DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
INSTALLATIONS, ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT
110 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0110

August 28, 2025

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: Second Disapproval, Laboratory Analytical Approach for Groundwater Sampling, Fort
Wingate Depot Activity, McKinley County, New Mexico, EPA ID# NM6213820974, HWB-FWDA-
24-017

Dear Mr. Nance:

This letter provides responses to the comments issued in the Second Notice of Disapproval
(NOD) letter from the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) dated July 8, 2025, HWB-
FWDA-24-017, for the Laboratory Analytical Approach for Groundwater Sampling, dated June 6,
2025. This letter also provides analytical performance and supplemental data summaries to
support the Army’s responses. In addition to the comment responses provided in this letter, two
(2) hard copies and two (2) electronic (CD) copies of the above-mentioned analytical
performance and supplement data summaries are enclosed for your review and consideration.

Comments:
Permittee’'s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 1, dated February 4, 2025, page
2

Permittee Statement: “As noted above, the Army reevaluated analytical performance from
Eurofins using the same steps utilized in Phases 1 through 3 of the LOD/LOQ submission,
including the lines-of-evidence evaluation from Phase 3 (Table 1). When applied to the analyte
list for the on-going Northern Area groundwater monitoring, this reevaluation resulted in only two
Contaminants of Concern (COCs) remaining as data quality exceptions (DQES); Diesel Range
Organics (DRO) and Gas Range Organics (GRO) (Table 2).”

NMED Comment: The analytes listed in Table 1, Contract Laboratory (Eurofins) Limits of
Quantitation Current Groundwater Analyte List Compared to NMED Groundwater Screening
Levels, are significantly reduced compared to those in the December 19, 2024 Laboratory
Analytical Approach for Groundwater Sampling and the 2025 Interim Northern Area
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (2025 Plan). Table 1 appears to only include the analytes that are
listed in the analytical result tables from groundwater monitoring reports. Note that the analytes
listed in the analytical result tables from groundwater monitoring reports are not complete list of
analytes; the complete list of analytes is presented in Table 5-1 of the 2025 Plan. Revise the
Response to evaluate all analytes listed in Table 5-1 of the 2025 Plan. Provide the table
required by Comment 1 of the NMED’s February 4, 2025 Disapproval.



Permittee Response: Concur. The attached Table 1, Contract Laboratory Limits of Quantitation
Groundwater Monitoring Analyte List, includes the analytes from Table 5-1 of the 2025 Plan,
and the analytical performance of the current contract lab (Eurofins). There are a total of 228
analytes on the list. The analytes highlighted green (N = 122) in Table 1 are currently being
analyzed as part of Interim Northern Area groundwater monitoring in the 2025 Plan;
unhighlighted analytes (N = 106) are not being analyzed in the 2025 Plan.

Of the 106 analytes not currently being analyzed:

1) For 101 analytes, laboratory LOQs are lower than NMED groundwater Screening Levels
(SL).

2) Of the 101 analytes, 15 can only meet NMED groundwater SLs using mass
spectrometer triple quadrupole (GC-MSQQQ) instrumentation and USEPA SW-846
microextraction Method 3511 for SVOCs.

3) Five analytes remain as data quality exceptions (DQES) with LOQs that will not meet
NMED groundwater SLs: 1) 1,2,3-trichloropropane; 2) 1,2-diphenylhydrazine; 3)
benzidine; 4) hexachlorobenzene; and 5) N-nitrosodimethylamine.

4) Two analytes, 3-methylphenol and 4-methylphenol, cannot be evaluated individually
because they coelute and the laboratory reports them as a summed total value.
However, the LOQ for the combined quantification is lower than the NMED SL.

The Army proposes that the green highlighted analytes in Table 1 continue to be used for
Interim Northern Area groundwater monitoring and any additional groundwater characterization
of known source areas/releases. For sites without significant historical analytical data and for
newly identified releases or sources, the full analytical list in Table 5-1 of the 2025 Plan will be
evaluated for both analyte inclusion and analytical performance. Any DQEs that subsequently
arise in relation to newly identified releases or sources will be addressed as necessary in the
work plans for those efforts.

Permittee’'s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 1, dated February 4, 2025, page
2, and Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 2, Permittee Response
Part 3, DRO, page 3

Permittee Statement: “Diesel Range Organics (DRO): No laboratory was able to achieve
an LOQ below the NMED SL (16.7 ug/L), though a few were able to match the LOQ of 100
ug/L achieved by Eurofins. Additionally, one laboratory (Alliance/Fremont), was able to
achieve a LOQ for DRO of 25 ug/L; however, their methodology required doubling sample
volumes. This is impractical at FWDA due to the low yield at many wells and could
introduce baseline clutter/drift leading to inaccurate integrations for the longer chain
fractions, potentially leading to false positives. Another factor considered was the
comparability of analyses methods for petroleum hydrocarbons, as different methods do not
always group hydrocarbon fractions comparably when compared to historical data at
FWDA.”

and,

“The LOE evaluation will be applied to the two outstanding DQEs; DRO and GRO. To meet
the analytical performance standards for the outstanding DQEs, the Army proposes the
following:

1) DRO: Assign a FWDA site-specific SL of 100 ug/L as reported achievable by
Eurofins.”



NMED Comment: Due to current limitation of analytical capability of laboratories, NMED
concurs that a site-specific groundwater screening level of 100 ug/L for total petroleum
hydrocarbon diesel range organics (TPH-DRO) may be assigned for initial risk screening
purposes. However, when and if the exceedance of NMED TPH-DRO screening level (16.7
Mg/L) is suspected in specific samples (e.g., detection of individual petroleum-related
contaminants or detections in adjacent wells), NMED may request additional sampling and
analysis using Alliance/Fremont laboratory.

Permittee Response: Concur and acknowledged.

Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 1, dated February 4, 2025, page
2, and Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 2, Permittee Response
Part 3, GRO, page 3

Permittee Statements: “Gas Range Organics (GRO): None of the responding laboratories
were able to achieve an LOQ below the NMED SL (10.2 ug/L), and none provided more
sensitive LOQs than Eurofins (25 ug/L).” and,

“The LOE evaluation will be applied to the two outstanding DQEs; DRO and GRO. To meet the
analytical performance standards for the outstanding DQESs, the Army proposes the following:
2) GRO: Assign a FWDA site-specific SL of 25 ug/L as reported achievable by Eurofins.”

NMED Comment: Due to current limitation of analytical capability of laboratories, NMED
concurs that a site-specific groundwater screening level of 25 ug/L for total petroleum
hydrocarbon gasoline range organics (TPH-GRO) may be assigned for initial risk screening
purposes. However, when and if the exceedance of NMED TPH-GRO screening level (10.2
Mg/L) is suspected in specific samples (e.g., detection of individual petroleum-related
contaminants or detections in adjacent wells), NMED may request modifications to the analytical
method (e.g., use of increased sample volume) to achieve the NMED TPH-GRO screening
level, as applicable.

Permittee Response: Concur and acknowledged.

Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 2, Permittee Response Part 2,
page 3

Permittee Statement: “With the updated analytical performance data from Eurofins, the four
analytes cited above (i.e., 1,2,3-trichloropropane, 1,2,4,5-tetrachlorobenzene, benzidine, and n-
nitrosodimethylamine) no longer constitute DQEs (see Permittee Response for Comment 1
regarding compounds where LOQs cannot achieve NMED SL).”

NMED Comment: None of the four analytes (i.e., 1,2,3-trichloropropane, 1,2,4,5-
tetrachlorobenzene, benzidine, and n-nitrosodimethylamine) are listed in Table 1. It is unclear if
no ELAP certified laboratories/analytical methods are capable of achieving LOD/LOQ < SLs for
these analytes. Revise the Response to evaluate all analytes listed in Table 5-1 of the 2025
Plan; then, provide the table required by Comment 1 of the NMED’s February 4, 2025,
Disapproval (see Comment 1 above).

Permittee Response: Concur. Table 1 now includes the analytes from Table 5-1 of the 2025
Plan. See response to comment 1 above. As noted in the response to comment 1, the Army
proposes that any DQESs that subsequently arise, including DQEs related to the analytes in this
comment, will be addressed as necessary in the work plans for those efforts.
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5. Permittee’s Response to NMED’s Disapproval Comment 2, Permittee Response Part 4,
page 4

Permittee Statement: “[T]he Army proposes that bis-(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, aldrin, and
dieldrin be removed from the PCOC list for the reasons cited in the original December 19, 2024,
submittal and repeated in the attached Table 1. Phase 3 lines-of-evidence has shown that these
three compounds are not associated with historical operations at FWDA and their frequency of
detection (FOD) has been less than 5% due to ELAP certified laboratories being unable to
achieve NMED SLs historically (Table 1).”

NMED Comment: Address the following:

(&) The line of evidence evaluation regarding bis-2-ethylhexylphthalate is premature until the
complete table required by Comment 1 of the NMED’s February 4, 2025, Disapproval is
submitted. Table 1 states, “[n]ot associated with historical operations at FWDA. Very short
half-life. Expected to be immobile in soil. Expected to adsorb to suspended solids and
sediments in water. Most frequency of detection (FOD) is attributable to data quality
exceptions. No further evaluation.” Bis-2-ethylhexylphthalate has previously been detected
above its LOD/LOQ in the samples collected from groundwater samples collected from the
site. The detections of bis-2-ethylhexylphthalate may be associated with the use of certain
sampling equipment (e.g., tubing, pump) or laboratory contamination.

(b) The line of evidence evaluation regarding aldrin, and dieldrin in Table 1 states, “[n]ot
associated with historical operations at FWDA. FOD > 5% because no ELAP certified labs at
FWDA have been able to achieve the SL historically. No further evaluation.” First, provide
the table required by Comment 1 of the NMED’s February 4, 2025 Disapproval to
demonstrate that no ELAP certified labs at FWDA have been able to achieve the SLs for the
analytes. Second, once no laboratory/analytical method is confirmed to be able to achieve
the SLs for the analytes, evaluate if and how often the analytes were previously detected
above their LOD/LOQ values and explain if the pesticides/herbicides that contain these
analytes have ever been used at the Facility.

Permittee Response: Concur. The table requested by NMED for comment 1 has been provided.

(a) Historically, phthalate contamination due to sampling equipment was an issue at FWDA. The
Army has taken steps to remove sources of cross-contamination during groundwater sampling.

Table 2 summarizes bis-2-ethylhexylphthlate results for alluvial and bedrock well sampling from
the last four years for Northern Area groundwater sampling events. This table shows that bis-2-
ethylhexylphthlate has not been detected (N = 615) for the last eight sampling rounds from 2021
to 2024. The LOQs are all greater than the respective NMED groundwater SL but show very little
variability, though some improvement in sensitivity was obtained in the most recent sampling in
2024.

Given the lack of source areas for this analyte in soil, the lack of detections in groundwater and
the consistency of LOQs in results for this phthalate over the last eight sampling rounds, the
Army believes these data support the finding that bis-2-ethylhexylphthlate is not present in
groundwater at levels that pose risk, even though the LOQ is greater than the NMED SL. Based
upon this information, the Army requests that bis-2-ethylhexylhthlate be delisted from the
Northern Area groundwater monitoring list of analytes.



(b) The table requested by NMED for comment 1 has been provided.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention ToxFAQs states that aldrin and dieldrin were
widely used as pesticides for crops like corn, cotton, and citrus fruit from the 1950s until 1970.
They were also used to control termites until 1989. These chemicals have not been used as
insecticides since 1989.

Specific records for the use of aldrin and dieldrin at FWDA do not exist. As a military munitions
depot, land use focused on military activities rather than growing crops. The use of aldrin and
dieldrin may have occurred on an as needed basis for insect control; such use would have been
in a manner consistent with label directions. No concentrated levels of either pesticide in soll
have been found at FWDA that might indicate disposal or spills.

Tables 3 and 4, respectively, summarize aldrin (N = 529) and dieldrin (N = 529) results for
alluvial and bedrock well sampling from the last eight years (i.e., eight sampling rounds) for
northern area groundwater sampling events. Both tables show that neither pesticide has been
detected for the last four years. The LOQs are all greater than their respective NMED
groundwater SLs but show very little variability.

Given the lack of source areas for these analytes in soil, the lack of detections in groundwater
and the consistency of LOQs in results for these pesticides over the last eight sampling rounds,
the Army believes these data support the finding that aldrin and dieldrin are not present in
groundwater at levels that pose risk, even though the LOQs are greater than the NMED SL.
Based upon this information, the Army requests that aldrin and dieldrin be delisted from the
Northern Area groundwater monitoring list of analytes.

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

Sincerely,

Cheryl Frischkorn

BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Fort Wingate Depot Activity
BRAC Directorate

Enclosures

CF:

Neelam Dhawan, NMED, HWB
Michiya Suzuki, NMED, HWB
Travis Tucker, U.S. EPA Region 6
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lan Thomas, BRAC Ops

George H. Cushman IV, BRAC Ops
Alan Soicher, USACE

Ben Moayyad, USACE

Laberta Farrell, SW BIA

George Padilla, BIA, NRO

Sharlene Begay-Platero, Navajo Nation
Darren Sanchez, Zuni Tribe
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