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FINAL CORRECTIVE ACTION MANAGEMENT UNIT BIENNIAL SAMPLING EVENT REPORT 
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EPA ID# NM6213820974 
HWB-FWDA-24-006 

 
Dear Mr. Cushman, 
 
The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) is in receipt of the Fort Wingate Depot 
Activity (Permittee) Final Corrective Action Management Unit Biennial Sampling Event Report 
(Report), dated March 22, 2024. NMED has reviewed the Report, and hereby issues this 
Disapproval with the following comments. 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
1. Requirement of Trend Analysis 

 
NMED Comment: The purpose of the sampling event is to monitor and determine the 
potential releases to soil as a result of continued Corrective Action Management Unit 
(CAMU) operations. As such, soil sampling and a risk assessment is conducted biennially 
while the CAMU is in operation.  The baseline sampling was established in accordance with 
the 2013 Work Plan, prior to operation of the CAMU. The risk evaluation does not discuss 
any trend in concentrations since the baseline sampling event. The Report must discuss 
whether concentrations are increasing or remaining constant. Revise the Report to include 
a discussion of contaminant trends and include a trend analysis for each detected 
constituent since the baseline sampling event. 
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2. Requirement of Risk Assessment for Site Workers 
 
NMED Comment: The risk assessment evaluates a residential receptor. While the 
residential receptor would require evaluation upon closure of CAMU operations, the risk 
assessment should also demonstrate that continued operation of the CAMU is protective of 
site workers. Revise the risk assessment to include an evaluation of potential risk to the 
CAMU operators/on-site workers in the revised Report.  
 

3. Requirement of Risk Assessment for Soil-to-Groundwater Pathway 
 
NMED Comment: The risk assessment does not include an evaluation of the soil-to-
groundwater pathway which would determine if continued operation of the CAMU may 
result in contamination of soil that could potentially impact groundwater. Revise the Report 
to include an evaluation of the soil-to-groundwater pathway. 
 

4. Requirement of Risk Assessment for Ecological Impact 
 
NMED Comment: The risk assessment does not address ecological impacts. Revise the 
Report to address impacts on ecological receptors.  
 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 

5. CAMU Description, lines 30-32, page 1 of 3,952 of the electronic Report 
 
Permittee Statement: “The CAMU occupies approximately four acres and contains two 
open detonation (OD) treatment cells and two open burn (OB) treatment cells for the 
disposal of waste military munitions (WMM).” 
 
NMED Comment: Although the existing regulation requires OB/OD facilities to evaluate 
whether safe alternative technologies are available in lieu of OB/OD, the Report does not 
include the discussion regarding the evaluation. Provide a discussion regarding the 
evaluation of safe alternative technologies in the revised Report, as applicable.   
 

6. Discussion of Results, Sample Analysis, lines 16-18, page 5 of 3,952 of the electronic 
Report 
 
Permittee Statement: “The collected samples were submitted for analysis of explosives by 
EPA method 8330B, NDMA by EPA method 8270 SIM, TAL metals by EPA method 6020A, 
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mercury by EPA method 7471B, DRO/ORO by EPA method 8015D, and perchlorate by 
SW6850.”  
 
NMED Comment: According to the Sample Locations and Analyses section, TAL metals, 
mercury, DRO/ORO, and perchlorate analyses were conducted. However, semi-volatile 
organic compound (i.e., NDMA) was not included in the statement of the Sample Locations 
and Analyses section. Therefore, the two statements appear to be contradictory. Resolve 
the discrepancy in the revised Report.  
 
In addition, the statement indicates that only NDMA was analyzed by EPA method 8270 
SIM. There are potentially other semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) associated with 
the degradation of the explosive compounds. Clarify whether or not SVOCs other than 
NDMA were analyzed in the response letter. It is more appropriate to retain all potential 
contaminants of concern (COCs) in the analytical suite. If SVOCs other than NDMA were not 
analyzed, provide a justification for why only NDMA was analyzed using EPA method 8270 
SIM in the response letter or propose to analyze all SVOCs that are potential COCs in the 
future sampling events in the revised Report.       
 

7. Discussion of Results, Sample Results, lines 13-14, page 6 of 3,952 of the electronic Report 
 
Permittee Statement: “VOCs were analyzed for in 12 samples. Acetone (10 of 12 samples) 
was the only VOC detected in CAMU samples.”  
 
NMED Comment: According to the Sample Locations and Analyses section, TAL metals, 
mercury, DRO/ORO, and perchlorate analyses were conducted for the samples. However, 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were not included in the statement of the Sample 
Locations and Analyses section. Therefore, the two statements appear to be contradictory. 
Resolve the discrepancy in the revised Report.  
 
In addition, the Permittee’s February 10, 2022 Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) 
Biennial Sampling Event, Parcel 3 Closure and Corrective Action Army Response states, 
“[t]he next planned VOCs analysis at the CAMU is planned to occur during the closure 
sampling event.” The 2023 sampling event is not a closure sampling event. Provide an 
explanation for this VOC sampling in the response letter or revise the statement.   
 

8. Discussion of Results, Sample Results, lines 16-24, page 6 of 3,952 of the electronic Report 
 
Permittee Statement: “Explosives were analyzed for in 12 samples. No detections of 
explosives exceeded the residential cancer screening values. Three samples exceeded the 
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noncancer screening level of 36 mg/kg for 2,4,6-Trinitrotoluene (TNT). 0314-CAMUBA-SS-
032D-SO, 0314-CAMUOB-SS-011C-SO, and 0314-CAMUOB-SS-012C-SO recorded 
measurements of 160 mg/kg, 67 mg/kg, and 39 mg/kg respectively. 2,4,6-trinitrotoluene 
(TNT) was detected in 8 of 12 samples. 2-Amino-4,6-dinitrotoluene (3 of 12 samples), 4-
amino-2,6-dinitrotoluene (3 of 12 samples), 1,3,5-Trinitrobenzene (3 of 12 samples), 
octahydro-1,3,5,7-tetranitro-1,3,5,7-tetrazocine (1 of 12 samples), 2,4-Dinitrotoluene (1 of 
12 samples), and hexahydro-1,3,5-trinitro-1,3,5-triazine (1 of 12 samples) were the only 
other explosives detected in the samples.”   
 
NMED Comment: Explosive compounds were detected in multiple samples. Comment 6 
above states, “[t]here are potentially other semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) 
associated with degradation of explosive compounds.” SVOCs that are degradation products 
of explosive compounds may be present at the site. Propose to retain all SVOCs that are 
potential COCs and include the SVOCs analytical results in the 2025 report.  
 

9. Attachment 3, Risk Tables, pages 40 through 52 of 3,952 of the electronic Report 
 
NMED Comment: A residential soil screening level for lead is recorded as 400 mg/kg in the 
tables included in Attachment 3. On January 17, 2024, the United State Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) issued the finalized “Updated Residential Soil Lead Guidance for 
CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities.” NMED and the USEPA had been using 
the soil lead screening level based on a blood lead level of 10 micrograms per deciliter 
(μg/dL) as the 95th percentile target blood lead level resulting in the screening levels of 400 
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and 800 mg/kg. At the time, a blood lead level above 10 
μg/dL was recognized to be associated with adverse health outcomes in children. As noted 
in the 2024 directive, the science on lead has evolved and demonstrates additional adverse 
health effects of lead exposure and at lower levels than previously known. NMED is 
implementing the new guidance and requires all lead screening levels to be based on a 
blood lead level of 5 μg/dL. NMED will be updating its Soil Screening Guidance, 
incorporating the new screening levels for lead. However, implementation of the allowed 
blood lead level is effective immediately. A lead screening level of 200 mg/kg must be used 
and all applicable sections and relevant tables of the Report must be revised accordingly.   
 

10. Attachment 3, Risk Tables, pages 40 through 52 of 3,952 of the electronic Report 
 
NMED Comment: The risk assessment evaluates risk on a per sample basis but does not 
provide an overall site risk from exposure across the site. Assessing risk per sample is 
conservative. However, presenting risk on a sample-specific basis will likely drive corrective 
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actions when cancer risk and/or the hazard index exceeds regulatory levels. Include the 
evaluation of site exposure point concentrations (EPCs) in the revised Report.  

The Permittee must submit a revised Report that addresses all comments contained in this 
letter. Two hard copies and two copies of the electronic version of the revised Report must be 
submitted to the NMED. The Permittee must also include a redline-strikeout version in 
electronic format showing where all revisions to the Report have been made. The revised 
Report must be accompanied with a response letter that details where all revisions have been 
made to the Report, cross-referencing NMED’s numbered comments. The revised Report must 
be submitted to NMED no later than January 31, 2025. 
 
Should you have any questions, please contact Michiya Suzuki of my staff at (505) 690-6930. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
JohnDavid Nance 
Chief 
Hazardous Waste Bureau  
 
cc:         N. Dhawan, NMED HWB 

L. Tsinnajinnie, NMED HWB 
            M. Suzuki, NMED HWB 
             L. King, EPA Region 6 (6LCRRC) 
             S. Begay-Platero, Navajo Nation 
             K. Noble, Pueblo of Zuni 
             D. Hickman, Southwest Region BIA 
             G. Padilla, Navajo BIA 
             J. Wilson, BIA 
             R. White, BIA 
             C. Esler, Sundance Consulting, Inc. 
 C. Frischkorn, BRAC 
             A. Soicher, USACE 
 
File: FWDA 2024 and Reading  
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