MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM JAMES C. KENNEY
GOVERNOR CABINET SECRETARY

Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested

November 14, 2024

George H. Cushman

Headquarters, Department of the Army
Office of the DCS, G-9

Army Environmental Office, Room 5C140
600 Army Pentagon

Washington, DC 20310-0600

RE: DISAPPROVAL
NORTHERN AREA GROUNDWATER PHASE 2 SUPPLEMENTAL RCRA FACILITY
INVESTIGATION WORK PLAN
FORT WINGATE DEPOT ACTIVITY
MCKINLEY COUNTY, NEW MEXICO
EPA ID# NM6213820974
HWB-FWDA-24-005

Dear Mr. Cushman:

The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) is in receipt of the Fort Wingate Depot
Activity (Permittee) Northern Area Groundwater Phase 2 Supplemental RCRA Facility
Investigation Work Plan (Work Plan), dated March 2024. NMED has reviewed the Work Plan

and hereby issues this Disapproval with the following comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Inaccuracies/Discrepancies

NMED Comment: The Report contains multiple inaccuracies and discrepancies. Examples
are listed as follows:

a) Figure 1-2, Parcel Location and RFI Study Area Map: The depiction of wells is
inconsistent/inaccurate in the figure. For example, five active bedrock wells are
depicted within Parcel 7 in the figure while no active bedrock well is depicted in the
inset. NMED is not aware that any active bedrock wells are present in Parcel 7.
Correct the inconsistency/inaccuracy in the revised Work Plan.

b) Figure 2-2, Bedrock Contaminant Plumes and Proposed Monitoring Well Locations:
Although bedrock wells are not present east of well TMW®64, the contour line of the
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d)

f)

|II

perchlorate plume east of well TMW64 was indicated as “actual” rather than
“inferred”. The depicted perchlorate plume contour line should have been indicated
as “inferred” for accuracy. Correct the indication of the contour line in the revised
Work Plan.

Figure 2-3, Fence Diagram and Geological Cross Section Transect Location: Well
TMW34 depicted in Figure 1-2, Parcel Location and RFI Study Area Map, is identified
as MW34 in Figure 2-3. Correct the typographical error/discrepancy in the revised
Work Plan.

Figure 4-1, October 2022 Perchlorate Alluvial GW Plume and Proposed Monitoring
Well Locations: The Perchlorate concentration in the sample collected from well
TMW?28 is recorded as <0.50 ug/L in Figure 4-1. However, according to Table 4-1,
Groundwater Analytical Results — Perchlorate, perchlorate samples are not collected
from well TMW28 in October 2022. In addition, the sitewide well location maps
indicate that the location of well TMW28 is depicted farther north in Parcel 14.
Resolve the discrepancy in the revised Work Plan.

Figure 5-1, October 2022 Explosives Alluvial GW Plume and Proposed Monitoring
Well Locations: The 4-amino-2,6-dinitrotoluene concentration in the sample
collected from well TMWO3 is recorded as 0.02 J pug/L in Figure 5-1. However,
according to Table 5-1, Groundwater Analytical Results — Explosives, the 4-amino-
2,6-dinitrotoluene concentration in the sample collected from well TMWO03 is
recorded as 0.92 J pug/L in October 2022. Resolve the discrepancy in the revised
Work Plan.

Figure 5-1, October 2022 Explosives Alluvial GW Plume and Proposed Monitoring
Well Locations: The explosive compound concentrations in the sample collected
from well TMWA40S is recorded as “ND” in Figure 5-1. The figure does not provide a
note for “ND”. Provide a note for the meaning of “ND” in the revised Work Plan. It is
presumed that “ND” stands for “Not Detected”. However, according to Table 5-1,
well TMWA40S is not included in the table. According to the July through December
2022 Groundwater Periodic Monitoring Report, well TMW40S was not sampled in
October 2022. Resolve the typographical error/discrepancy in the revised Work Plan.

2. Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

NMED Comment: The Work Plan does not include a provision to investigate the
presence/absence of Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS). The investigation
of PFAS in groundwater may be deferred at the Facility at this time.
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However, NMED notes that environmental media sampling data for contaminants of
emerging concern, such as PFAS, must be evaluated in accordance with NMED’s November
2022 Risk Assessment Guidance for Site Investigations and Remediation (RA Guidance) (as
updated), Section 2.1.7, Contaminants of Emerging Concern, that specifies, “[flor facilities
where contaminants of emerging concern are detected in site media, and SSLs [soil
screening levels] are available, a quantitative analysis is required; if SSLs are not available, a
qualitative discussion of potential exposure and impact on overall risk/hazard must be
included in the risk assessment.” RA Guidance Table 1, NMED Soil Screening Levels, includes
SSLs for select PFAS and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has
also established Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for select PFAS, and it is expected that
there will be updates to screening levels for PFAS as more toxicity data become available. In
the absence of a complete risk assessment, sites may not be eligible for a corrective action
status review at this time.

As an additional note, USEPA’s proposed February 2024 rule changes addressing nine select
PFAS proposed to be listed as 40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VIl hazardous constituents and
RCRA’s corrective action authority for emerging contaminants of concern that meet the
statutory definition of hazardous waste may have additional bearing on NMED’s approach
to any future corrective action status determinations for sites at RCRA permitted facilities in
New Mexico that have PFAS contamination.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

3. Section 2.2.6.2, Stratigraphy, lines 8-9, page 23

Permittee Statement: “In the Study Area, alluvium thickness ranges between 0 feet and 70
feet.”

NMED Comment: The thickness of alluvium may potentially exceed 70 feet in the northern
part of the Study Area based on the fence diagrams depicted on Figures 2-4 and 2-5
although the boring log of Well 69 indicates that the thickness is approximately 70 feet in
the Administration Area. In addition, the January 2022 Final Groundwater Periodic
Monitoring Report July through December 2020 Revision 1 states that the alluvium has been
found to be up to 150 feet thick beneath the site. Regardless, the thickness of alluvium in
the Study Area has not been confirmed at this time. Since Comment # 4 of NMED’s March
27, 2023 Third Disapproval requires the Permittee to investigate potential contamination
associated with the aluminum release in the bedrock aquifer beneath the Administration
Area, it is practicable to investigate the thickness of alluvium in the northern part of the
Study Area (i.e., Administration Area) as part of the required investigation. Propose to
investigate the thickness of alluvium in the northern part of the Study Area (i.e.,
Administration Area) in the revised Work Plan.
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4. Section 2.2.6.2, Stratigraphy, lines 13-16, page 23

Permittee Statement: “The lower Petrified Forest Formation, Bluewater Creek, and the
Moenkopi Formation comprise 250 feet to 300 feet of mudstones and sandstones with a
relatively low apparent permeability. These units are underlain by approximately 100 feet of
the San Andres limestone, which is underlain by approximately 120 feet of the Glorieta
sandstone.”

NMED Comment: The thickness of each formation does not appear to be consistent with
the lithology observed from the boring log of Well 69. According to the Well 69 boring log,
the thickness of the lower Petrified Forest Formation through the Moenkopi Formation
exceeds 400 feet and the underlying Glorieta Sandstone extends more than 180 feet.
However, the San Andres limestone was not observed between the Moenkopi Formation
and the Glorieta sandstone. Cite a reference to the statement in Section 8.0, References
and/or resolve the discrepancy in the revised Work Plan.

5. Section 2.2.7, Hydrogeologic Conceptual Site Model, Water-bearing Zones within Triassic
Formations Beneath the FWDA Northern Area, lines 26-28, page 25

Permittee Statement: “However, the claystone intervals above and below the second
bedrock water-bearing zone are dry, suggesting that little vertical movement of water
occurs into and out of this sandstone (CH2M HILL, 2010).”

NMED Comment: Some contaminants (e.g., perchlorate) migrated from the bedrock aquifer
to the alluvial aquifer, suggesting potential movement of groundwater between the
aquifers. Revise the statement to include the fact that there is potential hydraulic
communication between the alluvial and bedrock aquifers in the revised Work Plan.

6. Section 3.2.1, Previous Sampling Data, lines 2-6, page 25

Permittee Statement: “The analytical groundwater suite includes analytes for volatile
organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) (including polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs]), metals, pesticides, explosives, major anions (including
nitrate, nitrite, bromide, chloride, fluoride, phosphate, and sulfate) and total petroleum
hydrocarbons (TPHs).”

NMED Comment: Perchlorate is one of the primary Contaminants of Concern (COC) at the
site. It is unclear why perchlorate is not included in the statement. Utilize previous
perchlorate analytical data collected during the groundwater monitoring events and specific
investigations, as applicable, to characterize the nature and extent of the perchlorate
plumes. Revise the Work Plan accordingly.
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7. Section 3.3.1, Perchlorate Groundwater Plumes, Item 1, State the Problem, lines 18-19,
page 29, and Section 3.3.1, Perchlorate Groundwater Plumes, Item 4, Define the
Boundaries of the Study, lines 3-5, page 30

Permittee Statements: “The [perchlorate] soil source area is adequately characterized.”
and,

“Soil source area investigations have been completed at the TNT Leaching Beds (SWMU 1)
and the Building 528 Complex (SWMU 27) and are considered sufficient to define the extent
of perchlorate in soil (NMED, 2022a).”

NMED Comment: The statement is inaccurate. The Permittee’s June 28, 2023 Final
Northern Area Groundwater RCRA Facility Investigation Report, Revision 2 states, “[t]he
extent of perchlorate contamination has not been fully defined for building 528 Complex.”
The Permittee proposed to investigate the extent of the perchlorate contamination in the
vicinity of the former building 528 Complex in the Parcel 22 RFI Work Plan. Revise the
statement for accuracy in the revised Work Plan.

In addition, according to Section 8.0, References, the reference (i.e., NMED, 2022a) is the
Risk Assessment Guidance for Site Investigations and Remediation (RA Guidance). The RA
Guidance does not include such citation; therefore, the reference is incorrect. Correct the
statement in the revised Work Plan.

8. Section 3.3.1, Perchlorate Groundwater Plumes, Item 6, Specify Tolerable Limits on
Decision Errors, lines 16-18, page 30

Permittee Statement: “Analytical methods will be performed in accordance with the Army’s
LOQ Phase 3 Study as described in the Army’s letter to NMED dated April 24, 2023
(Appendix A).”

NMED Comment: The Permittee’s April 24, 2023 letter is not an approved document and
must not be referenced. The risk evaluation approach for the constituents with the Limits of
Quantitation (LOQ) exceeding the respective Screening Levels (SLs) presented in the April
24, 2023 letter is not acceptable. Remove the reference to the April 24, 2023 letter from the
Work Plan.

When the LOQ exceeds the respective SL, the analytical results must not be considered as
non-detects. Remove the statement from the revised Work Plan. Refer to Comment 10 of
NMED’s August 19, 2024 Disapproval Final Work Plan Northern Area Sewer Line
Investigation for directions to resolve the LOQ issue. An approval of the Work Plan will be
followed by an approval of the document addressing the LOQ issue that is required by the
NMED’s August 19, 2024 Disapproval.
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9. Section 3.3.2, Explosive Groundwater Plumes, Item 3, Identify Inputs to the Decisions, line
9, page 31, and Section 3.3.2, Explosive Groundwater Plumes, Item 6, Specify Tolerable
Limits on Decision Errors, lines 35, page 31

Permittee Statements: “Non-detects will be reported as less than the applicable limit of
guantitation (LOQ).”

and,

“Non-detected results will be reported at the LOQ.”

NMED Comment: The statements are unacceptable. Non-detects must be reported as less
than the applicable groundwater screening levels rather than LOQ. Revise the Work Plan
accordingly. Also, see Comment 8 above for directions to resolve the LOQ issue. This
comment also applies to all applicable sections of the Work Plan where similar statements
recur.

10. Section 3.3.2, Explosive Groundwater Plumes, Item 6, Specify Tolerable Limits on Decision
Errors, lines 30-33 and 37-38, page 31

Permittee Statements: “When the NMED screening level is below the LOQ, LOQ will be
used as the project screening level. Analytical methods will be performed in accordance
with the Army’s LOQ Phase 3 Study as described in the Army’s letter to NMED dated April
24,2023 (Appendix A).”

and,

“Soil and groundwater analytical data will be considered suitable for final decision-making.”

NMED Comment: Again, since the Permittee’s April 24, 2023 letter is not an approved
document, it must not be referenced for any decision-making purpose. Remove the
reference from the Work Plan. An approval of the Work Plan will be followed by resolution
of the LOQ issue described in Comment 8 of NMED’s August 19, 2024 Disapproval.

11. Section 3.4.1, Soil and Core Sampling, line 32, page 32, and lines 1-2, page 33

Permittee Statement: “VOC soil sampling and headspace determination will only be
conducted during HSA drilling because the VOC groundwater plume is only expected in the
alluvial water-bearing zone based upon previous investigations (HDR, 2023).”

NMED Comment: The presence/absence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the
bedrock layer beneath the Administration Area has not been investigated. VOCs may be
detected from the bedrock layer beneath the Administration Area. Propose collecting
bedrock samples for VOC analysis from the boring advanced to the bedrock layer beneath
the Administration Area as well in the revised Work Plan.
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12.

13.

14.

Section 3.4.1, Soil and Core Sampling, lines 6-10, page 33

Permittee Statement: “PID readings will be taken immediately at the end of the planned
equilibration period of about 15 minutes to minimize VOC loss to the atmosphere. The rate
of diffusion is strongly dependent on temperature. After allowing a maximum of 15 minutes
for the soil vapor to equilibrate with the container’s headspace, the bag will be pierced to
allow insertion of the PID probe tip.”

NMED Comment: Since the rate of diffusion is strongly dependent on temperature, as
stated, the time for equilibration relative to temperature of surrounding environment must
be adjusted for consistent data collection at a time of PID measurement. Include this
provision and describe the method to achieve this requirement in the revised Work Plan.

Section 3.4.2, Monitoring Well Installation and Groundwater Sampling, lines 23-24, and
28, page 34

Permittee Statement: “Field personnel will purge wells before sampling using low-flow
purging equipment or bailers until three consecutive readings are recorded for the
following:

e +5% for potential hydrogen”

NMED Comment: The stabilization criterion for potential hydrogen (pH) scale is often
described as +0.5 pH standard units, rather than + 5 percent (%). Revise the Work Plan to
incorporate this stabilization criterion in the revised Work Plan, as appropriate.

Section 3.4.2, Monitoring Well Installation and Groundwater Sampling, lines 30-31, page
34

Permittee Statement: “Groundwater samples from newly installed monitoring wells will be
collected and analyzed for the following, referred to as the full-suite of groundwater
analyses for this site:”

NMED Comment: The listed full-suite of groundwater analyses does not include
dioxins/furans, herbicides, cyanide, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB). These missing
analytes are potential contaminants of concern (COC) and must be included in the analytical
suite for newly installed monitoring wells. Include the additional analytes in the revised
Work Plan.

In addition, as stated Comment 2 above, although sampling requirement for PFAS can be
deferred at this time, NMED may include PFAS sampling requirement in future
investigation/monitoring activities at the Facility.
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15. Section 3.4.7, Investigation-Derived Waste, lines 5-7, page 39

Permittee Statement: “IDW generated during the Phase 2 Supplemental RFI activities will
consist of residual soil volume, soil and rock cuttings, water produced from drilling
activities, decontamination fluids, disposable sampling equipment, and personal protective
equipment (PPE).”

NMED Comment: The investigation includes collection of groundwater samples. Therefore,
a large volume of purge water is expected to be produced. The Permittee must discuss how
the purge water will be handled and subsequently disposed of in the revised Work Plan.

16. Section 3.5.3, Analytical Method Requirements, lines 14-15, page 40

Permittee Statement: “Uncertainty associated with laboratory limits that are greater than
screening levels will be addressed in the uncertainty discussion of the risk evaluation.”

NMED Comment: The LOQ issue must be resolved in accordance with Comment 8 of
NMED’s August 19, 2024 Disapproval. If there is still uncertainty associated with LOQ that is
greater than screening levels after the proposed LOQ resolution is approved by NMED in the
separate cover, such uncertainty can be addressed and discussed in the uncertainty section
of risk evaluation in the investigation report. Acknowledge this requirement in the response
letter. No revision is required to the Work Plan.

17. Section 4.2.1, Building 536, Ammunition Renovation Depot (SWMU 12, Parcel 22),
Historical Use, lines 22-24, page 43, Remediation Activities, lines 4-5, page 44,
Groundwater Contamination Related to Perchlorate Groundwater Plumes, line 7, page 44

Permittee Statements: “SWMU 12 is Building 536, Inspectors Workshop and Ammunition
Renovation Depot. Building 536 (originally known as Building 39) was constructed in 1943
and contained areas for inspecting and testing various munitions.”

and,

“Building 535 and Building 536, including their foundations, were demolished in 2010
(USACE, 2011).”

and,

“No groundwater investigations have been completed at SWMU 12.”

NMED Comment: Although the buildings located in SWMU 12 have already been
demolished, residual perchlorate contamination may remain in the vicinity of SWMU 12.
NMED acknowledges that the Permittee proposed the investigation for potential soil
contamination associated with SWMU 12 in the April 30, 2024 Final Phase 2 RFI Work Plan
Parcel 22 (Parcel 22 Work Plan). However, the Parcel 22 Work Plan does not include any
provision for groundwater investigation at SWMU 12. It is unknown whether there is
hydraulic connection between the groundwater beneath SWMU 12 and the existing
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18.

19.

perchlorate plumes located farther downgradient from SWMU 12 at this time. Since the
groundwater beneath SWMU 12 has not been investigated, propose installing a monitoring
well within the footprint of SWMU 12 in the revised Work Plan, if feasible, or explain why an
installation of a monitoring well in SWMU 12 is not feasible in the response letter.

Section 4.2.2, Building 517, Structure 518, Building 519, and Structure 520, 521, and 547
(SWMU 70, Parcel 22), Historical Use, lines, 30-31, page 44, Remediation Activities, lines
6-7, page 45, Groundwater Contamination Related to Perchlorate Groundwater Plumes,
lines 16-18, page 45

Permittee Statements: “[The area was used for t]esting of military munitions (e.g., photo
flash cartridges) to determine explosive force and evaluate resale opportunities.”

and,

“All buildings and structures in SWMU 70, along with their foundations, were demolished in
2010 (USACE, 2011).”

and,

“During two groundwater sampling events, perchlorate was detected in monitoring wells
northwest of the Building 528 Complex (SWMU 27).”

NMED Comment: Although the buildings located in SWMU 70 have already been
demolished, residual perchlorate contamination may remain in the vicinity of SWMU 70.
NMED acknowledges that the Permittee proposed the investigation for potential soil
contamination associated with SWMU 70 in the Parcel 22 Work Plan. However, the Parcel
22 Work Plan does not include any provision for groundwater investigation at SWMU 70. It
is unknown whether there is hydraulic connection between the groundwater beneath
SWMU 70 and the existing perchlorate plumes located farther downgradient from SWMU
70 at this time. Since the groundwater beneath SWMU 70 has not been investigated,
propose installing a monitoring well within the footprint of SWMU 70 in the revised Work
Plan, if feasible, or explain why an installation of a monitoring well in SWMU 70 is not
feasible in the response letter.

Section 4.2.3, Building 528 Complex (SWMU 27, Parcel 22), lines, 25-28, page 46,
Groundwater Contamination Related to Perchlorate Groundwater Plumes, lines 30-32,
page 46

Permittee Statements: “The historical documents indicated that the processes performed
at the Building 528 Complex involved handling, storing, using, demilitarizing, and releasing
materials containing nitrates, perchlorates, and explosives.”

and,

“As reported in the October 2022 semiannual groundwater monitoring event, 12 wells
installed downgradient of the Building 528 Complex had perchlorate detections exceeding
the groundwater screening level of 14 pg/L.”
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20.

21.

NMED Comment: Although the buildings located in SWMU 27 have already been
demolished, residual perchlorate contamination may remain in the vicinity of SWMU 27.
NMED acknowledges that the Permittee proposed the investigation for potential soil
contamination associated with SWMU 27 in the Parcel 22 Work Plan. However, the Parcel
22 Work Plan does not include any provision for groundwater investigation within the
vicinity of SWMU 27. Since the groundwater directly beneath SWMU 27 has not been
investigated, propose installing a monitoring well within the footprint of SWMU 27 in the
revised Work Plan, if feasible, or explain why an installation of a monitoring well in SWMU
27 is not feasible in the response letter.

Section 4.3.1, Nature and Extent of Contamination, lines 9-11, page 47

Permittee Statement: “Based on review of historical interim groundwater periodic
monitoring, the extent of groundwater perchlorate contamination is limited to Parcel 21
and Parcel 22 as shown on Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2 (Eco, 2023).”

NMED Comment: Neither Figure 4-1, October 2022 Perchlorate Alluvial GW Plume and
Proposed Monitoring Well Locations, nor Figure 4-2, October 2022 Perchlorate Bedrock GW
Plume and Proposed Monitoring Well Locations, depict the boundary of Parcels 21 and 22;
therefore, it is unclear whether the extent of groundwater perchlorate contamination is
limited to Parcel 21 and Parcel 22. Revise the figures to depict the boundary of Parcels 21
and 22 in the revised Work Plan.

Section 4.3.1, Nature and Extent of Contamination, line 14, page 47

Permittee Statement: “The perchlorate groundwater plumes are bound to the south by
exposed bedrock.”

NMED Comment: Address the following in the revised Work Plan:

a) Itis not clear which area where exposed bedrock is present relative to the
perchlorate plumes. Depict the area where exposed bedrock is present on revised
Figures 4-1 and 4-2 or on a separate map.

b) Itis not clear whether groundwater is present in the area where the exposed
bedrock is visible. If groundwater is present within the area where the exposed
bedrock is visible, the bedrock perchlorate plume may extend south of well
TMW14A located at the farthest south within the Study Area. Propose investigating
potential perchlorate contamination in the groundwater beneath the exposed
bedrock in the revised Work Plan, as appropriate, or confirm absence of
groundwater in the area where the exposed bedrock is present in the revised Work
Plan.
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22.

23.

24.

Section 4.4, Scope of Activities and Sampling Methods, line 25, page 48

Permittee Statement: “Collect, describe lithology, and analyze subsurface soil samples for
perchlorate.”

NMED Comment: According to Table 3-4, New Groundwater Monitoring Well Rationale and
Sampling Matrix, the soil/bedrock samples collected from borings TMW67 and TMW68 are
proposed to be analyzed for perchlorate only. However, these samples must also be
analyzed for nitrate and explosive compounds because the nitrate and RDX plumes are also
located near the proposed well locations, and the soil/bedrock may potentially be
contaminated at the locations. Include this provision in the revised Work Plan.

In addition, the subsections under Section 4.4 (i.e., Section 4.4.1, Groundwater Monitoring
Well Installation, and Section 4.4.2, Groundwater Sampling), do not include the text to
describe the provision to collect the soil/bedrock samples during well installation. Since
Section 4.4.2 includes the text describing groundwater sampling, another subsection that
describes the detail of soil/bedrock sampling must also be included in the revised Work
Plan.

Section 5.2.2, Building 509 (AOC 63, Parcel 21), Remediation Activities, lines 16-18, page
52

Permittee Statement: “The propellant was disposed of in accordance with the RCRA permit
under the Hazardous Waste Management Unit closure activities.”

NMED Comment: The statement is unclear. The Hazardous Waste Management Unit
(HWMU) is currently under interim status and the remedial activities are on-going.
Disposing the propellant in the HWMU would not be considered as closure activities. Clarify
the statement in the revised Work Plan.

Section 5.2.2, Building 509 (AOC 63, Parcel 21), Groundwater Contamination Related to
RDX Groundwater Plume, line 22, page 52, Section 5.2.3, Building 514, Deboostering
Barricade (AOC 68, Parcel 21), line 6, page 53

Permittee Statement: “No groundwater sampling and analysis has been conducted at this
site.”

NMED Comment: Although no groundwater sampling may have been conducted within the
immediate footprint of AOCs 63 and 68, there appear to be several groundwater monitoring
wells (e.g., TMW13, TMWS57) in the vicinity of AOCs 63 and 68. The data collected from
these wells may be appropriate to provide a discussion regarding potential groundwater
contamination in AOCs 63 and 68. Include the discussion in the revised Work Plan, as
appropriate.
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25.

26.

27.

Section 5.3.1, Nature and Extent of Contamination, lines 13-14, page 53

Permittee Statement: “Based on review of historical GPMRs, the extent of explosives
contamination appears to be concentrated in Parcel 21 as depicted in Figure 5-1.”

NMED Comment: Figure 5-1, October 2022 Explosives Alluvial GW Plume and Proposed
Monitoring Well Locations, does not depict the boundary of Parcel 21; therefore, it is not
clear if the statement is accurate. Identify the boundary of Parcel 21 in the revised Figure 5-
1.

Section 5.4, Scope of Activities and Sampling Methods, line 18, page 54

Permittee Statement: “Collect, describe lithology, and analyze subsurface soil samples for
full-suite analysis.”

NMED Comment: According to Table 3-4, soil samples collected from boring TMW65 are
proposed to be analyzed for explosive compounds only. However, these samples must also
be analyzed for nitrate because the nitrate plume is also located in the proposed well
location, and the soil may potentially be contaminated by nitrate in the vicinity of the
proposed well location. Include this provision in the revised Work Plan.

In addition, the subsections under Section 5.4 (i.e., Section 5.4.1, Groundwater Monitoring
Well Installation, and Section 5.4.2, Groundwater Sampling), do not include the text to
describe the provision to collect soil/bedrock samples during well installation. Since Section
5.4.2 includes the text describing groundwater sampling, another subsection that describes
details of soil/bedrock sampling must also be included in the revised Work Plan.

Section 6.1.2, Conceptual Site Model, lines 32-37, page 55

Permittee Statement: “As stated above, future residents (adults and children) are
conservatively included in the risk evaluation, because it is possible they could be exposed
via tap water ingestion and household use, if domestic wells were installed in the future, or
from VI inside buildings, if the site were redeveloped for residential use. The existing
buildings are not currently occupied, but if the buildings were reoccupied or the site were
redeveloped, future commercial/industrial workers may also be exposed through VI.”

NMED Comment: Although the Permittee’s statement indicates that vapor intrusion (VI)
will be evaluated, the risk evaluation discussion does not address VI, or explain how the VI
pathway will be assessed for the receptors. Provide an explanation for whether vapor
intrusion screening levels (VISLs) will be used based on the groundwater concentrations, or
soil gas data will be collected in the revised Work Plan.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

Section 6.1.5, Human Health Risk Evaluation Approach, lines 16-17, page 57, and Section
6.1.5.2, Background Evaluation: Part 2, lines 6-8, page 58

Permittee Statements: “The second part is an evaluation of metal and anion background
concentrations in groundwater.”

and,

“If NMED approves site-specific background levels in groundwater for metals and anions,
metals and anions identified as COPCs in the risk screening step (Part 1) background data
will be evaluated to determine if the concentrations are consistent with naturally occurring
conditions.”

NMED Comment: The Permittee’s background evaluation for groundwater has not yet been
approved. Since site-specific background concentrations of metals and anions are not
established at the Facility, it is not appropriate to evaluate risk relative to the background
concentrations. Acknowledge this provision in the response letter. No revision is required to
the Work Plan.

Section 6.1.5.3, Cumulative Risk Evaluation: Part 3, lines 33-36, page 58

Permittee Statement: “The initial cumulative cancer risk/non-cancer hazard evaluation
(Step 1) incorporates the results of the metals background evaluation and proceeds to
evaluate potential health risks based on the maximum detected concentrations of each
analyte from all sample data.”

NMED Comment: Since the Permittee’s background evaluation for groundwater has not yet
been approved, the risk evaluation must not incorporate metals background evaluation at
this time. Revise all applicable sections of the Work Plan accordingly. See also Comment 28
above.

Section 6.1.5.3, Cumulative Risk Evaluation: Part 3, Step 1, Initial Cumulative Risk
Evaluation, lines 7-8, page 59

Permittee Statement: “Select the maximum concentration for each COPC, excluding
analytes determined to be present at naturally occurring levels.”

NMED Comment: Since the Permittee’s background evaluation for groundwater has not yet
been approved, all analytes considered as COCs, regardless of natural presence in
environment, must follow the initial step of the evaluation process. Revise the Work Plan
accordingly.

Section 7.1, Dry Monitoring Well TMW54, lines 6-9, page 62

Permittee Statement: “The proposed alluvial groundwater monitoring well TMW66 will be
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32.

installed in alluvium with an estimated total depth of approximately 60 feet bgs or until
bedrock is encountered. Well installation will follow the methods listed in Section 3 and will
be sampled as listed in Table 3-1.”

NMED Comment: Note that groundwater level in the vicinity of well TMW54 has notably
decreased in recent years. For example, well TMW40S that is screened 50 feet to 60 feet
below ground surface (bgs) and located northeast of well TMW54 is no longer capable of
producing enough groundwater to be sampled after 2021. If the alluvial aquifer extends
deeper than 60 feet bgs, well TMW66 must be screened deeper with longer screened
interval (e.g., 20 feet), as appropriate, to capture groundwater. Include this provision in the
revised Work Plan.

In addition, Table 3-1, Groundwater Laboratory Analysis and Risk Evaluation Criteria, does
not list specific sampling parameters for well TMW66. Instead, Table 3-4 includes the
information regarding the specific sampling parameters for well TMW66. Correct the
typographical error in the revised Work Plan.

Furthermore, according to Table 3-4, soil samples collected from boring TMW66 are
proposed to be analyzed for explosive compounds and perchlorate. However, these
samples must also be analyzed for nitrate because the nitrate plume is also located in the
vicinity of well TMW66, and the soil may potentially be contaminated by nitrate. Include
this provision in the revised Work Plan.

Section 7.2, Additional Bedrock Monitoring Wells, lines 16-17, page 62

Permittee Statement: “Well installation [of bedrock wells MW40, MW41, and MW42] will
follow the methods listed in Section 3 and will be sampled as listed in Table 3-1.”

NMED Comment: Table 3-1 does not list specific sampling parameters for wells MWA40,
MW41, and MW42. Instead, Table 3-4 includes the information regarding the specific
sampling parameters for wells MW40, MW41, and MW42. Correct the typographical error
in the revised Work Plan, as appropriate.

In addition, according to Table 3-4, soil samples collected from boring MW40 are proposed
to be analyzed for aluminum only. However, these samples must also be analyzed for total
petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) gasoline range organics (GRO), diesel range organics (DRO),
and volatile organic compounds (VOC), and nitrate because these contaminant plumes are
also located in the vicinity of well MW40, and the soil may potentially be contaminated by
these contaminants. Similarly, soil samples collected from borings MW41 and MW42 are
proposed to be analyzed for TPH-GRO, TPH-DRO, and VOCs. However, the samples collected
from boring MW41 must also be analyzed for nitrate. The samples collected from boring
MW42 must also be analyzed for nitrate and explosive compounds. Include these provisions
in the revised Work Plan.
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33. Section 7.2, Additional Bedrock Monitoring Wells, lines 23-24, page 62

Permittee Statement: “Well installation [of bedrock wells TMW69, TMW70, TMW?71, and
TMW?72] will follow the methods listed in Section 3 and will be sampled as listed in Table 3-
1'"

NMED Comment: Table 3-1 does not list specific sampling parameters for wells TMWE69,
TMW?70, TMW71, and TMW?72. Instead, Table 3-4 includes the information regarding
specific sampling parameters for wells TMW69, TMW70, TMW71, and TMW?72. Correct the
typographical error in the revised Work Plan, as appropriate.

In addition, according to Table 3-4, soil samples collected from borings TMW69, TMW?70,
TMW?71, and TMW?72 are proposed to be analyzed for explosive compounds only. However,
these samples must also be analyzed for perchlorate and nitrate because these
contaminant plumes are also located in the vicinity of these wells, and the soil may
potentially be contaminated by the contaminants. Include the provision in the revised Work
Plan.

The Permittee must submit a revised Work Plan that addresses all comments contained in this
letter. Two hard copies and two copies of the electronic version of the revised Work Plan must
be submitted to the NMED. The Permittee must also include a redline-strikeout version in
electronic format showing where all revisions to the Work Plan have been made. The revised
Work Plan must be accompanied with a response letter that details where all revisions have
been made to the Work Plan, cross-referencing NMED’s numbered comments. The revised
Work Plan must be submitted to NMED no later than May 2, 2025.

Should you have any questions, please contact Michiya Suzuki of my staff at (505) 690-6930.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by JohnDavid

JohnDavid Nance nance

Date: 2024.11.14 13:07:36 -07'00'

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
A. Kucate, Pueblo of Zuni
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M. Bowekaty, 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

FWDA 2024 and Reading
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