DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, G-9
600 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0600

March 21, 2025

Army Environmental Division - BRAC Operations Branch

Mr. JohnDavid Nance

Chief, Hazardous Waste Bureau

New Mexico Environment Department
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East, Building 1
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505-6303

RE: Disapproval, Final Hazardous Waste Management Unit Progress Status Report 2023,
Parcel 3, Fort Wingate Depot Activity, McKinley County, New Mexico, EPA ID#
NM6213820974, HWB-FWDA-24-009

Dear Mr. Nance:

This letter provides responses to the comments issued in the Notice of Disapproval (NOD)
letter from the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) dated November 12, 2024,
HWB-FWDA-24-009, for the Final Hazardous Waste Management Unit (HWMU) Progress
Status Report 2023, dated June 2024. In addition to the comment responses provided in
this letter, two (2) hard copies and one (1) electronic (CD) copy of the above-mentioned
document are enclosed for your review and consideration. The electronic transmittal
includes a redline-strikeout version of the above-mentioned work plan showing where all
revisions were made.

Comments:
1. Section 1.4.2, HWMU, lines 27, page 1-3

Permittee Statement: “Soils leaving the treatment plant were placed into 250 cubic yard
stockpiles.”

NMED Comment: In accordance with the New Mexico Administrative Code (NMAC) 20.9.8.15,
the frequency of sampling shall be one representative sample per 100 cubic yards. However,
excavated material may be homogeneous after it is screened to separate debris. If the
processed soil is considered to be homogeneous, the sampling frequency (i.e., 250 cubic yard
per sample) would be acceptable for stockpile characterization sampling. Evaluate and explain
the nature of the processed soil, and if it is determined to be homogeneous, clearly state that it
is homogeneous in the response letter; otherwise, stockpile sampling frequency must be
increased per the NMAC 20.9.8.15 in all future sampling events. In this case, acknowledge the
provision in the response letter.

Permittee Response: The soil and debris processing plant thoroughly homogenized all
stockpiled soils as they underwent the extensive screening process.

For additional clarification, the fifth paragraph of Section 1.4.2 was revised as follows:

“Soils leaving the treatment plant were thoroughly homogenized during the soil
processing process as they were passed through multiple drop points, a radial stacker,
a surge hopper, two screens, a hammermill, three electromagnets, and four eddy
currents. The homogenized soils were subsequently placed into 250 cubic yard
stockpiles....”



The second sentence of Section 2.2.1 was also revised as follows:

“...Each homogenized 250 cubic yard stockpile was given a unique numeric identifier
so that when analytical results were received and validated, the results could be
attributed to a specific stockpile....”

2. Section 2.2.1.2, Duplicate Samples, lines 35-37, page 2-2

Permittee Statement: “The duplicate samples were packaged and handled identically to the
initial samples, but were assigned a dedicated QA/QC ID.”

NMED Comment: Appendix A includes the tables that present the analytical results for the
stockpiles and grid confirmation samples. However, it is not clear whether analytical results
for the duplicate samples are included in the tables. If the analytical results for the duplicate
samples are not included in the tables, include the analytical results in the revised Appendix
A in the revised Report. If they have already been included, explain which samples are
designated as duplicates with their corresponding initial samples in the response letter.

Permittee Response: The QC (i.e., duplicate) samples were intentionally omitted from Appendix
A of the 2023 HWMU Progress Status Report as they were from each of the five previous
Progress Status Reports. The Army intends to include the QC duplicate results in the Data
Review and Validation Reports of the Removal Action Completion Report that will be submitted
in 2025 to document the comprehensive results of the HWMU Removal Action.

Additional clarifying text was added to the end of Section 2.2.1.2 as follows:

“...The duplicate samples were packaged and handled identically to the initial samples, but were
assigned a dedicated QA/QC ID. Because these QA/QC samples were collected to evaluate the
precision of the sample collection and laboratory analysis process, they are intentionally
excluded from the Appendix A analytical results summaries documented in this and a series of
previous Progress Status Reports. The results of sample duplicate analyses and other QA/QC
sample results will be evaluated in relation to the Data Review and Validation Reports that will be
included in a forthcoming cumulative HWMU Remedial Action Completion Report to be submitted
in 2025.”

3. Section 3-1, Soil Sampling Results, lines 3-4, page 3-1, and Section 3.2.1.7, Evaluation
of Lead Concentrations, lines 15-18, page 3-8

Permittee Statement: “The stockpile soil samples that exceeded SSLs are discussed in Section
3.1.1 and summarized in Table 3-1."

and,

“The models for lead back-calculate to a soil concentration that would not exceed an estimated
blood-lead concentration of 10 micrograms per deciliter. NMED guidance (NMED 2022) also
recommends the use of the ALM for evaluation of adult exposures to lead. The NMED lead SSL
for residential exposure is 4.00E+02 mg/kg.”

NMED Comment: According to Table 3-1, SSL Exceedances — Stockpile Soil Samples,

the residential soil screening level (SSL) of lead is presented as 400 pg/L. 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 (ug/dL) as the 95th percentile target blood
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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 pg/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 ug/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. Evaluate all soil analytical data accordingly and
update Table 3-1 in the revised Report.

Permittee Response: All of the soil data documented in the 2023 HWMU Progress Status
Report were collected, analyzed, and evaluated for risk in 2023 before the screening levels
for lead were revised (i.e., January 17, 2024). As with all previous analytical data collected,
evaluated, and reported for the HWMU Removal Action, updated screening levels are not
used retroactively. However, the updated lead screening level of 200 mg/kg will be used to
evaluate soil samples collected from the HWMU after January 17, 2024, and analyzed for
risk. This evaluation will be included in the forthcoming HWMU Removal Action Completion
Report. No changes were made to the 2023 HWMU Progress Status Report.

4. Section 3.1.1, Stockpile Soil Sampling Results, lines 2-4, page 3-3, and Section 3.2.1.8,
Summary of Human Health Risk Screening, lines 36-37, page 3-8

Permittee Statement: “Nitroglycerin was detected at a concentration that exceeded the
residential noncancer screening level (6.16 mg/kg) in one of the 278 soil samples analyzed at the
following concentration:

¢ PBHWMU-SKPL-2962: 40 mg/kg”
and,
“Nitroglycerin exceeded its non-cancer endpoint (36 mg/kg) in one sample at a result of 40 mg/kg

NMED Comment: Nitroglycerin has consistently been identified as a data quality
exception compound where the limit of quantitation (LOQ) exceeds the screening level
in the groundwater periodic monitoring reports. Comment 10 of the NMED’s August 19,
2024 Disapproval Final Work Plan Northern Area Sewer Line Investigation provides
specific direction to address the issue associated with the data quality exception
compounds. Since nitroglycerin has been detected above the respective SSL in the
stockpile soil, it may potentially be released to the environment and leached into the
groundwater. Accordingly, the LOQ issue for nitroglycerin in the aqueous samples
must be addressed under the direction provided by the NMED’s August 19, 2024
Disapproval. Acknowledge this provision in the response letter.

Permittee Response: The third full paragraph of Section 4 of the 2023 HWMU Progress
Status Report states the following: “The 12 stockpiles listed above that had cancer risks in
excess of 1.0E-05 or a non-cancer hazard index that exceeded 1.0 were segregated at the
contaminated stockpile area (Figure 4-1) for disposal at a licensed, off-site landfill.”

Because this stockpile was subsequently removed from the stockpile staging area and
properly disposed of, it is no longer considered a potential source of nitroglycerin
contamination at the HWMU.



Additionally, a standalone document addressing compounds with LOQ issues was submitted
to the NMED for review and approval. Upon receipt of NMED approval, the procedures
detailed in this document will be followed to address future LOQ issues in aqueous samples.

No changes were made to the 2023 HWMU Progress Status Report.
5. Section 3.1.1, Stockpile Soil Sampling Results, lines 20-22, page 3-3

Permittee Statement: “Lead was detected at a concentration that exceeded the residential
noncancer screening level (400 mg/kg) in one of the 278 soil samples analyzed at the following
concentration:

e PBHWMU-SKPL-2986: 790 mg/kg”

NMED Comment: As stated in Comment 3 above, a lead screening level of 200 mg/kg
must be used for this Report. Evaluate all soil analytical data accordingly and update all
applicable sections of the Report.

Permittee Response: Please see the Response to Comment 3. As with all previous
analytical data collected, evaluated, and reported for the HWMU RA, updated screening
levels were not used retroactively. However, evaluation of the soil analytical results
collected after January 17, 2024, using the updated screening level for lead, will be
included in a forthcoming HWMU Removal Action Completion Report, in which the 2024
HWMU soil analytical results and corresponding risk evaluations will be presented for the
first time. No changes were made to the 2023 HWMU Progress Status Report.

6. Section 3.1.1, Stockpile Soil Sampling Results, lines 6-8, page 3-4

Permittee Statement: “To address this comment from the NMED, at the conclusion of the
HWMU removal activities, a Work Plan will be prepared to investigate potential surface soil
contamination adjacent to the HWMU.”

NMED Comment: NMED concurs with the proposed investigation adjacent to the HWMU.
Propose the date when the work plan will be submitted to NMED in the response letter.

Permittee Response: The Army is planning a procurement to complete a RCRA Facility
Investigation (RFI) throughout Parcel 3. Surface soil sampling adjacent to the HWMU wiill
be completed as part of the Parcel 3 RFI. The RFI work plan is anticipated to be submitted
in 2026.

No changes were made to the 2023 HWMU Progress Status Report.
7. Section 3.1.2, Confirmation Soil Sampling Results, lines 10-11, page 3-4

Permittee Statement: “As summarized in Section 2.2.2, confirmation soil samples were
collected from 20 excavation grid locations.”

NMED Comment: According to Figure 2-1, Confirmation Sample Locations, there are 36
sampled grids in 2023. Accordingly, the number of sampled grids should have been 36 rather
than 20, provide a clarification for the discrepancy or resolve the discrepancy in the revised
Report. If only 20 confirmation samples were collected although 36 grids were excavated,
additional 16 confirmation samples must be collected from the unsampled grids. Address this
issue in the revised Report, as applicable.



Permittee Response: There are 24 grids (i.e., designated with yellow-hatched lines) shown on
Figure 2-1 as having been sampled clean during the 2023 Removal Action fieldwork (i.e., Grids
D24, D25, E23, E24, E25, E26, F23, F24, F25, F26, F27, G23, G24, G25, G26, G27, H23 H24,
H25, H26, H27, 124, 125, and 126).

However, when several of these grids were sampled, because they were partial grids, they were
sampled together as combined Grid Confirmation Samples (i.e., Grid D25 was sampled with Grid
E25, Grid E26 was sampled with Grid F26, and Grids 124, 125, and 126 were sampled together).
Furthermore, as discussed in the last sentence of Section 3.1.2, three of the Grids sampled clean
in 2023 had to undergo an additional 12-inch excavation and were subsequently resampled (i.e.,
with concentrations below screening criteria). As a result, the number of confirmation samples
(23 samples total) shown in the Appendix A.2 and B.2 tables is not the same as the number of
2023-completed grids shown on Figure 2-1.

Also, four of the 2023 Grid Confirmation Samples (i.e., PSHWMU-GRID-H25-001, P3HWMU-
GRIDI24.25.26-001, PSBHWMU-GRID-H26-001, and P3HWMU-GRID-H27-001) were
inadvertently omitted from Table A.2 of Appendix A in the Draft Report, so these sample results
were added to the Final version of the 2023 HWMU Progress Status Report.

To further resolve the confusion identified by this comment, the first paragraph of Section 3.1.2
was revised as follows:

“As summarized in Section 2.2.2, 23 confirmation soil samples were collected from 2420-grids
excavated lecations-during the 2023 RA fieldwork lecations-as shown on Figure 2-1. As shown
on Figure 2-1, because several of the 2023 excavated grids were partial grids (i.e., along the
boundary of the MRS) multiple grids were combined when conducting the final confirmation soil
sampling activities (i.e., Grid D25 was sampled with Grid E25, Grid E26 was sampled with Grid
F26, and Grids 124, 125, and 126).”

The subsequent Section 3.1.2 text was also revised as follows:

“Of the initial 20 confirmation soil samples collected, no VOCs, SVOCs, explosives,
polychlorinated biphenyls, dioxins/furans, cyanide, nitrate, and perchlorate, were detected above
residential cancer or noncancer screening levels. However, Fthallium was detected above the
residential SSL noncancer endpoint of 0.782 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) in the following
samples and at the following concentrations:

* PSBHWMU-GRID-E23-0001: 1.0 mg/kg
* PSBHWMU-GRID-F24-0001: 1.7 mg/kg
* PBHWMU-GRID-G23-00081: 1.2 mg/kg

As a result, Aan additional 12 inches of soil was removed from the entirety of Grids E23, F24,
and G23 and then they were resampled (i.e., Grid Samples P3HWMU-GRID-E23-002,
P3HWMU-GRID-F24-002, and P3HWMU-GRID-G23-002).

These samples collected after removing the additional soil did not contain explosives,
polychlorinated biphenyls, metals (including thallium), dioxins/furans, metals, cyanide, nitrate,

and or perchlorate above residential cancer or noncancer screening levels. The confirmation soil
sample analytical results used to verify completion of the 24 grids excavated during the 2023
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removal operations (as shown on Figure 2-1) are documented in Appendix A.2. The risk
assessment results for these samples are documented in Appendix B.2.

The first sentence of Section 3.2.1.8 was revised as follows:

“A total of 278 stockpile samples and 20 23 confirmation soil samples were collected in 2023
during the removal activities and were evaluated for human health risks as detailed in Section
3.1

The seventh paragraph of Section 4 (See also the Response to Comment 10 below) was
revised as follows:

“A total of 26-23 confirmation soil samples were collected from the 24 grids completed at the
HWMU in 2023 as shown on Figure 2-1 and detailed in Section 3.1.2. Three of the initial 20
confirmation soil samples exhibited thallium concentrations which exceeded the NMED
residential noncancer screening level (0.782 mg/kg). An additional 12 inches of soil was removed
from the entirety of these three grid footprints and they were resampled....”

Finally, the eighth paragraph of Section 4 was revised as follows:

“...Confirmation soil samples were collected and confirmed the absence of contamination in the
following 24 grids during the 2023 RA field activities: B23 Grids D24 through D25, E23 through
E26, F23 through F27, G23 through G27, H23 through H27, and 124 through 126 as shown on
Figure 2-1."

8. Section 3.3.1.1, MEC Recovered During Processing, lines 14-17, page 3-5, and Section
3.3.2, MEC Disposal, 17-19, page 3-10

Permittee Statement: “A total of 640,911 MEC items were recovered from the MPPEH
inspection lines of the processing plant in 2023; 209 items were determined to be unacceptable
to move and were destroyed by detonation in place in the HWMU.”

and,

“Detonation in place operations occurred in HWMU Grid G28 (shown on Figure 3-1), which will
undergo excavation and sampling in the future.”

NMED Comment: It is unclear whether all 209 blow-in-place (BIP) items were transported to
Grid G28 and detonated/destroyed within Grid G28, or some of them were destroyed at the
locations where they were discovered in other grids. Provide a clarification in the revised Report.

If some of Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) items were detonated/destroyed at the
locations where they were discovered, each location must be identified on a map relative to the
boundaries of the HWMU and the previously remediated grids. Provide a map presenting the
locations where the BIP items were destroyed in the revised Report. In this case, supplemental
investigations would be warranted in the adjacent areas at a time when current remedial
operations are completed. Acknowledge this provision in the response letter, as applicable.

If all 209 MEC items were transported to Grid G28 and detonated and destroyed, explain why
they could have been transported to Grid G28 but could not have been transported to the
Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) in the revised Report. Note that the distances from
the locations where MEC items were discovered to Grid G28 and to the CAMU are comparable.
If MEC items could have been transported to the CAMU, they should have been
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detonated/destroyed within the CAMU. Provide a clarification in the revised Report.

Furthermore, Grid G28 is located near the western boundary of the HWMU, and the arroyo is
present within the footprint of Grid G28. Explosive residues/debris may potentially be dispersed
outside of the HWMU boundary or into the arroyo at a time of detonation. In this case,
supplemental investigations would be warranted outside of the HWMU boundary and within the
arroyo at a time when current remedial operations are completed. Acknowledge this provision in
the response letter, as applicable.

Permittee Response: The CAMU is an offsite facility located approximately half a mile north of
the HWMU boundary used to destroy items determined acceptable to move. When MEC items
were deemed sensitive or unacceptable to move by the SUXOS they could not be safely
relocated outside of the HWMU boundary.

The 209 MEC items determined unacceptable to move were recovered from the processing plant
and transported to Grid G28 for destruction. When a MEC item recovered during processing
operations was determined unacceptable to move, it was remotely deposited into a steel pan
containing a bed of sand. Typically, these items would be destroyed in place, however, to protect
the plant from damage during detonation activities and to adhere to the minimum safe distances
established for the project, the items were moved away from the plant.

As a result, Grid G28 was established as an appropriate alternative location by the SUXOS in
consultation with the USACE Ordnance and Explosives Safety Specialist and the rest of the
Project Management team.

The steel pan containing the MEC items was towed remotely to grid G28 where the items were
subsequently destroyed by detonation.

The text of Section 3.3.1.1 was revised with additional clarification as follows:

“A total of 640,911 MEC items were recovered from the MPPEH inspection lines of the
processing plant in 2023.; Following additional inspection by the SUXOS, in accordance with EM
385-1-97 (USACE 2013a), 209 of the MEC items were determined to be unsafe to move off-site
(i.e., outside of the HWMU boundaries) for subsequent disposal at the CAMU. And-As a result,
for safety purposes and protection of processing plant equipment, the SUXOS in consultation
with the USACE Ordnance and Explosives Safety Specialist, determined that these 209 MEC
items should be were destroyed by detonation within unexcavated Grid G28 so that any MD or
explosive residues left over from the MEC disposal operations would be removed, processed,
and treated during subsequent Grid 28 excavation activities completed in 2024. inplace-in-the-
HWMU. All other MEC items that were considered acceptable to safely move to the CAMU were
transferred to the-ECMSs for disposal at a later date as discussed in Section 3.3.2...."

Although unlikely, explosives residues and debris may have been deposited outside the HWMU
boundary during MEC demolition activities in Grid G28. The Army is planning a procurement to
complete an RFI throughout Parcel 3. Surface soil sampling adjacent to the HWMU will be
completed as part of the Parcel 3 RFI.

9. Section 4, Summary, lines 35-37, page 4-1, and lines 1-3, page 4-2

Permittee Statement: “Figure 4-2 shows the locations of the contaminated soil storage area. At
the conclusion of this project, to address the requirement to investigate potential surface soil
contamination within the footprint of the stockpile area and the outer perimeter of the stockpile
management area, the Army proposes collection of a soil sample from each grid located within
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the stockpile management area and from each grid along the perimeter of the stockpile
management area, following the methodology outlined in the HWMU Work Plan.”

NMED Comment: According to Figure 4-2, Contaminated Stockpile and Backfill Storage Area,
the area designated to store the contaminated soil stockpiles is located outside of the stockpile
management and backfill storage area. Explain if the area designated to store the contaminated
soil stockpiles has been lined with materials that prevent hazardous constituents from migrating
beneath the ground surface. If the area has not been lined, the Permittee must investigate for
potential contamination of the soils beneath the area to the depth of the water table.
Acknowledge this provision in the response letter.

In addition, because hazardous constituents could have already been dispersed outside of the
contaminated soil stockpile area in all lateral directions, outer boundaries of the contaminated
soil stockpile area must thoroughly be investigated. Use smaller grids (e.g., 50 feet by 50 feet)
surrounding outer perimeter of the contaminated stockpile area for the investigation.
Acknowledge this provision in the response letter.

Permittee Response: Additional sampling and evaluation (i.e., “Stockpile Bottom Sampling” and
a “Final Contaminated Stockpile Staging Area Sampling Event”) of the final stockpile staging
areas shown on Figures 4-1 and 4-2 of the 2023 HWMU Progress Status Report will be included
in a forthcoming comprehensive HWMU Removal Action Completion Report. To clarify this, the
text of the fourth and fifth paragraphs of Section 4 (where Figures 4-1 and 4-2 are introduced)
was revised with additional information as follows:

“...Figure 4-1 shows the location of the stockpile management and backfill storage area at the
conclusion of the 2023 HWMU removal activities. Figure 4-2 shows the locations of the
contaminated soil storage area at the end of the 2023 HWMU removal activities.

“Stockpiles were originally placed on plastic sheeting while awaiting sample results, but starting
in 2020, the use of plastic sheeting was discontinued due to the excessive amount of plastic
debris that was generated. Once future removal operations are completed throughout all HWMU
grids (i.e., during subsequent 2024 fieldwork), a comprehensive HWMU Removal Action
Completion Report will be completed. This report will document additional soil removal and
sampling activities of the surface soils beneath the contaminated stockpile staging areas shown
on Figure 4-2 and elsewhere at the HWMU where contaminated stockpiles were staged.
“Stockpile Bottom Sample” results and a Final Contaminated Stockpile Staging Area Sampling
Event (conducted in 2024 upon removal of all contaminated soil stockpiles from the Site) will be
documented in this Final HWMU Removal Action Completion Report. At-the-Additional future
sampling may also be recommended in areas not addressed by the 2024 stockpile bottom
sampling activities to be reported i in the forthcomlng comprehenswe HWMU Removal Actlon
Completlon Report on-the

et—the—steekp#e—management—atea— following the methodology outllned in the HWMU Work Plan.”
10. Section 4, Summary, lines 11-12, page 4-2

Permittee Statement: “An additional 12 inches of soil was removed from these grids and they
were resampled.”

NMED Comment: The lateral extent of additional soil removal is not discussed in the Report.
Explain whether the entire footprint of each grid was excavated for additional soil removal, or the
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limited areas surrounding the sample collection locations were excavated to eliminate the
thallium exceedances in the revised Report. If only limited areas surrounding the sample
collection locations were excavated, identify the lateral extents of additional soil removal in the
revised Report.

Permittee Response: Please see the Response to Comment 7. The text added clarifies that
12 inches of soil was removed from the entirety of each grid where thallium concentrations above
screening criteria were originally detected.

If you have questions or require further information, please contact me at
Cheryl.a.frischkorn.civ@army.mil, (Work Mobile) 703-624-6429 or
George.h.cushman.civ@army.mil, 571-256-1330 (Pentagon Office, preferred) or 703-608-2245
(Work Mobile).

Sincerely,

Cheryl Frishkorn

BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Fort Wingate Depot Activity
BRAC Operations Branch
Environmental Division

CF:

Neelam Dhawan, NMED, HWB
Michiya Suzuki, NMED, HWB
Laurie King, U.S. EPA Region 6

Travis Tucker, U.S. EPA Region 6

lan Thomas, BRAC Ops

George Cushman, BRAC Ops

Alan Soicher, USACE

Ben Moayyad, USACE

Laberta Farrell, SW BIA Zuni Agency
George Padilla, BIA, NRO

Darren Sanchez, The Zuni Tribe
Sharlene Begay-Platero, Navajo Nation
Admin Record, NM / Ohio
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