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April 28, 2025 
 
George H. Cushman 
Headquarters, Department of the Army 
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Army Environmental Office, Room 5C140 
600 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20310-0600     
 
 
RE:  SECOND DISAPPROVAL  

[REVISED 2023] CORRECTIVE ACTION MANAGEMENT UNIT (CAMU) BIENNIAL SOIL 
SAMPLING EVENT PARCEL 3 CLOSURE AND CORRECTIVE ACTION 
FORT WINGATE DEPOT ACTIVITY 
MCKINLEY COUNTY, NEW MEXICO 
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) [Revised 2023] Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) Biennial Soil 
Sampling Event Parcel 3 Closure and Corrective Action (Report), dated January 31, 2021 [sic]. 
NMED has reviewed the Report, and hereby issues this Second Disapproval with the following 
comments. 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
1. Cover Page of the Report 

NMED Comment: The Report is dated January 31, 2021. The Report should be dated 
January 31, 2025. Correct the typographical error in the revised Report. In addition, the 
Report pertains to the year 2023 sampling event. The title of the Report must indicate the 
relevant year of the sampling event. Furthermore, the title of the Report (i.e., CAMU 
Biennial Soil Sampling Event Parcel 3 Closure and Corrective Action) may be confusing. This 
Report does not pertain to closure or corrective action; it is a biennial sampling report. 
Clarify the title of the Report, as appropriate.    
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2. Missing Redline-Strikeout (RLSO) Version  
 
NMED Comment: The NMED’s September 3, 2024 Disapproval states, “[t]he Permittee must 
also include a redline-strikeout version in electronic format showing where all revisions to 
the Report have been made.” The Report does not include an RLSO version of the Report. It 
is difficult to identify relevant revisions made to the original Report unless an RLSO version 
is provided. Submit an RLSO version for the January 31, 2025 report as well as the revised 
Report required to be submitted by this Second Disapproval.   
 

3. Incorrect Numbering of the Response to Comments 
 
NMED Comment: The response number 7 is missing from the Permittee’s response to 
comments letter. As a result, the subsequent response number in the response letter 
became incorrect. The response number must be consistent with the comment number in 
the NMED’s September 3, 2024 Disapproval.   

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

4. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 1, dated September 3, 2024 
 
Permittee Statement: “A discussion of trend analysis was added to the “Discussion of 
Results” section.”  
 
NMED Comment: The “Discussion of Results” section in the March 22, 2024 report is 
referenced as Section 7.0, Discussion of Results, in this Report. However, Section 7.0 does 
not include a discussion of trend analysis. Section 8.0, Contaminant Trend Analysis, should 
have been referenced in the statement. No revision is required.   
 

5. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comments 2 and [10], dated September 3, 
2024 
 
Permittee Statements: “A new table presenting an evaluation of risk to site workers was 
added to Attachment 3.” 
and, 
“The initial site-wide risk assessments used the maximum detected concentrations for each 
data set to evaluate residential and industrial risks.” 
 
NMED Comment: Although Section 9.0 of the Report concludes that industrial risks are 
absent, Attachment 3, Risk Tables, does not include data associated with an evaluation of 
risk to site workers (i.e., industrial risk). Reference the data in appropriate sections of the 
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Report or include the data presenting an evaluation of risk to site workers (i.e., industrial 
risk) in the revised Report.  
 

6. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment [10], dated September 3, 2024 
 
Permittee Statement: “A site-wide risk assessment was added to the “Evaluation of Risk” 
section.” 
 
NMED Comment: The referenced “Evaluation of Risk” section is not included in the Report. 
A discussion of the site-wide risk assessment is included under Section 9.0, Evaluation of 
Potential Cumulative Effects. No revision is required.  
 

7. Section 3.0, Evaluation of Alternative Technologies to OB/OD, Decontamination, page 4, 
paragraph 4 
 
Permittee Statement: “For sites such as FWDA where sizes, types and highly corroded 
munitions items are present, OB/OD is considered the most viable, economical, and 
effective way to handle large volumes of energetics.” 
 
NMED Comment: Section 8.0, Contaminant Trend Analysis, states that “[t]he linear trend 
line shows that 2,4,6-TNT is increasing at all three locations, and the increase is consistent 
with the use of the CAMU.” Although the Permittee concludes that OB/OD is considered the 
most viable technology at the facility, the soil contamination level has been increasing at 
the CAMU. In order to prevent further increase of contamination level and/or spreading 
contamination to the farther surrounding environment, additional protective measures 
must be implemented at the CAMU, as necessary. Submit a work plan to implement the 
protective measures no later than September 26, 2025, as applicable, or justify why such 
protective measures are not necessary at this time in the revised Report. 
 

8. Section 8.0, Contaminant Trend Analysis, page 10, paragraph 1 
 
Permittee Statement: “Graph 1 (Attachment 2) presents the results of the trend analysis, 
shows the detections and includes linear trend lines.” 
 
NMED Comment: Although Graph 1, Analytical Results Trend Analysis, is correctly included 
in Attachment 2, Sample Summary, Results, and Trend Analysis, of a hard copy of the 
Report, it is not included in Attachment 2 of an electronic copy of the Report. Graph 1 is 
included in Attachment 3, Risk Table, of an electronic copy of the Report instead. The 
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content of the Report must be consistent between a hard and an electronic copy. Revise the 
Report accordingly.     
 

9. Section 9.0, Evaluation of Potential Cumulative Effects, Site Wide Risk Assessment, page 
11, paragraph 5 
 
Permittee Statement: “The data set for the CAMU area consists of two types of data: 
discrete and composite. The composite data set also included VOCs collected as discrete 
samples from corresponding sample locations.” 
 
NMED Comment: According to Table 3.2.1, Composite Sample Results Table, the volatile 
organic compound (VOC) data was also collected from the composite samples. The VOC 
data must be collected from discrete soil samples in all future site sampling events. 
Acknowledge the provision in the response letter. No revision is required. 
 
In addition, according to Tables 3.1.9 through 3.1.12 in Section 3.1 of Attachment 3, the site 
data collected from the composite samples were evaluated against the background data. 
Note that the background data is collected for discrete samples. As stated in multiple 
correspondence letters (e.g., October 29, 2018 Disapproval Final RCRA Investigation Report 
Parcel 7 Revision 1), NMED does not agree that discrete and Incremental Sampling (IS) data 
may be quantitatively compared. Refer to Comment 15 of the October 29, 2018 Disapproval 
Final RCRA Investigation Report Parcel 7 Revision 1 for the basis of incompatibility. The 
usability of the background data to evaluate composite data has not previously been 
evaluated or discussed. Explain why discrete background data may or may not be 
quantitatively compared to composite sampling data in the revised Report. Revise the 
Report accordingly if discrete background data is determined to be incomparable to that of 
composite samples.         

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 August 29, 2025. In addition, Comment 7 above requires 
the Permittee to submit a work plan to implement the protective measures at the CAMU no 
later than September 26, 2025, if applicable.   
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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 
             M. Suzuki, NMED HWB 
             L. King, EPA Region 6 (6LCRRC) 
              S. Begay-Platero, Navajo Nation 
              A. Kucate, Pueblo of Zuni 

M. Bowekaty, Pueblo of Zuni 
             D. Hickman, Southwest Region BIA 
             G. Padilla, Navajo BIA 
             M. Wischnewski, BIA 
             R. White, BIA 
             C. Esler, Sundance Consulting, Inc. 
 C. Frischkorn, BRAC 
             A. Soicher, USACE 
 
File: FWDA 2025 and Reading  
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