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

June 6, 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: Final Munitions and Explosives of Concern Investigation Work Plan, Parcel 11, dated
October 15, 2024, Fort Wingate Depot Activity, McKinley County, New Mexico. EPA#
NM6213820974.

Dear Mr. Nance:

This letter provides responses to the comments issued in the Disapproval letter from the New
Mexico Environment Department (NMED) dated February 4, 2025, HWB-FWDA-24-015, for the
Final Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) Investigation Work Plan, Parcel 11, dated
October 15, 2024. In addition to the comment responses provided in this letter, two (2) hard
copies and two (2) electronic (CD) copies of the abovementioned document Revision 1.0 are
enclosed for your review and consideration. The electronic transmittal includes a redline-
strikeout version of the abovementioned Revision 1.0 Work Plan showing where all revisions
were made.

In the responses below, the italicized font indicates text added to the document, and the
strikeout font indicates text removed from the document.

COMMENTS:

1. Executive Summary, ES.2, Purpose and Scope, page 13, lines 8-11, and Section 4.1,
[SWMU 40] Background, page 43, lines 7-9

Permittee Statements: “This MEC [(munitions and explosives of concern)]
Investigation Work Plan contains investigative information for two solid waste
management units (SWMUSs) and adjacent areas in Parcel 11:

¢ SWMU 10 — Sewage Treatment Plant (approximately 17.5 acres), and

e SWMU 40 — South Administration Area (approximately 3.5 acres).”

and,

“It is unknown how deep the munitions were when they were found or why they were
buried, if intentionally buried, but it was assumed that they were related to munitions
transport.”



NMED Comment: The latter statement indicates that the historical operations at the
Facility have not been documented and are not fully understood. The Permit lists 10
SWMUSs and seven areas of concern 10 (AOCs) within Parcel 11. In the revised Work
Plan, explain why SWMUs 10 and 40 only pertain to the MEC investigation while others
do not. If the other SWMUs and AOCs have previously been investigated and MEC was
not found, state such a fact, or if other SWMUs and AOCs have not previously been
investigated, the presence/absence of MEC may be unknown. In this case, propose to
investigate all SWMUs and AOCs in Parcel 11 in the revised Work Plan, as appropriate.

Permittee Response: Concur. An approximately 36.5-acre geophysical investigation area is
now proposed for the Administration Area in the vicinity of the munitions debris (MD)
recovered near Building 12. The survey area includes two former storage yards and most of
the SWMUs and AOCs in Parcel 11, except for SWMU 10. It includes all areas where the
presence of MEC could be reasonably suspected in Parcel 11 outside of SWMU 10. The
Work Plan has been extensively revised to address this, including the Executive Summary,
Section 1.0, and Section 4.0. Figures 1.3 and 4.1 have also been revised.

Section 1.1, Purpose and Scope, page 25, lines 38-41

Permittee Statement: “The boundaries of the 2009 surveys adjacent to the SWMU 40
buildings/structures were based on proximity to specific buildings or structures. MEC
contamination is not expected outside of these areas. Therefore, the SWMU 40 surveys will
cover the same areas surveyed in 2009 (see Figure 4.1).”

NMED Comment: According to Figure 4.1, SWMU 40 Structures, the areas (a) surrounding
Building 14, (b) between Buildings 12/13 and the former Building 29, and (c) surrounding
structure 63 have not previously been investigated and are not proposed to be investigated
in the Work Plan. Explain why these areas are not covered under this investigation in the
response letter. Although the Permittee states, “MEC contamination is not expected outside
of these areas,” the presence/absence of MEC contamination is unknown because the
areas were not previously investigated. Propose to investigate the areas in the revised Work
Plan, as appropriate.

Permittee Response: Concur. The 36.5-acre survey area described in the response to
Comment #1 includes the referenced locations.

Section 1.2, Parcel 11 Background Information, page 27, lines 24-25

Permittee Statement: “Activities for the RFI were detailed in the RFI Report (USACE,
2014), which was approved with modifications in 2013.”

NMED Comment: The statement may contain a typographical error. It is unclear how the
2014 RFI report could be approved in the previous year 2013. Correct the typographical
error in the revised Work Plan or provide a clarification in the response letter.

Permittee Response: Concur. The referenced text has been revised to indicate that the
Final Report was approved with modifications in September 2013, and that the modified
Final Report was issued in 2014: “Activities for the RFI were detailed in the Final RFI Report,
Revision 1.0, dated March 29, 2013 (USACE, 2014 2013b), which was approved with
modifications in September 2013. The modified Final RFI Report, Revision 2.0, was issued
May 23, 2014 (USACE, 2014).”



4. Section 3.1, Background, page 33, lines 11-12, Section 3.2, Previous Investigations,
page 34, lines 2-4, and Section 5.1.7, Intrusive Investigation, page 59, lines 37-39

Permittee Statements: “A subset of the subsurface sources identified will be excavated to
help determine the presence/absence of MEC.”

and,

“According to the RFI Report for Parcel 11 (USACE, 2014), prior to 1993, the area around
the incinerator was littered with munitions items that had apparently been burned to set off
the tracer elements.”

and,

“Once the source of an anomaly has been identified and necessary MEC operations have
been completed, the excavation will be filled in and tamped to the approximate consistency
and grade of the surrounding soil.”

NMED Comment: The Work Plan does not include a scope to address potential soil
contamination in the pertinent areas of Parcel 11. If the presence of MEC is identified during
the investigation, residual soil contamination may potentially remain in the proximity of the
areas/depths where MEC is identified. In this case, confirmation soil samples must be
collected from the excavation while MEC removal is being conducted before it is backfilled.

In addition, the analytical suite of confirmation soil samples must include all analytes
associated with the operations of the SWMU (e.g., incineration). Propose to collect
confirmation soil samples from the excavation, as applicable, and provide a description of
the analytical suite in the revised Work Plan. Alternatively, propose to submit a phase 2
investigation work plan to address potential residual soil contamination in the vicinity of the
locations where MEC is identified in the revised Work Plan. In this case, the excavation must
not be backfilled until the confirmation sampling is complete.

Permittee Response: Concur. Soil sampling was added to the MEC Investigation Work
Plan, detailing that if a MEC item is encountered, a soil sample will be collected 0.5 feet
below the item. Confirmation soil samples associated with MEC items will be analyzed for
TAL metals and explosives, considered munitions constituents (MC), to identify potential
releases from MEC items. All other analytes associated with operations at SWMUs and
AOCs in Parcel 11 are being investigated in the ongoing Parcel 11 RFI. The following text
was added to Sections 3.4.5 and 4.4.5, Step 5 of the DQOs:

Section 3.4.5: “If a MEC item is encountered in Parcel 11, SWMU 10, a soil sample will be
collected 0.5 feet below the item or from the surface of the detonation crater if the item
cannot be moved and is blown-in-place. Confirmation samples in SWMU 10 will be analyzed
for explosives and TAL metals.”

Section 4.4.5: "If a MEC item is encountered in the Administration Area, a soil sample will be
collected 0.5 feet below the item or from the surface of the detonation crater if the item
cannot be moved and is blown-in-place. Confirmation samples in the Administration Area
will be analyzed for explosives and TAL metals."

5. Sections 3.3.4.2 and 4.3.4.2, Spatial and Temporal Boundaries, page 38, lines 16-17,
and page 48, lines 11-12

Permittee Statement: “The detection threshold will be based on response five times the



site-specific background noise.”

NMED Comment: Targets of interest (TOI) may be present if the response is greater than
the background level regardless of its strength. Explain why the response less than five
times can be interpreted as non-detection in the revised Work Plan. The noise level may be
inversely proportional to reliable detection depth. Explain the basis for the set detection
threshold (i.e., response five times the site-specific background noise) in the revised Work
Plan.

In addition, NMED recommends that standard objects be buried in various depths to
evaluate response strengths relative to their corresponding depths. An appropriate detection
threshold may be established with the correlation. Include a provision to evaluate depth-
specific detection threshold in the revised Work Plan, as appropriate.

Permittee Response: Concur. The referenced text has been revised to indicate that the
target selection threshold will be the lower of five times background or 25 microvolts per
ampere, which is the lowest expected response for a 37mm projectile at a depth of 30
centimeters below the ground surface. It is also noted that five times background is
expected to be less than 25 microvolts per ampere at the FWDA. The following text has
been revised in Section 3.3.4.2 of the Work Plan: “The detection threshold will be based on
a response five times the site-specific background noise or 25 microvolts per ampere (UV/A)
for the sum of all UltraTEM time gates between 0.25 and 0.5 milliseconds (ms), whichever is
lower. Five times background is typically used as a target selection threshold to ensure a
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) high enough to limit target selections on background response;
25 pV/A is the lowest expected response for a 37mm projectile at a depth of 30 centimeters
below the ground surface (cm bgs). For sites with relatively low background response, which
is the expectation at FWDA, five times background is expected to be lower than 25 pV/A.”
Similar text has been added to Section 4.3.4.2 of the Work Plan.

The use of synthetic seeding to evaluate site-specific depths of detection has been added
as Section 5.1.6.5 Synthetic Seeding and Analysis: “After dynamic AGC data collection is
complete, synthetic seeding methods will be used to verify that the expected munitions, as
listed in Tables 1.1 and 1.2, are detectable and classifiable (as applicable) to the
detection/classification depths listed in the tables given site-specific noise conditions.
Synthetic seeding is a non-invasive process where artificial, software-generated responses
from forward-modeled polarizabilities of TOIs are superimposed into AGC data to monitor
the quality of the data and to provide confidence that the data are usable for their intended
purpose. Using BTField, synthetic seeds will be modeled in the data at depths between 75
and 125 percent of their respective expected depths of detection/classification. Any noted
effects on detection and/or classification depths, either positive (i.e., deeper than the depths
noted in the tables) or negative (i.e., shallower than the depths in the tables), based on the
synthetic seed results will be discussed in the DUA and the MEC Investigation Report.
Synthetic seeding will be in addition to the actual physical seeds to be placed as discussed
in Section 5.1.5.”

This section is referenced in the Vertical Boundaries discussions (Sections 3.3.4.4 and
4.3.4.4).



6. Sections 3.3.4.4 and 4.3.4.4, Vertical Boundaries, page 38, lines 30-32, and page 48,
lines 30-32
Permittee Statement: “The vertical boundary for each confirmed or suspected munition that
may be present is the munition-specific maximum reliable depth of detection based on the
detection threshold discussed above.”

NMED Comment: Clarify that the maximum reliable depths provided by the instrument are
sufficient to cover potential depth where each munition is likely to be detected in the
response letter. Unless the instrument is capable of screening the entire vertical extent
where each specific munition is potentially present, explosive hazards will remain at the
sites.

Permittee Response: Concur. The depths at which munitions have been recovered during
previous investigations are unavailable; therefore, it is uncertain if there are munitions
present past their respective depths of detection. The referenced sections have been
updated to indicate that munitions are not expected past their minimum expected depths of
detection, but also acknowledge that it is possible. Each section also indicates that the
minimum expected depths of detection for each site will be developed based on site-specific
conditions and that these depths, relative to expected munitions depths, will be evaluated in
the DUA and the MEC Investigation Report.

7. Section 3.3.5.1, AGC Survey, page 39, lines 9-10

Permittee Statement: “Geophysical anomalies exceeding the project-specific detection
threshold and sources classified as either potential TOI or inconclusive.”

NMED Comment: The inconclusive source classification may be considered as a detection
of MEC. Discuss the subsequent step(s) when/if geophysical anomalies are classified as
inconclusive in the revised Work Plan.

Permittee Response: Concur. Note that Section 3.3.5.1 AGC Survey, Decision rules, third
bullet, provision “d” indicates that inconclusive sources will be placed on the dig list: “If AGC
analyses meet any of the following criteria, the associated source will be placed on an
ordered dig list: a) the polarizability decay curve matches that of an item in the site-specific
TOl library, as defined in the Classification Technical Memorandum; b) estimates of the size,
shape, symmetry, and wall thickness indicate the item is long, cylindrical or spherical, and
thick-walled; c) there is a group (cluster) of unknown anomalies having similar polarizability
decay curves that, after investigation, are discovered to be TOI; or d) the source is classified
as inconclusive. The procedures for designating a cluster are described in Section 5.1.6.4.”

8. Section 4.1.1, Location, Description, and Operational History, page 43, lines 23-24

Permittee Statement: “The storage yard was reportedly used to store munitions prior to
transport.”

NMED Comment: The storage yard area depicted in Figure 4.1, SWMU 40 Structures, is
not proposed to be investigated. Since the storage yard was used to store munitions, the
area occupied by the storage yard must be investigated for the presence/absence of MEC.
Revise the Work Plan accordingly.



10.

11.

Permittee Response: Concur. The 36.5-acre area described in the response to Comment
#1 includes the referenced storage yard.

Section 4.2, Previous Investigation, page 44, lines 17-18
Permittee Statement: “They [(projectiles)] were near an area where railcars were loaded
with scrap from the storage yard via a loading dock to the northeast of Building 10.”

NMED Comment: According to Figure 4.1, the footprint of the loading dock and its
immediate surrounding areas are not proposed to be investigated. Since MEC may
potentially be detected in the vicinity of the loading dock, propose to investigate the areas in
the revised Work Plan, as practicable.

Permittee Response: Concur. The 36.5-acre area described in the response to Comment
#1 includes the referenced locations.

Section 4.2, Previous Investigation, page 44, lines 28-30, and Section 4.3.4.1, Target
Population, page 48, lines 3-4

Permittee Statements: “It was determined that this would require the excavation of 254 of
the 748 anomalies identified in the EM61 data (7 mV or higher response on EM61 channel
2). The proposed intrusive investigation was never performed.”

and,

“The investigation in SWMU 40 area is based on the recovery of 37mm and 75mm
projectiles during utility trenching in 1998.”

NMED Comment: The entire areas where previous investigation was conducted are
overlapped by the footprint of the proposed SWMU 40 investigation area. It is expected that
the same anomalies will be detected during this investigation because neither the intrusive
investigation nor remedial activities were previously performed. Although the advanced
instrument that will be used for this investigation may distinguish between a MEC and non-
hazardous clutter with a better accuracy and reduce the number of anomalies necessary to
be excavated, the proposed investigation areas do not cover any new/additional areas
where MEC may potentially be detected. The investigation areas should cover entire areas
where the presence of MEC is reasonably suspected in Parcel 11. Propose to investigate
previously uninvestigated new/additional areas where MEC may potentially be detected in
addition to the areas covered by this investigation in the revised Work Plan (see also
Comments 2, 8, and 9).

Permittee Response: Concur. The 36.5-acre area described in the response to Comment
#1 includes all areas where the presence of MEC is reasonably suspected in Parcel 11
outside of SWMU 10.

Section 4.3.4.3, Horizontal Boundaries, page 48, lines 26-28

Permittee Statement: “Without an obvious reason to extend the survey boundaries, no
buffer was added to the previous SWMU 40 investigation boundary.”

NMED Comment: There appears to be reasons to extend the survey boundaries. For
example, Section 4.1.1 states that the storage yard was used to store munitions. See the
relevant comments above. Unless clear reasons are provided, the survey boundaries must
be extended to cover the areas where MEC may potentially be present. Revise all sections



12.

13.

of the Work Plan, as appropriate.

Permittee Response: Concur. The 36.5-acre area described in the response to Comment
#1 includes all areas where the presence of MEC could be reasonably suspected in Parcel
11 outside of SWMU 10. Section 4.3.4.3 Horizontal Boundaries has been revised as follows:
“The horizontal boundaries of the project are defined by the previeus-survey boundaries
locations of two storage yards and adjacent buildings and structures in Parcel 11. One of the
storage yards is SWMU 3, and the buildings and structures include most of the non-SWMU
10 SWMUs and AOCs in Parcel 11. The 36.5-acre survey area encompasses all areas in
Parcel 11, other than SMWU 10, where it is considered possible that the storage or
transport of munrtrons could have resulted |n MEC contamrnatron Beeause—the—M—EG

Section 5.1.8.2.2, MEC/MPPEH Disposal, page 60, lines 31-32

Permittee Statement: “ltems that cannot be moved will ideally be blown in place the day
they are discovered in accordance with the ESP.”

NMED Comment: If such a situation arises, soil confirmation samples must be collected
from the detonation crater to evaluate potential soil contamination associated with the
detonation. Acknowledge the provision in the response letter.

Permittee Response: Concur. If such a situation arises, soil confirmation samples will be
collected from the detonation crater to evaluate potential soil contamination associated with
the detonation. The following text was added to Sections 3.4.5 and 4.4.5, Step 5 of the
DQOs:

Section 3.4.5: “If a MEC item is encountered in Parcel 11, SWMU 10, a soil sample will be
collected 0.5 feet below the item. If a MEC item cannot be moved and must be blown in place,
a soil sample will be collected 0.5 feet below the surface of the detonation crater.”

Section 4.4.5: "If a MEC item is encountered in the Administration Area, a soil sample will be
collected 0.5 feet below the item. If a MEC item cannot be moved and must be blown in place,
a soil sample will be collected 0.5 feet below the surface of the detonation crater.”

Section 6.0, Risk Assessment and Reporting, page 63, lines 8-10

Permittee Statement: “RMM [(risk management methodology)] is a tool used to assess
risks at MEC contaminated sites and can serve as the baseline risk assessment and
facilitate communication about risk.”

NMED Comment: The risk assessment included in the Work Plan only pertains to potential
explosive hazards. As stated in Comment 4 above, residual soil contamination may
potentially remain in the proximity of the areas/depths where MEC is identified. The risk
associated with residual soil contamination must also be evaluated in the revised Work Plan
if confirmation soil sampling is included as part of the Work Plan. In addition, Section 7.0,



14.

Waste Management Plan, and its subsections must include a provision to manage
contaminated soil associated with excavation and sampling activities, as appropriate.
Permittee Response: Concur. Section 6.5, Human Health Risk Assessment, has been
added to the Work Plan to address potential risk associated with soil sample results. In
addition, Section 7.1 has been revised to include provisions for managing IDW associated
with sampling activities as follows: “Other than MDAS, three types of IDW may be generated
during the sampling of environmental media during the Parcel 11 MEC Investigation
activities: residual soil volume, decontamination fluids, and disposable sampling
equipment/PPE. Proper management of this IDW is required to ensure compliance with
federal, state, and Army regulations applicable to the collection, storage, transport, and
disposal of potentially hazardous materials. Required IDW management measures for
FWDA investigations or remedial activities will be waste segregation, containerization and
Iabellng temporary storage Waste characterlzatlon and dlsposal minimabwasteis

A description of IDW from soil sampling activities has been added to new Section 5.10.
Sections 7.3 and 7.5 were also revised to address possible IDW from soil sampling
activities.

Section 6.3, Overview of Input Factors for Decision Logic to Assess Risks from
Explosive Hazards, page 65, lines 29-31

Permittee Statement: “If an acceptable risk scenario is identified and concurred by the
project team and stakeholders, then it may be possible to recommend no further action.”

NMED Comment: According to Table 6.3, RMM Matrix 3: Risk of Harmful Incident, an
acceptable scenario is identified under MEC Code 2 or 3, which causes death or major
injury through MEC interaction because likelihood of the encounter is infrequent/unlikely. In
order to completely eliminate an incident of death/major injury, all scenarios under MEC
Codes 2 and 3 must be identified as unacceptable scenarios. Unless a remedial response is
practicable in such areas, institutional control (e.g., access restriction) must permanently be
implemented. Revise the Work Plan accordingly.

Permittee Response: Concur. Note, RMM Matrix 3: Risk of Harmful Incident, is from a
guidance document published by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and as such, the
components of the matrix should not be revised. However, the RMM is just one tool to be
considered when determining the need for further action to address MEC risks at a site.
Project team and stakeholder input is critical for the successful evaluation of the hazard
associated with MEC.

Text in Section 6.0 has been revised as follows:
“A qualitative risk assessment will be conducted to evaluate explosive hazards to
human receptors. The purpose of the risk assessment is to determine the potential
hazards associated with interaction with MEC present in environmental media. A
MEC hazard assessment is a procedure used to qualitatively evaluate the potential
explosive hazards presented to human receptors associated with complete MEC
exposure pathways at a site. The qualitative risk assessment technique presented
here follows the OSD Memorandum dated 14 July 2023 and titled, Military
Munitions Response Program Risk Management Methodology (OSD, 2023). RMM
is a tool used to assess risks at MEC contaminated sites and can serve as the



baseline risk assessment and facilitate communication about risk. A baseline risk
assessment is prepared and serves as the basis for evaluating risk posed from
exposure to contamination if no remediation or institutional controls are applied.
The RMM is one factor to be considered when determining whether additional
actions are required at a MEC contaminated site. Successful implementation of
the decision-making process is highly dependent on receiving stakeholder input
and concurrence.”

Similarly, text in Section 6.3 has been revised as follows:
“The RMM (OSD, 2023) uses three matrices (Matrices 1 through 3) to support the
assessment of each risk scenario. To complete the baseline risk assessment for
explosive hazards under each risk scenario, input factors for the three matrices are
reviewed and suitable categories are selected based on historical documentation,
stakeholder input, and the results of the MEC investigation. These matrices are
related to the three critical elements noted previously and are:

[Text excluded for brevity]

The output of Matrix 3 is a recommendation determination of either acceptable or
unacceptable risk.

[Text excluded for brevity]

Atthe-end-of characterization+The result from Matrix 3 is used to differentiate
identify potentially unacceptable from potentially acceptable risk conditions for
each exposure scenario. If an acceptable risk scenario is identified in Matrix 3,
those results will be presented to and-ceneurred-by-the project team and
stakeholders. If the project team and stakeholders concur that there is an
acceptable risk, then it may be possible to recommend no further action. Leaving
known MEC items in place will not be considered acceptable. Where an
unacceptable risk scenario is identified, a remedial response is required to address
risks from explosive hazards. In these situations, the matrices can be used to
identify remedial responses that will ultimately achieve acceptable conditions.”

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

Sincerely,
Clheryt Frivelern

Cheryl Frischkorn

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



Enclosures

CF:

Neelam Dhawan, NMED, HWB
Michiya Suzuki, NMED, HWB
Laurie King, U.S. EPA Region 6
Travis Tucker, U.S. EPA Region 6
Laberta Farrell, SW BIA

George Padilla, BIA, NRO
Sharlene Begay-Platero, Navajo Nation
Darren Sanchez, Zuni Tribe

lan Thomas, BRAC Ops

George Cushman, BRAC Ops
Alan Soicher, USACE

Ben Moayyad, USACE

Admin Record, NM / Ohio
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