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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 Revision 1 (Work Plan), dated April 2025. NMED has reviewed the Work 
Plan and hereby issues this Approval with Modifications with the following comments.  
 
COMMENTS 
 
1. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 2, dated November 14, 2024 

Permittee Statement: “The Army will soon submit a PFAS remedial investigation work plan 
to NMED.” 
 
NMED Comment: The Permittee submitted the Site Inspection Report for per- and 
polyfluorinated substances (PFAS) on May 5, 2025. NMED has accepted the submittal for 
review in accordance with the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Permit and Corrective Action 
Fee Regulations, 20.4.2.201.B(2) NMAC and the fee assessment letter was sent to the 
Permittee on May 20, 2025. NMED has not received the fee payment as of June 12, 2025. 
Once NMED completes its review, NMED will provide comments regarding the PFAS 
inspection report. NMED recommends that the Permittee prepare the PFAS investigation 
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work plan after the Permittee receives the NMED’s comments for the PFAS site inspection 
report in order to avoid duplication of effort. 

 
2. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comments 8 and 16, dated November 14, 

2024 

Permittee Statements: “When the LOQ exceeds the respective SL, the data will be 
discussed as a data quality exception (DQE). All DQEs, even those with no detections 
reported, will be carried forward for further evaluation. 
and, 
“Resolution of the LOQ issue in accordance with NMED’s August 19, 2024, Disapproval 
Comment No. 8 is pending. The Army acknowledges that any outstanding uncertainty will 
be addressed and discussed in the uncertainty section of risk evaluation in the investigation 
report.” 
 
NMED Comment: NMED received the Permittee’s [Response to] Disapproval, Laboratory 
Analytical Approach for Groundwater Sampling, dated June 6, 2025. Based on its review, the 
document did not include critical information to evaluate the DQE compounds associated 
with the LOQ issue. Refer to the NMED’s Second Disapproval [Response to] Disapproval, 
Laboratory Analytical Approach for Groundwater Sampling. Although the Disapproval 
Comment 8 states that “[a]n 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,” NMED could not approve the document. Further delay in associated projects, 
including this investigation due to unresolved circumstances regarding the LOQ issue is not 
desirable. Because an appropriate plan of action to address the issue has not been 
established at this time, NMED conditionally approves the proposed approach to address 
the DQE compounds stated above. However, additional analysis (e.g., using alternative 
analytical method) may be required to delist DQE compounds to satisfactorily demonstrate 
their absence in the environment in the future, as applicable.         
     

3. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 17, dated November 14, 2024 

Permittee Statement: “The installation of groundwater monitoring wells in the vicinity of 
SWMU 12 is not considered feasible as groundwater is not likely to be encountered due to 
the location of the bedrock outcrop (shown on Figure 4-1). Dry borings were completed at 
SWMU 27 during the Parcel 22 RFI, including one boring completed across the entire 
thickness of the underlying sandstone unit plus an additional 75 feet below the bottom of 
that unit, further indicating that bedrock groundwater does not extend a significant 
distance to the south of wells TMW14A, TMW30 and TMW49, which are north of SWMU 
12.” 
 
NMED Comment: According to Figure 4-1, October 2022 Perchlorate Alluvial GW Plume and 
Proposed Monitoring Well Locations, the western part of SWMU 12 toward the boundary of 
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Parcel 23 does not appear to be covered by the bedrock outcrop. The referenced dry 
borings advanced in the vicinity of SWMU 27 are located in the area where the bedrock 
outcrops; therefore, the potential of groundwater production at SWMU 12 must not be 
extrapolated from the data obtained from the SWMU 27 investigation. Groundwater may 
potentially be produced from wells advanced outside the bedrock outcrop (e.g., TMW14A). 
Evaluate if it is feasible to install a monitoring well within the western part of SWMU 12 or 
the area adjacent to the SWMU 12 boundary toward Parcel 23 where the bedrock does not 
outcrop by installing an exploratory boring/temporary well. If the installation of a well is 
evaluated to be feasible, install a permanent well(s) to investigate potential perchlorate 
contamination in the vicinity of SWMU 12. Revise the Work Plan accordingly and provide 
replacement pages.    

 
4. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 18, dated November 14, 2024 

Permittee Statement: “Dry borings were completed at SWMU 27 during the Parcel 22 RFI, 
including one boring completed across the entire thickness of the underlying sandstone unit 
plus an additional 75 feet below the bottom of that unit, further indicating that bedrock 
groundwater does not extend a significant distance to the south of well TMW30, which is 
north of SWMU 70. In addition, the Army considers the well field downgradient of SWMU 
70 to be adequate in defining the existing perchlorate plume, and that a well between 
SWMU 70 and TMW30 will not provide significant further information.” 
 
NMED Comment: According to Figure 4-2, October 2022 Perchlorate Bedrock GW Plume 
and Proposed Monitoring Well Locations, bedrock well TMW68 is proposed to be installed 
approximately 1,000 feet downgradient of SWMU 70. It is NMED’s opinion that the distance 
between SWMU 70 and well TMW68 is too far to adequately define the plume. In addition, 
well TMW30 is located cross-gradient from SWMU 70; therefore, well TMW30 is inadequate 
to delineate potential contamination associated with SWMU 70.  
 
The area north of SWMU 70, which is approximately 800 feet directly east of well TMW30, 
does not appear to be covered by the bedrock outcrop according to Figure 4-2. 
Groundwater may potentially be produced from wells advanced outside the bedrock 
outcrop (e.g., TMW30). Evaluate if it is feasible to install a monitoring well in the area north 
of SWMU 70 where the bedrock does not outcrop by installing an exploratory 
boring/temporary well. If the installation of a well is evaluated to be feasible, install a 
well(s) to investigate potential perchlorate contamination in the vicinity of SWMU 70. 
Revise the Work Plan accordingly and provide replacement pages.    
 

5. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 19, dated November 14, 2024 

Permittee Statement: “The installation of groundwater monitoring wells in the vicinity of 
SWMU 27 is not likely feasible as groundwater is not likely to be encountered due to the 
location of the bedrock outcrop (shown on Figure 4-1). Dry borings were previously 
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completed at SWMU 27 during the Parcel 22 RFI, including one boring completed across the 
entire thickness of the underlying sandstone unit plus an additional 75 feet below the 
bottom of that unit.” 
 
NMED Comment: The location of the referenced dry borings is depicted in Figure 4-11 of 
the December 9, 2011 Final RCRA Facility Investigation Parcel 22. The location of the dry 
borings clearly coincides the area where the bedrock outcrops according to Figure 4-2 of the 
Work Plan. Therefore, groundwater is highly unlikely to be produced in the vicinity of 
SWMU 27 and NMED concurs that the installation of groundwater monitoring wells in the 
vicinity of SWMU 27 is not likely feasible. No revision is required. 
 

6. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 27, dated November 14, 2024 

Permittee Statement: “VI evaluation will be based on the groundwater concentrations, no 
soil gas data will be collected. Vapor intrusion screening levels (VISLs) used in the risk 
evaluation will be based on the groundwater concentrations.” 
 
NMED Comment: Although the proposed vapor intrusion (VI) evaluation is acceptable at 
this time, NMED may also require indoor sampling for VI evaluation if the groundwater data 
indicates that there is potential VI risk and the buildings are to be reoccupied in the future. 
Acknowledge the provision in the response letter.     

 
The Permittee must address all comments above and submit a response letter and replacement 
pages of the Work Plan to NMED no later than October 14, 2025.   
 
This approval is based on the information presented in the document as it relates to the 
objectives of the work identified by NMED at the time of review. Approval of this document 
does not constitute agreement with all information or every statement presented in the 
document. 
 
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 
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             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 
             R. White, BIA 
             C. Esler, Sundance Consulting, Inc. 
 C. Frischkorn, BRAC 
             A. Soicher, USACE 
 
File: FWDA 2025 and Reading  
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