b. Beta Radiation Ludlam Survey Meter. Model 2224, Serial Number 125598
Ludlum. Detector, Model 43-89, Serial Number 134011

I ~~~~~~~~Calibration Date July 29,1996,
Background at site

Floor 3,040 DPMI 100 cm2 (350 CPM)

Wall 4,870 DPMW 100 cm' (560 CPM)
Efficiency 1 1.5 % for Tc-99I ~~~~~~~~~Detector surface area 100 cm 2
MDA 1,900 DPMW 100 cm 2

Flag Value 3,750 DPMI 100 cm2, (430 CPM)

c. Gamma Radiation Ludilumn Survey Meter, Model 19, Serial Number 104568

3 ~~~~~~~~~~Ludlum Detector, Model 1.9, Internal Mounted
Calibration Date July 23. 1996
Background 6 uR/hrI ~ ~~~~~~~~MDA about 1 uRihr static measuremnlft*
MDA about 3 uR/hr scanning monitoring*'

3 * ~~~~Defined in Appendix A. reference 1, Table 5-6.

II. Removable Contamination

I ~~~~~a. Alpha/Beta Radiation Tennelec Model 1B-5100 Serial Number 7040614
Proportional Counter
Calibration Date August 5, 1996
Background

Alpha 3.0 DPMI 100 cm2 (0.74 CPM)I ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~Beta 6.1 DPMI 100 cm2 (2.73 CPM)
Efficiency* ~ ~~~~~~~~~~Alpha 24.9%

Beta 44.7%
MDA3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Alpha 2.7 DPMI 100 cm 2

I _ _ '~~~~~~~~~~~~~7



Beta 2.7 DPW 100 cm' 883 497

b. Tritium Beckmnan Model 6500. Serial Number 7067417
Liquid Scintillation Counter

- ~~Calibration Date August 12, 19963 ~~~~~~Background 20 DPMI 100 cm
Efficiency 67 %3 ~~~~~~MDA 10 DPMI 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 atIthe 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 dailyIbackground check 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

IStationary surveys for alpha radiation were performed by holding the probe in contact with theIsurface 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 DPMI 100 cm' and 324 DPMI 100 CM2, per references 4 and

*2, Appendix A, respectively. The guideline values for Th-232 for fixed contamination axe 1,00
*DPW/ 100 CM2 and 114 DPMJ 100 Cmn2, per references 4 and 2, Appendix A, respectively. In

bath cases, the alpha radiation MDA. 70 bPM/ 100 cm2 is less than the regulatory guideline
*values.

Stationary surveys far beta radiation were performed by holding the probe in contact with theIurace surveyed for at least 8 seconds. This amount of time encompassed two timfe constants of
the instrument and ensured that the reading had stabilized. The MDA, 1,900 DPM/ 100 cm2, is
below the guideline value far beta emitting radiloisotopes, iLe., 5,000 DPMI 100 cm , as stated in
reference 4, Appendix A.
Stationary surveys fot gamma radiation were performed by holding the survey meter in contact

*with the surface for about 8 seconds. This amount of time ensured that the meter had stabilized.
*The MD.A.,1 uR/lir, is below the guideline value for gamma emitting radioisotopes, iae., 5 uflihr

as stated in the Acceptance Criteria section below. A stationary survey was also made with aIgamma meter on shelves where RAM was stared.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~8



Scanning surveys were made-for alpha and beta contamninationi by moving the probe less than 1 cm
- ~from the surface. Scanning surveys for gamma radiation was performed by walking slowly

through the aria obtaining exposure rawe readings on surfaces. Scans were also made on1 shelves
and nearby walls where RAM was stared. The highest reading obtained at a survey point was
recorded. If any areas exhibited readings greater than the flag value, they would be subjected to
stationary surveys on contact with the surface, and a wipe test conducted. 8349

Survey of the walls was performed if the RAM was in contact with the surface.8349

E ~BA CKGROUND DETERMINATlION

I ~~Background determinati ons 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 adjoiningU ~~room where RAM had never been stared but of similar construction as the facilities to be
surveyed. Twenty measurements were made using alpha, beta and gamma survey meters. The
avenage readings were shown in the Instrumentation section above. The variance of the3 ~~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,3 ~~although small in actual size, would nevertheless require aver 180 measurements to be taken to
establish a statistically accurate average background. This number of background readings is

* - ~unrealistic to 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.

3 ~~Background readings were made prior to use of laboratory equipment. These measurements were
used to determine the MDA for the several isotopes.

U ~WIPE TESTS

I ~~Because of the nature of the- RAM stored at DDMT, the possibility of finding loose contamination
was small. Nevertheless, wip tests of the facilities were taken to determine if any residualI ~~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 diameterI ~~filter paper and wiping a 10 inch surface in an CS' pattern. This test resulted in an area wiped of
about 100 cm2. These wipe tests were counted in a scaler capable of measuring both alpha and
medium energy beta radiation.

I A ~~ wet wipe test was also conducted using a 1 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 io measure any low energy beta

emitting radioisotope such as tritium.

I ~ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA -

U~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



I Residual contamination is considered a low probability based upon the kinds and typs9o

radioactive commodities previously located at DDMT. Nevertheless, DDRE believes it prudent-
to perform reasonable surveys to support this premise. The current standards for unrestricted use
are contained in Appendix A~. references I through 4. These standards formed the basis for the
acceptance criteria used by DDRE in the evaluation of DDMT.

The primary acceptance criteria are detailed in the table below,

E ~Table 1: Acceptance Criteria --

Radionuclide Exposure Rate Ave. Gross Max. Gros Removable'I
_____________(nflen/Hr)'3 Contamination' Contanmionato

U-nM. U-235. u-238. andU u~asoaazd demy pvdti NIA 5,OOO DPM allO0 an2 l5,0OODPMaJl00cm' 1,OOODPMo~l00ax9

Tmnstnnc. Ra-226P. -
22t 71-230. Pa-23 1. Ac- WA10DMlan 2 30Dnl~mn 0DMIOc 2

22hnu±2.1h3~-190 N/A 1.000 DPMJ100 cm' 3000 DPMnlOO cm2 200 DPM/100az

3 Dd~a-gamm ReZ Uen2

ezowd-9 abdo" r 0.005 mnrem/hr 5.000 DPMII00 can 15.000 DMU10 M 1.000 DPM/100 cm'

II ~As used in this table, DPM (disintegrations per minute) means the rate of emission byE ~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 more than 1 00 cm'.

3 Th"e exposure rate criteria of 0.005 mrermlhr (5.0 gRih r) was obtained from a Nuclear
Regulatory Commission internal memo dated October 29, 1986, from S. Block, Health Physicist,I ~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 ForI ~Unrestricted Use.

A secondary acceptance criteria is outlined in reference 2. Appendix A. These values are asE ~follows for a projected Total Effective Dose Equivalent of 3 millirem per year from fixed and
removable surface contamination for a building occupancy (Table B-I1).

H-3 . 5.29E6 DPMI 100 cm2

I ~~~Th-232 1.14E2 DPMI 100 cm2

Ra-226 1.91E2 DPM/ 100 cm2

Ami-241 .3.7 lM DPMI 100 cm 2

I SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



* Data obtained for the four locations are provided in Appendix C. The data were compared to
* both primary and secondary acceptance criteria.88

E 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 emittingI radioisotopes that were previously stored at DDMT. Repeat readings were taken at two of the
grids and in general, the readings were in agreement. One of the repeat readings at grid WS, i.e..
328 net DPMJ 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 reclassified from an "unaffected" to an "affected" area. The testing requirementsIbecome morn rigorous as defined in reference 1, Appendix A. The direct measurement for alpha
contamination in the other facilities were all below the regulatory requirements.

U 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, ifI any, fixed contamination was present from beta emitting radioisotopes.

Regarding the direct measurement for gamma contamination in the facilities, the highest net valueEat any location was 1 uRihr. The data indicate that no significant, if any, fixed contamination was
present that emits gamma radiation.

3Regarding 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 DPMI 100 cm2. Radium-U226 has the most stringent acceptance criteria. The data indicate that no significant removable
contamination was present.

I 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 DPMI 100 cm ,
and 5.29E6 DPM I 100CM2, respectively.

I CONCLUSION

IlTe 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.DIn its present condition, it could not be released for unrestricted use. The facility does not present
a health hazard 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.

I RECOMMENATION

' ~It is recommended that: 1) Building 319" Bay 6, be res tricted to limited access and controlled byI ~the DDMT RPO until it can be decontaminated; 2) that the entire area undergo a termination
survey as an "affected" area in accordance with reference 1, Appendix A; 3) The epoxied floor in
Building 319, Bay 6, be scraped sufficiently to allow alpha measurements to be taken to determine
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ASCE-WP

NMMORANDUN{ FOR COMMNANDER, DDMT

I ~~SUBJECT: Radon Survey

U ~~~~The radon survey for the DDMT military housing area was completed on February 14,
1996. The Priority I (child cae, hospitals, schools, and living quarters) radon assessment3 ~~~was conducted in accordance with AR. 200-1, Chapter II (attachmenO).

On November 6, 1995. radon detectors were placed in eight military housing structures
fir ninety days to measure indoor radon gas levels. The objective of the wasssment was to
identify structurs axcceding the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recommended
action level of 4 pica Curiecs of radon per liter of air (pCiifl. Based on this screening, the
buildings measured did no exceed the EPA action level (attachmecat), thcretbre. no additional
sampling is required.

Since Priority I concentraxions were not greater than 4 pCi/I, Priority 2 and 3 stIuctures3 ~~~will not ne~d to be measured, IAW AR 200-1.

Two radon detectors were placed in etch structure on Ijovember 6, 1995 with the
anticipation of performing the Long Term Measurement (LTM') (one year), if the radon levelsI ~ ~~exceeded 4 pCi/I. Since the results of the 90 day monitoring arc below the EPA established
standards, the remaining detectors are not needed. ASCE-WP requests somebody from your
installation retrieve and dispose of the additional detectors in your municipal wastc stream.

I ~~~~If you have any questioas or need fNrther assistance contact Barbara Johns, ASCE-WP.
DSN 977-4 621. S G E

LARRY V. NEIDLINGM~ F.m.E l ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Director
Office of Engineerng and

U Attachments ~~~~~~Equipment Management

Barbara Johns/ASCE-117Y4-4621/Mardct 7, 1996/bj/WJordPcrfect

COORflINATION: AS5i z~ Ž DATE .ot c 9, 69

" O f f i c i a l Rl e a d i n g F i l e "
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TCS INDUSTRIES
(717) M57JOZ2 H-fAI)ON' GAS DiiTZCIION

4520 G0~4e.Hd.X.-,AL. PA 17J122

DSFE.NSF DISTRIBUTION REGION EAST~

BUILflING 1-1 SECOND FLOORt
ANEW~ ACU -WPCIARB,1ARA307115

3 z~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~xposta -~pn Re R-Lillt
MonitorreEoue
Numbor pci/i Test LOcation .start End bate from.

095661 5.0 . ~~~~~11106/95 0/49

ogsG9 - - - .-

*09.5662 5.2 . . 1/06/95 'O2/14/96

095701. 5.2 . 11/06/95. 02i/14/96

095703, 2.3 xi~~~~~~~1/06/95. 02/14/96

o957015 0.6
113/06/95. 02/14/96

095707 1.3 ;11/06/95 02/14/96

* ~~~095709 0.9 ' 11/06/9S 62/14/56)

095711 0.7 . .1./06/95 02/2.4/96

09571,3 o. 3 ~~~~~11/06/95 02/14/9.6

095715 31.1 . 11/07/95 02/2.4/96

3 ~~~095717 < o.i 1 11/06/95 02/14/96.

095720 0.2 . 11/09/95 62/1.4/95

Moanitor ft;Alh-rc
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DDM7 RADON SURVEY
(90 DAYS) Nov 1995 -Feb L996

095101 ures1 1.7 pCi

095702 Quarters 12 (HOLD in place)

I .~~~~095703 Quartersl13 2.3 ZpCi/1

3 ~~~~~095704 Quarlers. 13 (HLDinW pluca)

095705 .Quarters 10 0.6 pCi/I

I ~~~~095706 Quitners 10 (IOWD in place

.095707 Quarters!I! 1.ipi/

095701 Quarters I1I(1*0WL in place) ---

N - , ~~095709, i Quurters 6 . '0.9 PMi

095710 Quarters 6, (HOLD in place)

095711 . .Quarters? 7O.7 pCiA

I ~~~~~095712 Quart~s 7 -@OLD in place)

I ~~~~~095713 Qun9 803 pCi/I

095714 Qiuartrs 8 (HOLW inplarc'

U . ~~~095715 .Quwcrt~sS 1.1 pCiAI

3 ~~~~095716 QuateS 9 (HOLD in place)
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I ~ ~~~~United.States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

446 Ncai Scztel
Cookevifle. ?enfl= 3501flO

July 23, 1996

I..~~Y
-W .Roger A. Burke

Chief, Environment and Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2288.
Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001

Dear Mr. Burke:

Thank ybu for your letter and enclosutes of July 10, 1996, regarding the cleanup activities at the
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis in Shelby County, Tennessee. The Fish and Wrildlife
Service (Service) has reviewed the information'submitred and offers the following co mments.

Information available to the Service does not indicate that wetlands exist in' the vicinity of the
propbscd projecL However, our wetland determination has been made in the absence of a field
inspection and does hot coniritute a wetland delineation for the purposes of Section 404 of theI ~ ~~Clean Water Act or the wetland conservation provisions of the Food Security Act The'Corpsof Engineers or thc Natural Resources Conservation Servic should be contacted if othar
evidence, particularly that obtained during an on-site inspection, indicates the potential presence

Endangeted species collection records available to the Service do not indicate tafederally
listed or proposed endangered or threatened species occur within the impact area of the project.We note, however, thiat collection records available to the Service may ntbal-inclusive. Ou
data base is a compilation of collection recordi Imade available. by various individuals and
resource'agencies. This information is seldom based on comprehemsivc surveys of all potential
habitat. and thus does not necessarily provide conclusive evidence that protected species are
present or absent at a specific locality. However, based an thie best information available at this,
time, we believe that the requirements of Section 7 of tht'Endangcrcd Species Act of 1973, a's
amended, are fufilled. obligations under Section 7 of the Act must be reconsidered-if (1) ncw
information reveals impacts of the proposed action that may affect listed species or critical
habitat in a manner not previously considered, (2) the proposed action is subseq uently modified
to include dctivities 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.

Thank you for the opportunity to commecnt On Usi action. if you have any questions please
contact Timothy Merritt of my staff at 615/528-648 1.

Sincerely,

Lee A Barclay, Ph.D.
Field Supervisor



Advisory 88 1
Council On
Historic
Preservation

Washington, DC 20004

I ~~JUN 150

Colonel Earle C. Richardson, GS
Deputy Chief of Staff forI ~ ~~~~Engineering, Housing, Environment and installation Logitics
U.S. Army Materiel Command
Department of the ArmyI ~ ~~5001 Eisenhower Avenue
Alexandria VA 22333-0001

I ~~~REF: Closure of Defense Distribution Depot

Memhis ShlbyCounty, Tennessee

Dear Coloney Richardson:

The enclosed Memorandum of Agreement for the referenced project has been accepted by the
Council. This acceptance completes the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Council's regulations. We recommend that you provide a copy of the
fuilly-executed Agreement to the Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer.

I ~~~Should you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 606-8528.

* ~~~Sincerely,

Ralston Cox
Histrc Pervtion Analyst
Office of Planning and Review

Enclosure
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 83 51
DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA. PENNSYLVANIA

MEMPHIS DEPOT CARETAKER DIVSION
2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38i 14-5210

0 DDSP-F August 26, 1999

Turpin Ballard
* ~~~Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Solid Waste
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303

5 ~~~Dear Mr. Ballard;

This letter is to notify you of our intent to designate a 75-foot strip along Hayes Road on
the ea'st side of Dunn Field as a separate BRAC parcel. This is a necessary step to theDepartment of Defense making this strip available to the City of Memphis for a roadwaywidening project. This project was discussed at the June 1999 BRAC Cleanup Team meeting.

This redesignation of that strip will be established and defined in the upcoming BRAT
"> Cleanup Pl-an. The Oar661-riha5 Will ild be updated to rehe ..cit'thi's ch~a~n"ge."

For more information, please contact me at (901) 544-0611.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Cc:I ~ ~John DeBack, DDSP-F
Mike Dobbs, DDC
Jim Covington, DRC



I ~~~~~~~DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA, PENNSYLVANIA Q. .
~~~MEMPHIS DEPOT CARETAKER DIVISION 88 3UJ 'L4

2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114-210

[ REPLY DDSP-F August 23, 2000
EFER 70

I ~~Mr. Turpin Ballard
Environmental Protection Agency, Region IVrn ~Office of Solid Waste
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Street, SWI ~Atlanta, GA 30303

I ~~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 BRAG 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 from Ball Road to the Housing Area.U ~~This project was discussed at the July 2000 BRAC Cleanup Team meeting.

This plot will be redesignated Parcel 2.8. This plot will be established and defined in the
upcoming BRAG Cleanup Plan Version 4. The Location of MDRA and BRAG Parcels map3 ~~(Figure 1-3) and the Environmental Condition of Property Main Installation map (Figure 3-5)
will also be updated to reflect this change.

I ~~~For more information, please contact me at (901) 544-0617.

3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Sincerely,

BRAG Environmental Coordinator

cc:j ~John DeBack, DDSP-F
Mike Dobbs, DDCI I~Jim Covington, DRC



I Cooper Denise (DDMT)

HokieTrout~aol.com
nt: Wednesday, September 13, 2000 11:53 AM 8 3 51 5

To: ballard.turpin~epa.gov; jmon~ison2crmaiI.state.tn.us; dcooper~ddc.dla.miI
Cc: JohnPDB~aoI.com; debackJp~acq.osd.miIB Subject: FYI, Parcel 2.7 and 2.8

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 2.0. Please refer to my
letter dated August 23, 2000, that designated this area as Parcel 2.8.UThis
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, IIwill 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

ich is appropriate. Denise will merely note in the BCP tables
.scribing

the environmental actions taken on the parcel that only the northernI 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 email to my August 23 letter to
amend

that letter.

Thanks, Shawn



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 883 5j 6DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA PENNSYLVANIA
OL, MEMPHIS* V ~ ~~~~~~~~~2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114

INREL DDSP-D (Memphis) August 9, 2002
Mr. Turpin BallardI ~~~~Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, GA 30303

Dear Mr. Ballard:

This letter is to notify you of parcel boundary changes at Dunn Field. These changes are needed to
facilitate the Dunn Field finding of suitability to lease/transfer process.

I * ~~~~~Create Parcel 36.32 to delineate the Recreation Area as defined by JOB. Parcel 36.32
description will read: "open land area not included in other parcels in northeast corner of
Dunn Field surrounding Building 11 85, the former pistol range and the drainage ditches."I ~ ~~~~~~Boundaries for this parcel will be: bounded on the north by fence line, bounded on theeast by Parcel 36.31 (75-foot wide strip along Hays Road), bounded on the west by top of
the ridgeline inside the dirtgravel road, and bounded on the south by inside of gravel
road.I *~~~~~ Parcel 36.15: Change description from "fluvial aquifer groundwater contamination
beneath Dunn Field" to "open land area surrounding disposal sites in northwest corner of
Dunn Field." Change map boundaries to: bounded on the north by the fence line, on theI ~ ~~~~~~east by the inside of the road that runs along the railroad tracks, on the south by thesouthern edge of the asphalt pad (intersecting but excluding Parcel 36.29), and on the
west by the fence line. This area basically coincides with the Disposal Area identified in
the Dunn Field Remedial Investigation - eastern boundary in the DF RI for the Disposal
Area along foot of ridgeline on east side of railroad tracks, so that the Disposal Area
includes the railroad track and paved road.

* Parcel 36.30: Change description and map boundaries to: "all open land areas of Dunn Field not
included in other parcels." This parcel coincides with areas on Dunn Field that appear to be
available for unrestricted reuse based on the DF RI.

These changes were incorporated into the Rev. 0 BRAC Cleanup Plan Version 6 (BCPV6) document. AllI ~ ~~~~pertinent maps will also be updated to reflect this change.

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

I ~ ~~~~~~~~~JOHN P. DEBACK
DOD Base Transition Coordinator

Cc:I ~ ~~Mike Dobbs, DDC
Jim Covington, DRC



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 8 35
DEFENSE DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA PENNSYLVANIA

OL, MEMPHISI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~2163 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38114

m IN REPLY DD P- (Memphis) A g s ,2 0REFER TO uurDAgs9,20
* ~~~~Mr. Turpin Ballard

Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, GA 30303
* ~~~~Dear Mr. Ballard:

This letter is to notify you of parcel boundary changes at the Main Installation. These changes
will facilitate a finding of suitability to transfer for the Main Installation. 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 12,6S ~ ~~~~~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 DIRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area.U ~ ~~~~~This sub parcel consists of a gravel area that was used to store mission stock chemicalsand POLs in 55-gallon drums. This area was also historically sprayed with waste oil
containing PCP, pesticides and herbicides. The Ml RI Report indicated levels of several
constituents exceeding ACT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable risks fora ~ ~~~~~industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MI RODcalls for remedial action in the form of l~s to prevent residential or daycare operations
reuse. In 2003, the BOT concurred that this sub parcel be a Category 4 based on
implementation of the ICs.

•Sub parcel Number and Label 29.4(4)
CERFA Map Location 4,18
from the recently constructed W.E. Freeman Drive to C Street. The Depot created this
sub parcel in 2003 upon request from the DIRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area.
This sub parcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed
with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing PCP'. The railroad tracks and ballastswere removed in 1999/2000. In addition, this sub parcel 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 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 screening criteria that did not present unacceptablerisks for industrial reuse, but did present unacceptable risks for residential reuse. The MIROD 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 los.

•Sub parcel Number and Label 33.12(4)3 ~~~~~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, 33.1 0 and 33.1 1 at the southern end of Parcel 33 extending from the
Memphis Depot Parkway and W.E. Freeman Drive to 6th Street. The Depot created this
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sub parcel in 2003 upon request from the DRC in order to facilitate transfer of this area.
This sub parcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historically sprayed
with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing POP. 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 forI ~ ~~~~~remedial action in the form of ICs to prevent residential or daycare operations reuse. In2003, the BOT concurred that this sub parcel be Category 4 based on implementation of
the ICs.

I * ~~~~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 331 ~~~~~~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-gallonI ~ ~~~~~drums. This sub parcel contains railroad tracks and gravel areas that were historicallysprayed with pesticides, herbicides and waste oil containing POP. The railroad tracks and
ballasts were removed in 1999/2000. This subparcel also contained a 12,000-gallon
diesel aboveground storage tank west of Building 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 did 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 BOT concurred that this sub parcel
be Category 4 based on implementation of the ICs.

I ~~~These changes are incorporated into the Rev. 0 BRAG Cleanup Plan Version 7 document. All
pertinent maps will also be updated to reflect this change.3 ~~~~For more information, please contact me at (901) 544-0622.

JOHN P. DEBACK5 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~DOD Base Transition Coordinator

CC:
Mike Dobbs, DDC

Jim Covington, DRC



83 519
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER
2001 MISSION DRIVE

NEW CUMBERLANDJ, PA 17070-5000

IN REPL
REFER TO

DDC J-3/J-4E July 30, 2004

Mr. Turpin Ballard
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4
Office of Solid Waste
Federal Facilities Branch
61 Forsyth Swreet, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Subject: Sub-Parcel Boundary Changes, Dunn Field

Dear Mr. Ballard:

This letter is to notify' you of subparcel boundary changes at Dunn Field, Parcel 36.
These changes will facilitate a finding of suitability to transfer for Dunn Field and were3 ~~~discussed at the BRAC Cleanup Team meeting on March 18, 2004. Below are
descriptions for the subparcels affected by this change. The map locations refer to BRAC
Cleanup Plan Figure 3-6, Environmental Condition of Property Map Dunn Field.

*t Subparcel Number and Label 36.27(3)
Map Location 3 1,12
This subparcel is associated with Site 50 (Dunn Field Northeast Quadrant
Drainage Ditch); a concrete-lined drainage ditch collects stormwater runoff from
surrounding areas. In 2004, the BCT concurred to change the subparcel boundary5 ~~~~~~to eliminate the area situated above groundwater contamination along the northern
fence line (north subparcel boundary now ends about 225 feet south of the
northern fence line). The Dunn Field RI Report indicated levels of severalU ~~~~~~constituents exceeding BCT screening criteria that did not present unacceptable
risks for residential, recreational and industrial reuse. The Dunn Field ROD does
not contain Remedial Action Objectives for this site. In 2004, the BCT concurred5 ~~~~~~to change this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 3.

* Subparcel Number and Label 36.30 (3)U ~ ~~~~Map Location 28,12
This subparcel is associated with the open land area east of the railroad tracks of
Dunn Field excluding Subparcels 36.12 and 36.13 and includes Site 63 (8''U ~ ~~~~Fluorspar storage mounds removed by the Defense National Stock Pile in 1999).
In 2004, the BCT concurred to change the subparcel boundary to eliminate the

I ~~~~~~~~~~~Federal Recycling Program Printed on Recycled Pape,



.3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~833 520

area situated above groundwater contamination along the northern fence line
(north subparcel boundary now ends about 225 feet south of the northern fenceI ~ ~~~~line). The BCT also changed the western boundary to coincide with the area
identified in the Dunn Field ROD as available for unrestricted reuse. This
subparcel contains railroad tracks that were historically sprayed with pesticides,I ~ ~~~~~herbicides, and waste oil containing PCP. This subparcel also contains grassed
and gravel areas that were hi storically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. The
Dunn Field RI Report indicated several constituents exceeding BCT screening'U ~ ~~~~~criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for industrial or residential reuse,
except for arsenic levels that presented unacceptable risks for residential reuse,3 ~~~~~~but were similar to levels identified throughout Shelby County and will not
require remedial action. The Dunn Field ROD does not contain Remedial Action
Objectives for this area or for Site 63. In 2004, the BCT concurred to change this
subparcel from Category 6 to Category 3.

*Subparcel Number and Label 36.31 (3)I ~ ~~~~Map Location 28,13
This subparcei is associated with an open land area of Dunn Field along Hays
Street from Person Avenue to Dunn Avenue excluding Subparcel 36.26. The
DRC requested this subparcel due to a Memphis road works project to expand

Hays Street. In 2004, the BCT concurred to change the subparcel boundaryI. ~ ~~~~fence line (northeast corner of subparcel boundary now ends about 1 16 feet south
of the northern fence line and northwest corner of subparcel boundary now ends
about 163.37 south of the northern fence line). This subparcel contains grassy
areas that were historically sprayed with pesticides and herbicides. The Dunn
Field RI Report indicated levels of several constituents exceeding BCT screening
criteria that did not present unacceptable risks for residential or industrial reuse.I ~~~~~The Dunn Field ROD does not contain Remedial Action Objectives for this
subparcel. In 2004, the BCT concurred to change this subparcel from Category 6I ~~~~~~to Category 3.

*Subparcel Number and Label 36.32 (3)
Map Location 36,13II ~ ~~~~This subparcel is associated with the open land area in the northeast corner of
Dunn Field, excluding Subparcels 36.14, 36.25, 36.26 and 36.27. The Depot
created this subparcel due to interest in the area as a fixture recreation/park area. In1 ~~~~~2004, the BCT concurred to change the subparcel boundary eliminating the area
situated above groundwater contamination along the northern fence line (north
subparcel boundary now ends about 225 feet south of the northern fence line).1 ~ ~~~~~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 or industrial reuse. The Dunn Field ROD does not contain
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Remedial Action Objectives for this area. In 2004, the BCT concurred to changeII ~~~~~this subparcel from Category 6 to Category 3.

These changes will be incorporated into the text and figures of the next version of the
BRAG Cleanup Plan. Should you have any questions, please contact ma at (717) 770-

6950 or Tom Holmes of MACTEC at (770) 421-3373.

13 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Sincerely,

I ~~~cc: Jim Morrison, TDECEniom taPrgmMnge
Jim Covington, DRC
Tom Holmes, MACTEC



STATE OF TENNESSEE3 ~~~~~~~~~~~DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION------

401 CHURCH STREET
L & C ANNEX 6TH FLOOR1 ~~~~June 29, 2001 NASHVILLE TN 37243-1534

Mr. Cyde Hunt
Remedial Program Manager
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard3 ~~~~Memphis, TN 33114

Subject: TERMINATION OF NPDES Permit No. TN0022322
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis3 ~~~~~~~Memphis, Shelby County, Tennessee

Dear Mr. Hunt

This letter is to inform you the Division of Water Pollution Control is terminating the 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 Corporation3 ~~~~~(CRC) per your letter dated April 9, 2001.

If you should decide to discharge again, you must reapply for an NPDES permit at least 180 days prior to
any proposed discharge.

If you have questions concemning this correspondence or if we may be of assistance to you in any way.
please contact Ms. Rainjana Chopra Sharp at (615) 532-0644 or by E-mail at rsharp~maitstate.rn.us.

I ~~~~~Sincerely,

Manager, Permit Section
Division of Water Pollution Control

P/WAT-29I rwninosla.,,W FinsJ L TKtefl~3lOO

EnclosureI ~ ~~~cc: Division of Water Pollution Control, Permit Section
Environmental Assistance Center - Memphis, Division of Water Pollution Control
Enforcement and Compliance Section, Nashville
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATIONI ~ ~~~~~~Division of Solid Waste Management

Fifth Floor, L & C Tower
401 Church Street3 ~~~~~~~Nashville, Tennessee 37243- 1535-

October 22, 1998 -

I ~~~~~~~~~~~CERTIFIED MA&IL P 446 336 049
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. M.J. KennedyI ~Colonel, tISMC
Commander
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
2163 Airways Boulevard

* ~Memphis, Tennessee 38<114-5210

* /~"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

3 ~Dear Mr. Kennedy:

The purpose of this letter is to notify you that pursuant to Tennessee
Rule 1200-1-11-.07(9) (d), I have terminated only the operationalI ~container storage portions of your permit. T~his termination action does
not affect the remainder of' the permit (TNHW-053) or any permit
condition, including any corrective action requirements. Termination ofI ~the container storage portion of your permit signif ies that, by this
action, the present permit (TNHW-053) is modified to reflect that only
the container storage portion no longer has any valid authority toU ~either be constructed or operated.
This termination and the subsequent modification of the operating permit3 ~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 accordance3 (> with Rule 1200-1-11-.07.
This decision can be appealed pursuant to the Hazardous Waste Management5 ~Act,. '.C.A. 68-212-113, and Rule 1200-1-11-.07 (7) (k)..



I 88j ~~~~~~~~~~~~524

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Hyrmelia Craig Of my staffEat (615) 532-0828.

Sincerely

Tom Tiesler, DirectorIDivision of Solid Waste Management
Enclosure (1)

3cc: 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 OfficeI ~Mr. O.J. Wingfield, Chief, Financial Compliance
Mr. Bill Krispin, Manager, Land TSD Section



State of Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management
-Department of Environment and Program

Conservation 5th Floor, L & C Tower 883 525
m Division of Solid Waste Management 401 Church Street

I 5 ~~~~~~~~~Nashville, TN 37243-1535
(615) 532-0828

3 ~~~~NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF A PERMITTED ACTIVITY AND
MODIFICATION OF THE OPERATIONAL PERiMIT

E Permittee: U.S. Department of Defense and Defense
Logistics Agency,-,-Defense Depot Memphis

Facility Location:. 2163 Airways Blvd.3 ~ ~~~~~~Memphis, Tennessee 38114-5210

U EPA ID No.: TN4 21 002 0570

Permitted Activity: Container Storage (501)

I Permitted Capacity: 154,440 gallons

I Permit Number: TNHW-053

p'ursuant to the Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1977, asI ~amended (Tennessee Code Annotated 68, Chapter 212, Part 1) and the
regulations promulgated thereunder by the Tennessee Solid Waste Disposal
Control Board (found at Tennessee Rule Chapter 1200-1-11), it has beenI decided to terminate only the portion of the operational permit that
allowed the construction and operation of a 154,440 gallon hazardous
waste container storage area. This decision is based on the Permittee' s
request, dated June 30, 1997, to remove this from the permittedI 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 isI signed. Terminated portions of the permit include Section III and
Attachments 1 through 10. This action does not affect the remainder of
the permit or any permit condition, including any corrective actionI requirements. After the-.effective date, no further-activities involvingthe container storage portion of the permit is effective and if, in theI future, the Permittee wishes to conduct such operations, a permit must
be applied for and obtained from this Department in accordance with Rule
1200-1-11-. 07.

I 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
M1anagement Act, T.C.A. 68-212-113 and Rule 1200-1-11-. 07(7)(Ic).

I To TielerDirector - ~Effd'ctive /Date
N"'Division of Solid Waste Management

k\wooTennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation
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3 ~~~~~~~~~STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENIRMONMENT AND CONSERVATION

Division of Solid Waste Management3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Fifth Floor, L & C Tower
401 Church Street

Nashville, Tennessee 37243-1535

Jan uary1l9, 2005

Mr. Michael A. Dobbs CERTIFIE MAIL 1003 1680 0005 5753 4556
Environmental Program Manager RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTrED
Defense Logistics Agency (DI-A)
Defense Distribution Center
2001 Mission Drive

New CumberlandPA 17070-500.0

RE: Denial to Reissue the Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Permit
Defense Depot Memphis Tennessee (DDM`I3.
EPA LD. Number TN4 210 020 570
TN Permit Number. TNHW-053

Dear Mr. Dobbs:

Enclosed is a copy of the Notice to Deny the Renewal of a Corrective Acioan Permit, which
tenninates the requirement for the permittec to continue corrective action under the banrdous
waste management regulations at DDMT. Included is the Response to Comments on the Draft
Corrective Action Permit. Denial of this permit is in accordance with Tennessee Hazardous
Waste Management Rule 1200-1-11-.07(7) and it is effective as of Jamzarv 19. 2005. AUl
corrective action activities shall continue to be performed under CERCLA authority.

Please note that Rule 1200-1-l1-.07(7)(k) outlines the process for appeals to a final permit
decision;. If you have any questions or comments, please contact Clayton Bullington at (615)
*53240859 or at clayton~bullington~state~tmus.

* Man ,Corrective Action Section

cc: JonJohnston, Chief, RCRA Branch, EPA, Region 4
'Thomas Holmes, mAcflC
David M. Buxbumai, Regional Attorney, US Army SREO
William IKrispin, Manager, Permitting Sections, DSWM
Jamie Burroughs, Manager, TSD Section, DSWM
Phil Davis Memphis Field Offlc, DSWM
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3 ~~~State of Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management Program
Department of Environment and 5th Floor L & C Tower
*. Conservation 401 Church Street

Division of Solid Waste Management Nashvile Tennessee 37243-1535

3 . ~~NOTICE 0OF DENIAL TO RENEW CORRECTIVE AMION PERMIT

Permittee: U.S. Defense Logistics Agency
Facility: Defense Depot Memphis Tennessee
Identification Number: Th4 210 020 570
Owner: U.S. Department of the Army
Operator: Defense Logistics Agency
Permit Number: TINH-W-053

Pwrsuant to the Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1977, as amended (Tennessee
Code Annotated 68, Chapter 212, Part 1) and the regulations promulgated thereunder by the
Tennessee Solid Waste Disposal Control Board (found at Tennessee Rule Chapter 1200-1-1 1), it
has been decided to deny renewal of the above referenced permit that required corrective action.
This decision resulted from the Permittee's request to withdraw the permit application, as per
letter dated September 24, 2004, and with agreement between the US Environmental Protection
Agency and the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation to allow corrective
action at Defense Depot Memphis Tennessee to continue under the authority of an enforceable
CERCLA Federal Facilities Agreement.

All activities authorized in the permit as part of the cowrective action requirements will terminate
on the effective dafte this document is signed. After the effective date, all corrective action shall
continue to be performed as authorized under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Federal Facility Agreement as entered into
by the Defense Logistics Agency, the US Environmental Protection Agency and the State of
Tennessee on March 6, 1995.

This permit termination action is9 being processed as set forth mn Rule 1200-l-11-.07(7) and can
be appealed pursuant to the H-azardous Waste Management Act, T.C:A. 68-212-113 and Rule
1200-1-11-.07(7)(k).

Effective Date Mike Apple, Director
Division of Solid Waste Management
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NOTICE OF FINAL DECISION TO DENY A HAZARDOUS WASTE CORRECTIVE ACTION
PERMIT UNDER THE TENNESSEE HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT

3 ~~The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation's (TOEC), Division of Solid Waste
Management (DSWM) has made a final decision, effective as of January 19, 2005, to deny the
renewal of hazardous waste permit (Permit Number: TNHW-053. EPA ID Number: TN4 210 020
570) for Defense Depot Memphis Tennessee (DDMT). This decision is based on the Defense
Logistics Agency's (DLA) request to withdraw the RCRA (hazardous waste) permit renewal
application (as per the reasons in the request letter dated September 24, 2004), This action follows
a 45-day public comment period, which ended on September 27, 2004. It included a public hearing
held on September 21, 2004. Two comments were received from the public during this comment
period. This decision can be appealed pursuant to the Hazardous Waste Management Act, T.C.A.
68-212-113 and Rule 12001 -1i1-.07(7)(k).

The draft permit identified known solid waste management units (SWMUs) and areas of concern
(AQOs) at DDMT and required OLA to investigate any releases of hazardous waste or hazardous
constituents pursuant to the permit, regardless of the time at which waste was placed in a unit, and
to take appropriate corrective action for any such releases. The DLA, EPA and TDEC entered into
a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), effective March 6, 1995, to investigate and implement
appropriate response actions at the DDMT, as necessary to protect the public health and the
environment. In accordance with the FFA, all corrective action under the permit was deferred to,
and being performed under, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) process. As part of the request to withdraw their application, DLA updated
the status of the SWMUs and AOCs listed in the draft permit attachment. All the units and areas at
DDMT have been investigated and now have a selected remedy under CERCLA. Since no
hazardous waste activity that would require a permit is being performed at DDMT and because
TDEC and EPA will have full authority to continue to enforce implementation of the selected
remedies under CERCLA, DSWM will not issue the renewal permit.

A copy of the Response to Comments is available for public inspection at the Memphis/Shelby
County Public Library - Cherokee Branch, 3300 Sharpe Ave., Memphis, Tennessee 38111(901 -
743-3655). These materials are also available for public inspection during normal business hours,
8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, except legal holidays, at the TDEC Memphis
Environmental Assistance Center, Public Access Area, Perimeter Park, 2510 Mt. Moriah, Suite E-
645, Memphis, TN 38115 (901-368-7939).

For further information contact: Mr. Clayton Bullington; Corrective Action Section; Division of Solid
Waste Management; Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation; 5th Floor, L & C
Tower; 401 Church Street; Nashville, Tennessee 37243-1535; telephone 615-532-0859; fax 615-
532-0886 or e-mail to clayton.bullington~state.tn.us.

TDEC, is committed to principles of equal opportunity, equal access and affirmative action. Contact
the EEOIAA Coordinator or the ADA Coordinator at 1-888-867-2757 for further information.
Hearing impaired callers may use the Tennessee Relay Service (1-800-848-0298).

Persons who wish to be added to the DSWM's mailing list should request a Mailing List Request
form by calling or writing: Public Participation Officer, Division of Solid Waste Management;
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation; 5th Floor, L & C Tower; 401 Church
Street: Nashville, Tennessee 37243-1535; telephone 615-532-0798; or e-mail
Solid.Waste~state.tn.us.

PUBLIC NOTICE ISSUED: _ ______
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RESPONSE TO COMMIENTS ON DRAFT CORRECTIVE ACTION PERMITr

This document has been prepared in accordance with Tennessee Rule 1200-1-1 1-.0.7(7)j). It has
- ~~~resulted from the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) Division of5 ~~~Solid Waste Management's (DSWM) public notice of intent to reissue a draft corrective action

permit to the U.S. Department of Army, owner of Defentse Depot Memphis Tenness&e (DDMTI),
and the Defense Logistics Agency (D)LA). The facility is located in Memphis, Tennessee and is
identified by EPA Installation ID. Number TN4 210 020 570.-

The draft permit identified known solid waste management units (SWMUs) and areas of concern
(AOCs) at DDMT. The owner and operator (permittee).would be required to investigate any
releases of hazardous waste or hazardous constituents pursuant to the permit, regardless of the
time at which waste was placed in auntand totake appropriatecorrective action for any such
releases. The DLA, EPA and TDEC entered into a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), effective
March 6, 1995, to conduct investigation and implement appropriate response actlons at toe

* DDMI'f as necessary to protect the public health and the environment In accordance with the
*FFA, WIl corrective action under the permit would'be deferred to, and be performed under, the

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and [Liability Act (CEROLA). process.
Pail A of this document describes the efforts made by the DSWM to obtain public input. Part B
summarizes and responds to all significant comments received.

A. Public Involvement Onuortunities

DSWM issued a public notice of the proposed reissuance of the corrective action permit
in the August 13, 2004 edition of the Commercial Appeal. Three 30-second
announcements of the action, referencing the notice published in the newspapers, were
also provided over each of the following radio stations: WJRX (FM) and WDIA (AM)
both in Memphis. The public notice advised that copies of the draft permit and.
modification with associated materials were available for review at the TDEC Memphis
Environmental Assistance Center' and Memphis/Shelby County Nublic Library -

Cherokee Branch. The public notice also advised that copies of the fact sheet and draft
permit were available. It further announced a public hearing act for Scptcmber 21, 2004
at the South Memphis Senior Citizens Center, established a 45-day comment period
(ending September 27, 2004) and described how interested persons could comment in
writing or at the hearing on the proposed action.

B. Pbi omx~~s

* Based on discussions with TDEC and EPA, the Defense Logistics Agency submitted a
request to withdraw their permit appli cation after the draft permit and a notice for a
public hearing were issued. Five local members of the community attended the public
hearing and three college students filmed the proceedings. Only one attendee provided

* oral comments at the hearing. A member of the facility Restoration Advisory Board
provided a comment by e-mail during the 45-day draft penmit comment period. A brief
summary of the comments that are relevant to the permit decision and responses to those
comments on the draft permit follow.
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FACIITY COMMdENT

COMMENT: The following pargraphs, as excerpted from the September 24, 2004 Intter from
* ~~~DLA to TDEC, provide the request to withdraw their application;

Due to recent discussions between TDEC and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 4 ChiefResource Conservation and Recovery Act (RORA) Programs, on behalf of
Defense Logistics' Agency (DLA) and the Department of Army (permittee), I respectfully
withdraw the RCRA permit renewal application submitted-for the DDMT on March 29,2004.

It my understanding that all parties have agreed. that the permiit is not necessa.ry considering: I)
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensafion and Liability Act (CERCLA)
cleanup being conducted pumsuant to a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA), effective March 6,
1995, between DLA, TDEC and EPA; 2) the fact that permiittee does not operate .a hazar-dous
waste management unit; and 3) the EPA policy to integrate RCRA and CERCLA cleanup
programs at sites such as DDMT.

We are pleased the parties acknowledge that any corrective action which otherwise might be
required under a RCRA pemnit for releases from all of the known SWrMUs and areas of concern
(AOCs) has been and shall continue to be deferred to the CERCLA response action- process
consistent with the FFA Section DL RCRAICERCLA INTEGRATION.

RESPONSE: The State agrees to allow DLA to withdraw their application for a corrective
action perhit. Prior to finalizing toe decision to terminate'the correction action permit, the State
solicited cormments firom EPA on DL~A' request1 including submitting a draft copy of this
Response -to Comments for EPA's review. On November 24, 2004, the DSWrM received a letter
fromh EPA supporting TDEC's decision not to require a permit for DDMT. EPA agreed with the
circumstances DLA cited as described in the above comment and as follows:

la accordance with the FFA, all corr ective action unider this permit is defenvd to, and being
performed under, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) protest. At the time the permit application was suibmitted. in March, 2004, the
Record of Decision for Dunn Field had not been finalized. Also, the list of solid waste
management units (SWNMs) and areas of concern (AOCs) did not appear to agree with the
Record of Decision. (ROD) when it was finalized in April, 2004. The summary table in the ROD
said that several SWMUs had remedial action planned though the permit application stated that
no finther action was required. As part of the request to withdtaw their application,. DLA
updated the status of the SWMUs and AOCs listed in the draft permit attachment All the units
and areas at DDMT have been investigated and now have a selected remedy under CBRCLA.
Since no hazardous waste activity that would require a permit is being performed at DDMvfl and
because TlEC and EPA have ful authority to continue to enforce implementation of the selected
remnedies under the FFA, DSWM will not issue the renewal permit The cleanup of DDMT
under CERCLA pursuant to the FFA satisfies the requirements of RCRA Section 3004(u) and
(v), as well as TCA 68-212- 101 et seq. and TDEC regulations (Chapter 1200-1-1 1-.06(6)(1)].

2
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PUBLIC COMMIENTS

W/RITEN COMMENT: As a Restoration Advisory Board Member and comimunity
reprsentative, I am in favor of the renewal of the correction action permit as detailed in the
Notice of Public Meeting on September 21, 2004 fact sheet.

RESPONSE: TDEC has decided not to proeed with issuance of the permit. The draft permit
was an administrative tool for corrective action that incorporated the work as performed under
CBRCLA. As all remedy selections are in place, the Commissioner of TDEC can fully enforce
the imp lementation of those remedies under the state's Division of Supertbnd and/or the Division
of Solid Waste Maiiagement .. As the hazardous waste corrective action permit would only
incorporate the work and decisions already made by the Division of Superflud and. EPA in
accordance with the FFA, and since all remedies are already selected, TDEC has decided not to
renew the permit.

ORAL COMMEN: The commenter req-uested a 90-day waiting. period before issuing the
permit. She claimed the public had very limited involvement during past investigations and
cleanups at the facility, nor during the final selection process. Also, the venue for review and
input from the public was not conducive with the government overseeing the meetings. She
would like the time to review the records of decisions and remedial design plans, and to allow
her to organize and head a community mneeting. Another comment concerned leaving
contaminated media in place and not returning the site to pristine and safe for residential uses.

RESPIONSE: TDHC bas'not received any notice for a community meeting, but wifl attend a
meeting if one is held and provide assistance to the corrmnumity in understanding the remedial
selections. At the public hearing for the draft hazardous w aste corrective action permit; TDBC
noted receipt of DLA's request to withdraw their permit application and explained that TDEC
intended to grant the withdrawal. As noted and for the reasoning in the previous responses,
TDBC is not renewing the permit

TDEC agrees that the facility wil] not be returned to pristine state. The cleanup levels for each
area have been selected to limit any unreasonable exposures for on-site workers, members of the
surrounding community or the environment The site will be ranediated to a level that is
protective of human health and the environment based on the current and future uses of the
property.

3
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