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Dear Mr. Cushman: 
 
The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) is in receipt of the Fort Wingate Depot 
Activity (Permittee) Final Supplemental RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan Parcel 6 
(Supplemental RFI Work Plan), dated September 30, 2025. NMED has reviewed the 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan and hereby issues this Disapproval with the following comments.  
 
COMMENTS 

1. Section 1.2, Parcel 6 Background Information, page 33, lines 32-35 
 
Permittee Statement: “Based on the results of the soil investigation conducted in 
accordance with the approved RFI Work Plan (USACE, 2011), the Army recommended no 
further action at SWMU 4.” 
 
NMED Comment: The responses to Comments 14 and 20 of the June 4, 2019 Disapproval 
Final RCRA Facility Investigation Report, Parcel 6, Revision 1, indicate that the SWMU 4 
investigation is still warranted due to the detection of semi-volatile organic compounds 
(SVOC). Resolve the discrepancy, propose the investigation of SWMU 4, and/or explain why 
the incomplete investigation of SWMU 4 is recommended for no further action in the 
revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.      
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2. Section 1.2, Parcel 6 Background Information, page 34, lines 3-5 
 
Permittee Statement: “Based on the results of the soil investigation conducted in 
accordance with the approved RFI Work Plan (USACE, 5 2011), the Army recommended no 
further action at AOC 61.” 
 
NMED Comment: According to Permit Attachment 8, AOC 61 belongs to Parcel 21. Resolve 
the discrepancy and correct the error, as necessary, in all applicable sections, tables, and 
figures of the Supplemental RFI Work Plan. In addition, AOC 51 - Structure 64 (Underground 
Storage Tank) belongs to Parcel 6 and/or 11; however, the Supplemental RFI Work Plan 
does not provide any information/scope of the investigations for AOC 51. Include the 
provision to investigate AOC 51 or provide an explanation as to why AOC 51 will not be 
investigated as part of this Supplemental RFI Work Plan. 
 

3. Section 1.2, Parcel 6 Background Information, page 34, lines 12-15 
 
Permittee Statement: “AOCs 78 and 82 have been petitioned for removal from the Permit 
via Army letter dated February 8, 2011. All information on AOCs 78 and 82 was included in 
the RFI Work Plan (USACE, 2011) and will not be presented in this work plan.” 
 
NMED Comment: NMED notes that AOCs 78 and 82 were already removed from Permit 
Attachment 8 Table 1, Solid Waste Management Units and Areas of Concern that Require 
Corrective Action and listed in Table 4, Solid Waste Management Units and Areas of Concern 
Corrective Action Complete Without Controls. No revision is required to the Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan.  
 

4. Section 1.2, Parcel 6 Background Information, page 34, lines 19-21 
 
Permittee Statement: “The Army response to this NOD is found in Appendix N of the RFI 
Work Plan (USACE, 2011). All information on AOC 79 was included in the approved RFI Work 
Plan (USACE, 2011) and will not be presented in this work plan.” 
 
NMED Comment: As mentioned in the previous comment, note that AOC 79 was already 
removed from Permit Attachment 8 Table 1 and listed in Table 4. No revision is required to 
the Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

5. Section 1.2, Parcel 6 Background Information, page 34, lines 19-21 
 
Permittee Statement: “The actions included in this Supplemental RFI Work Plan are 
expected to complete the RFI process for Parcel 6, with the exception of the deferred 
corrective actions required at the SWMUs/AOCs that are summarized in Table 1.1.”  
 
NMED Comment: Some SWMUs/AOCs in Parcel 6 may be the areas of potential interest for 
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per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances (PFAS) releases due to the site history. Although 
PFAS investigation does not need to be included in this Supplemental RFI Work Plan, 
separate investigation(s) for PFAS will likely be required as part of RFI in Parcel 6. 
Acknowledge the provision in the response letter. No revision is required to the 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan. 

 
6. Section 2.2.6.2, Water-Bearing Zones with Bedrock Units, page 39, lines 27-33 

 
Permittee Statement: “The TNT Leaching Beds and adjacent Parcel 6 area is largely 
underlain by low permeability claystone bedrock with little water bearing capacity. 
However, discrete intervals of interbedded sandstone do provide a series of geologic 
materials that can be potential water-bearing zones. Previous investigations have indicated 
that the first encountered thin sandstone unit within the massive Painted Desert claystone 
interval may occur at approximately 80 to 110 feet below ground surface (bgs) but tends to 
be thin and discontinuous. This unit typically does not yield sufficient ground water to be 
regularly monitored with a groundwater monitoring well.”  
 
NMED Comment: There are multiple bedrock wells in the TNT Leaching Beds area which 
produce sufficient groundwater for groundwater monitoring activity. Resolve the 
discrepancy, as applicable, or provide additional clarification to the statement in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

7. Section 2.2.6.2, Water-Bearing Zones with Bedrock Units, page 40, lines 10-12 
 
Permittee Statement: “However, in the area of the Parcel 6 SWMUs, the groundwater 
elevations within the groundwater monitoring wells suggest that the groundwater in 
different areas may be static and disconnected and not represent a contiguous 
potentiometric flow unit.” 
 
NMED Comment: Alluvial wells MW27, TMW11, and bedrock wells TMW16 through 
TMW19 were installed in Parcel 6. However, it is not clear which groundwater elevation 
data suggests that the groundwater is not contiguous potentiometric flow unit. Provide 
additional explanation in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.    

 
8. Section 2.3, Previous Investigations Summary, page 40, lines 34-37 

 
Permittee Statement: “The RFI and PIIM results are summarized in this Supplemental Work 
Plan and presented in Appendix B. The RFI and PIIM data will be used, in conjunction with 
data obtained as part of this Supplemental RFI, to complete the RFI Report.” 
 
NMED Comment: The November 7, 2018 and June 4, 2019 Disapprovals did not identify any 
critical data quality issue in the RFI and PIIM results. Therefore, the use of the data is 
approved for this Supplemental RFI and subsequent report. No revision is required to the 
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Supplemental RFI Work Plan. 
 

9. Section 2.3, Previous Investigations Summary, page 41, lines 20-24, and Appendix A, the 
Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 6 Revision 1.0, 
Comment 46, page 329 

Permittee Statements: “The Army submitted a letter to NMED on April 24, 2023, with a 
proposed schedule for submitting outstanding documents at FWDA and requesting 
approval to defer additional work on PIIM documents until the RFI Report for each of the 
parcels is complete. Accordingly, the Army proposes to defer completion of the Parcel 6 
PIIM Report until the new Parcel 6 RFI report is approved.” 
and, 
“Accordingly, the Army proposes to defer completion of the Parcel 6 PIIM Report until the 
Parcel 6 RFI is approved.” 
 
NMED Comment: The Permittee submitted the September 25, 2025 Withdrawal Request 
for the Final RCRA Facility Investigation Report, Parcel 6, Revision 1, and the Final Permittee-
Initiated Interim Measures Report, Parcel 6, Revision 1. NMED subsequently approved the 
withdrawal request on September 30, 2025. It is NMED’s understanding that the Permittee 
is not required to submit the Parcel 6 Permittee-Initiated Interim Measure (PIIM) Report 
since the withdrawal request was approved. Either delete the statement or explain the 
intent of the statements in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. In addition, all the 
deficiencies identified in the November 7, 2018 Disapproval must be addressed in this 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan as stated in the September 20, 2025 Approval. Revise the 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan, accordingly.   
 

10. Section 3.1.2, Surface and Subsurface Conditions, page 44, lines 13-17 

Permittee Statement: “Historically, Building 537 had a 4 inch-diameter vitrified-clay drain 
line that discharged directly to an arroyo approximately 450 feet west of the building prior 
to its connection to the sanitary sewer line located approximately 20 feet west of the 
building. The sanitary sewer line also serviced four other facilities (Buildings 527, 528, 536, 
and 600), all carrying sewage to the FWDA sewage treatment plant located in the 
Administration Area.”  
 
NMED Comment: The Permittee has not previously investigated potential release from the 
drain line extending from Building 537 according to the previous sampling locations 
depicted in Figure 3.1, SWMU 8 – Building 357 Previous Sample Locations, Overview. Include 
a provision to investigate potential release from the drain line in the revised Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan, or reference another work plan, if any, in case such investigation has already 
been completed.      
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11. Section 3.1.2, Surface and Subsurface Conditions, page 44, lines 19-22 

Permittee Statement: “No groundwater wells have been installed at SWMU 8, but the 
depth to the first water-bearing zone in this area is estimated to be 60 to 70 feet bgs. Based 
on the nearest monitoring well (TMW14A, located in Parcel 21) to SWMU 8, depth to 
groundwater ranges from 62.41 to 64.32 feet bgs (Eco & Associates, 2023 [Table 4-1]).” 
 
NMED Comment: Include a figure that depicts the location of well TMW14A and SWMU 8 
and explain the basis for the estimated groundwater depth at SWMU 8 in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

12. Section 3.3, Previous Investigations, page 44, lines 24-26, Section 5.2, Previous 
Investigations, page 64, lines 1-2, Section 6.3, Previous Investigations, page 71, lines 21-
24, Section 7.2, Previous Investigations, page 77, lines 26-28, Section 8.2, Previous 
Investigations, page 83, lines 32-34, Section 9.2, Previous Investigations, page 89, lines 27-
29, and Section 10.2, Previous Investigations, page 95, lines 19-21  

Permittee Statements: “While no groundwater characterization specific to SWMU[s 8 and 
20 and AOCs 42, 80, 81, 83 and 84 have] been performed to date, groundwater issues are 
being addressed on a facility-wide level.” 
 
NMED Comment: Explain which groundwater monitoring wells included in the facility-wide 
groundwater monitoring program are relevant to groundwater characterization specific to 
SWMUs 8 and 20 and AOCs 42, 80, 81, 83 and 84 in the applicable sections of the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan.   
 

13. Section 3.2.1.1, Final Report Installation Assessment, page 44, lines 40-41 

Permittee Statement: “[T]he rodenticide bait anticoagulants PMP and Warfarin are listed as 
pesticides previously used at the FWDA and stored in Building 537.” 
 
NMED Comment: Warfarin is identified as an emerging environmental contaminant by 
National Institutes of Health (NIH). The investigation of rodenticides has not been 
conducted. Ecological impacts associated with the use of such rodenticides must be 
evaluated/investigated in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan, as appropriate.    
 

14. Section 3.3.1, Nature and Extent Evaluation, page 48, lines 30-35 

Permittee Statement: “Subsequent confirmation samples (0608B537AEC-11D-SO, 
0608B537AEC-12D-SO, 0608B537CEC04-0.0-0.5D-SO, 0608B537CEC05-0.0-0.5D-SO, 
0608B537CEC-17D-SO and 0608B537CEC-18D-SO) were either non-detect for PCBs or below 
NMED Human Health Direct Contact SSLs (with a maximum detected concentration of 2.1 
mg/kg for Aroclor 1260 at 0608B537CEC05-0.0-0.5D-SO).” 
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NMED Comment: According to the NMED’s 2022 Risk Assessment Guidance for 
Investigations and Remediation (RAG), the soil leachate soil screening levels derived from 
dilution attenuation factor (DAF) of 20 (SL-SSLs) and residential SSL of Aroclor 1260 are 
listed as 0.308 and 2.43 mg/kg, respectively. Therefore, the Aroclor 1260 concentration in 
the soil sample identified as 0608B537CEC05-0.0-0.5D-SO (2.1 mg/kg) exceeds the SL-SSL of 
0.308 mg/kg. Evaluate if the exceedance poses a threat to groundwater via migration in the 
revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. Lines of evidence approach as well as other 
refinements may be used for this evaluation. If the extent of the exceedance is evaluated to 
be undefined and/or further delineation effort is determined to be warranted for the 
purpose of the evaluation, propose to conduct additional sampling in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

15. Section 3.3.1, Nature and Extent Evaluation, page 48, lines 36-37 

Permittee Statement: “No PAHs exceeding NMED Human Health Direct Contact SSLs 
(NMED, 2022) were detected in the SWMU 8 confirmation samples.” 
 
NMED Comment: The SL-SSLs for many polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) (e.g., 
benzo(a)anthracene) are lower than residential SSLs. Evaluate if the exceedance poses a 
threat to groundwater via migration in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. Revise all 
applicable sections of the Supplemental RFI Work Plan accordingly (see also Comment 14 
above). 
 

16. Section 3.5, Proposed Supplemental RFI Sampling Strategy, page 50, lines 23-25 

Permittee Statement: “Samples will be collected from 0.0 to 1.0 feet bgs (0608B357-SB14-
0.0-1.0D-SO and 0608B537-SB15-0.0-1.0D-SO on Figure 3.3) at each location and analyzed 
for PCBs (via SW8082A) and pesticides (via SW8081B).” 
 
NMED Comment: Since SWMU 8 had also been utilized for munitions component recovery 
and recycling, release of explosive compounds may potentially have occurred in the vicinity 
of the proposed sample location regardless of previous investigation results. Include 
explosive compound analysis for the samples in addition to the proposed analyses in the 
revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. In addition, residual contamination associated with 
lead-based paint may also be present in the area. Include metals analysis in addition to the 
proposed analyses in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. Furthermore, residual 
contamination associated with SVOC is plausible based on previous investigation results. 
Include SVOC analysis in addition to the proposed analyses in the revised Supplemental RFI 
Work Plan.  
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17. Section 4.1.2, Surface and Subsurface Conditions, page 52, lines 18-19, and Section 
4.2.2.4, Phase 1 RCRA Facility Investigation Report for Buildings 600 and 542, page 54, 
lines 4-6 

Permittee Statements: “Based on the nearest monitoring wells (TMW18 and TMW19) to 
SWMU 11, depth to groundwater ranges from 40.19 to 56.15 feet bgs (Eco & Associates, 
2023 [Table 4-1]).” 
and, 
“Building 542 was identified as a potential source for the low concentrations of RDX 
detected in groundwater samples collected from well TMW11.” 
 
NMED Comment: Include a figure that depicts the location of wells TMW11, TMW18, and 
TMW19 relative to SWMU 11 and explain the basis for the estimated groundwater depths 
in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. 
 

18. Section 4.2.2.3, Site Summary Report for Area of Concern Septic Tanks, page 53, lines 33-
34 

Permittee Statement: “The building had restroom facilities and also had a deluge system 
for fire suppression.” 
 
NMED Comment: Explain if any fire suppressing chemicals (e.g., AFFF) have been stored or 
used in or in the vicinity of the building in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

19. Section 4.2.2.4, Phase 1 RCRA Facility Investigation Report for Buildings 600 and 542, 
Phase 1 RCRA Facility Investigation Soil Data (2000 and 2001), page 55, lines 5-6 

Permittee Statement: “To investigate the building’s cesspool, four soil borings (542CES01 
through 542CES04) were advanced adjacent to the cesspool with hollow-stem auger (HSA) 
drilling (Figure 5-3).” 
 
NMED Comment: Figure 5-3 is not relevant to the investigation of SWMU 11. Reference a 
relevant figure in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

20. Section 4.2.2.4, Phase 1 RCRA Facility Investigation Report for Buildings 600 and 542, 
Phase 1 RCRA Facility Investigation Groundwater Data (2001), page 56, lines 11-14 

Permittee Statement: “The groundwater investigation included the installation of six 
additional monitoring wells: four wells screened within the first water-bearing zone and two 
screened within the second water-bearing zone. The wells were located throughout the 
western side of the FWDA Workshop area in the general area between and around 
Buildings 600 and 542.” 
 
NMED Comment: Identify (a) the referenced new six wells and provide a figure depicting 
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these wells and (b) the referenced first and second water-bearing zones (e.g., alluvial and 
bedrock aquifers) in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. In addition, these new wells 
were installed upgradient/cross-gradient of the SWMUs 4 and 11; therefore, the data 
collected from these wells do not appear to be representative of the groundwater 
conditions directly beneath SWMUs 4 and 11. Explain whether or not the groundwater 
conditions beneath SWMUs 4 and 11 are considered as data gap, and if so, propose to 
investigate groundwater conditions (e.g., contamination associated with the site activities 
and migration of contaminants from upgradient sources) in the revised Supplemental RFI 
Work Plan.  
 

21. Section 4.2.2.4, Phase 1 RCRA Facility Investigation Report for Buildings 600 and 542, 
Phase 1 RCRA Facility Investigation Groundwater Data (2001), page 56, lines 17-22 

Permittee Statement: “Analytical data indicated low levels of explosives (RDX, 2,4-
dinitrotoluene, 2,6-dinitrotoluene, and nitrobenzene) in five of the six new wells and also in 
well TMW11 where explosives were originally detected. However, all these wells are 
located hydraulically upgradient of Buildings 541 and 542. All concentrations were 
estimated values less than 1 μg/L. There are no applicable New Mexico Water Quality 
Control Commission (WQCC) standards or USEPA maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for 
these compounds.” 
 
NMED Comment: Although there are no applicable New Mexico Water Quality Control 
Commission (WQCC) standards or USEPA maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for these 
explosive compounds, the most recent US EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) have been 
selected for risk evaluation of the explosives in accordance with Attachment 7 of the 
Permit. The statement can be misleading without stating that there are still applicable 
groundwater screening levels for these explosive compounds. Resolve the issue in the 
revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. In addition, the statement indicates that the detection 
of explosives in the samples collected from the wells located upgradient of the SWMUs is 
not representative of the groundwater beneath the SWMUs. If the data collected from 
these wells do not represent groundwater conditions beneath the SWMUs, propose to 
investigate groundwater conditions (e.g., contamination associated with the site activities 
and migration of contaminants from upgradient sources) directly beneath the SWMUs in 
the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan, as appropriate (see also Comment 20 above).   
 

22. Section 4.2.2.5, 2011 RCRA Facility Investigation, page 56, lines 35-36 

Permittee Statement: “Buildings 541 and 542 were demolished in the fall of 2010; SWMU 
11 was sampled after building removal.” 
 
NMED Comment: Some sections of the Supplemental RFI Work Plan describe as if the 
buildings are still present. For example, Section 4.1.1 states, “[t]he abandoned boiler 
equipment is still present in Building 541.” Since the beginning of Section 4.0 does not 
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clearly state that the buildings were already demolished, readers can get confused. Clearly 
state that the buildings were demolished in the beginning of the pertinent section in the 
revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.   
 

23. Section 4.2.2.5, Proposed Supplemental RFI Sampling Strategy, page 61, lines 1-3 

Permittee Statement: “Samples will be collected from 0 to 1.0 feet bgs (0611B542-SB14-
0.0-1.0D-SO, 0611B542-SB15-0.0-1.0D-SO, 0611B542-SB01-0.0-1.0D-SO, and 0611B542 
SB16-0.0-1.0D-SO on Figure 4.3) and analyzed for explosives (via SW8330B).”  
 
NMED Comment: Metals, SVOCs, VOCs, TPH-DRO, and perchlorate were also detected 
below the residential SSLs in the vicinity of SWMU 11. Although these constituents were 
detected below the residential SSLs, potential cumulative risks must be evaluated. 
Accordingly, all potential contaminants of concern must be retained as analytes. This 
comment also applies to all soil samples proposed to be collected from SWMU 11. Revise 
the Supplemental RFI Work Plan accordingly.     
 

24. Section 5.1.2, Surface and Subsurface Conditions, page 63, lines 33-36 

Permittee Statement: “No groundwater wells have been installed at SWMU 20; however, 
based on the nearest monitoring wells (TMW19 and TMW25) to SWMU 20, depth to 
groundwater ranges from 37.03 to 56.15 feet bgs (Eco & Associates, 2023 [Table 4-1]).”  
 
NMED Comment: Include a figure that depicts the locations of wells TMW19, and TMW25 
and SWMU 20 and explain the basis for the estimated groundwater depths in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  

 
25. Section 5.2.2.5, Permittee-Initiated Interim Measures, page 67, lines 8-11 

Permittee Statement: “The analytical results indicated that COPC concentrations exceeded 
the 2015 NMED Human Health Direct Contact SSLs (NMED, 2015) in two samples from Area 
A (0620F-4AEC05-0.0-0.5D-SO and 0620F-4AEC08-0.0-0.5D-SO on Figure 5.2) and in one 
sample from Area B (0620F-4BEC03-0.0-0.5D-SO on Figure 5.3).” 
 
NMED Comment: According to Figure 5.2, SWMU 20 – Feature 4 Previous Sample Locations 
Area A, sample 0620F4AEC-05D-SO is the only sample identified as the sample location with 
the results exceeding human health SSLs. Samples 0620F-4AEC05-0.0-0.5D-SO and 0620F-
4AEC08-0.0-0.5D-SO are not identified as the sample locations with the exceedances 
although they are identified as the sample locations that were excavated during the PIIM. 
Similarly, according to Figure 5.2, SWMU 20 – Feature 4 Previous Sample Locations Area B, 
sample 0620F-4BEC03-0.0-0.5D-SO is not identified as the sample location with the 
exceedances although it is identified as the sample location that was excavated during the 
PIIM. Resolve the discrepancies, clarify the figures, and/or provide additional explanation in 
the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
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26. Section 5.3.1, Nature and Extent Evaluation, page 68, lines 4-7 

Permittee Statement: “PAHs were detected at confirmation sample locations 4AEC05-0.0-
0.5D-SO, 4AEC08-0.0-0.5D-SO, and 4BEC03-0.0-0.5D-SO at concentrations that exceeded 
previous NMED (2015) SSLs. These three locations were excavated in 2016 under the PIIM.”  
 
NMED Comment: Include a discussion regarding the results of confirmatory sampling after 
the excavation was completed in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. The analytical 
results of the confirmation samples must be evaluated against residential SSLs as well as SL-
SSLs and ecological screening levels (ESLs), as applicable (see also Comments 14 and 15 
above). If the confirmatory sampling results exceeded the SL-SSLs and/or ESLs, evaluate if 
the exceedance poses a threat to groundwater via migration, and/or to applicable 
ecological receptors in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. 
 

27. Section 5.5, Proposed Supplemental RFI Sampling Strategy, page 69, lines 30-37 

Permittee Statement: “To address Comment 15 of the disapproval letter (NMED, 2018) on 
the 2018 PIIM Report (AMEC, 2018), and to define the vertical and lateral extent of PAH 
contamination at PIIM confirmation sample location 0620F4AEC-05D-SO, the Army 
proposes to collect two additional samples at the location of the previous sample location 
from depths of 0.5 to 1.0 ft bgs and 1.5 to 2.0 ft bgs (0620F4-SB01-0.5-1.0D-SO and 0620F4-
SB01-1.5-2.0D-SO on Figure 5.5) and step-out samples at a location 10.0 feet west of the 
original sample at depths of 0.0 to 0.5, 0.5 to 1.0 ft, and 1.5-2.0 ft bgs (0620F4-SB02-0.0-
0.5D-SO, 0620F4-SB02-0.5-1.0D-SO, and 0620F4-SB02-1.5-2.0D-SO on Figure 5.5) to be 
analyzed for PAHs (via SW8270 SIM).”  
 
NMED Comment: Explosive compounds were not analyzed during the PIIM although they 
may potentially be present at the site. Include explosive compound analysis in addition to 
PAH analysis for the samples collected from the site in the revised Supplemental RFI Work 
Plan.   
 

28. Section 7.2.2.4, 2011 RCRA Facility Investigation, page 79, lines 6-8 

Permittee Statement: “Two ISM soil samples were collected from 24 decision units (48 ISM 
samples total) in AOC 80 to evaluate the possibility of a release of hazardous constituents 
from FWDA and TPL operations and to assess whether such a release could pose 
unacceptable risk to human receptors.” 
 
NMED Comment: The sections describing the background and history of AOC 80 (e.g., 
Section 7.1) do not discuss details regarding the former TPL operations conducted at AOC 
80. Include the discussion of nature of the TPL operations at the site and potential 
contaminants of concern associated with its operations in the revised Supplemental RFI 
Work Plan.    
 



Mr. Cushman 
April 30, 2026 
Page 11 
 

 
 

 

29. Section 7.3.1, Nature and Extent Evaluation, page 79, lines 29-31, and 36-37 

Permittee Statements: “In the 2008 Release Assessment, three ISM samples (FWDA-
AOC80-01 through FWDA-AOC80-03, plus one field duplicate) were collected from 0-1 ft bgs 
and analyzed for explosives and lead.” 
and, 
“Explosives were not detected, but several metals were detected.” 
 
NMED Comment: The statements are unclear or potentially contradictory. The latter 
statement indicates that metals other than lead were potentially detected while the former 
statement indicates that lead was the only metal analyzed. Provide clarification or correct 
the statements in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan. This comment also applies to 
similar statements found in other sections (e.g., Section 8.3.1).    
 

30. Section 8.1.1, Location, Description, and Operational History, page 83, lines 10-11, and 24 

Permittee Statements: “Based on review of the 1962 aerial photograph, the former 
building at this location may have burned down.” 
and, 
“Therefore, explosives and RCRA metals are considered the COPCs for this site.”  
 
NMED Comment: Dioxins and furans were likely produced at the time when the building 
burned down. Since they may potentially be present at the site, the presence of dioxins and 
furans must also be evaluated. Revise all applicable sections of the Supplemental RFI Work 
Plan to include dioxins and furans analysis in addition to explosives and RCRA metals 
analyses. In addition, AFFF may potentially have been used at the site due to the fire 
extinguishing operations. Although PFAS investigation is not a part of the Supplemental RFI, 
PFAS investigation is warranted at the site in the future. Acknowledge the provision in the 
response letter (see also Comment 5 above).   
 

31. Section 8.2.2.2, Site Reconnaissance Findings, page 85, lines 8-10, and Section 10.2.2.2, 
Site Reconnaissance, page 96, lines 31-33 

Permittee Statements: “A site walk revealed several prairie dog holes and ant hills, but no 
man-made debris were observed at the ground surface at AOC 81 [and AOC 84].”  
 
NMED Comment: Prairie dogs are susceptible to some rodenticides (see Comment 13 
above). Note that the ecological screening levels (ESLs) provided in the NMED’s RAG are not 
an exhaustive list. While the ESLs listed in Appendix C of the RAG may be used, other 
sources of information, to include Los Alamos National Laboratory’s EcoRisk and other U.S. 
Environment Protection Agency sources should also be considered, to ensure all 
appropriate ESLs (e.g., rodenticides) for all applicable ecological receptors (e.g., prairie dog) 
are applied in the risk assessment. Revise the Supplemental RFI Work Plan, as appropriate. 
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32. Section 9.5, Proposed Supplemental RFI Sampling Strategy, page 94, lines 27-28, and 
Section 10.5, Proposed Supplemental RFI Sampling Strategy, page 99, lines 30-32  

Permittee Statements: “[O]ne discrete soil sample will be collected from two different 
depths from the center of the six AOC 83 ISM sample decision units.” 
and, 
“Therefore, discrete samples will be collected from the center of each decision unit 
identified for sampling in the approved RFI Work Plan (USACE, 2011) and the 2008 release 
assessment.” 
 
NMED Comment: The discrete sampling locations must be biased toward the area(s) where 
surface soil is stained, vegetation is stressed, and/or rainwater potentially accumulates (i.e., 
low elevation spots) in each decision unit, as applicable. Include this provision in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan. This comment also applies to other applicable sections of the 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan where discrete soil sampling is proposed within former ISM 
sample decision units.    
 

33. Section 11.3.1, Surface Soil Sampling, page 102, lines 27-28  

Permittee Statement: “If any samples encounter obvious contamination (visible material, 
staining or odors), or the results are greater than direct contact Human Health Screening 
Levels that are current at the time the data are evaluated (Table 11.4), additional samples 
will be collected.” 
 
NMED Comment: Comments 14, 15 and 26 above require the evaluation of the risk 
associated with contaminants migrating from soil to groundwater. Include a provision to 
evaluate if the soil concentrations pose a threat to groundwater via migration in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan. Additional samples may also be collected where the results 
exceed respective SL-SSLs, as applicable. Revise the applicable sections of the Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan accordingly. 
 

34. Section 11.3.1.1, Terra Core® Sampling Method for Soil, page 102, lines 13-15 

Permittee Statement: “Samples requiring VOC analysis (Table 4.2) may be collected using 
EnNovative Technologies Terra Core® samplers. Terra Core® samplers limit the amount of 
volatilization that occurs during sampling, which allows for a more accurate and valid 
analytical result.” 
 
NMED Comment: While sampling subsurface soils for VOC analysis, propose to use a photo-
ionization detector (PID) to screen organic vapor content for each soil core that is collected 
from the sampling device. While Section 11.7.3 briefly indicates the use of organic vapor 
scan for subsurface soil samples, details of the scan are not discussed. Include the details of 
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PID screening procedures, including the discussion of the selected UV lamp’s ionization 
energy, in the appropriate sections of the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

35. Section 11.3.2, Decontamination Procedures, page 103, lines 7-8  

Permittee Statement: “Wash with approved water and phosphate-free detergent using 
brushes required to remove particulate matter and surface films.” 
 
NMED Comment: Some detergents contain PFAS for their water-repellent properties. 
Ensure that the selected detergent does not contain any PFAS. Acknowledge this provision 
in the response letter. 
 

36. Section 11.4.2, Data Precision, Accuracy, Representativeness, Comparability, and 
Completeness, Sensitivity, page 107, lines 17-18  

Permittee Statement: “NMED SSLs (or USEPA RSLs), soil to groundwater SSLs, and NMED 
ESLs are provided in Table 11.4, Table 11.5, and Table 11.6 respectively.”  
 
NMED Comment: The Supplemental RFI Work Plan generally uses human health SSLs listed 
in Table 11.4 as investigation/remedial action criteria. However, human health SSLs are not 
always the lowest among other screening criteria (i.e., soil to groundwater SSLs, and 
ecological screening levels). For example, human health SSL, soil to groundwater SSL, and 
ecological screening level of anthracene are listed as 17,400, 851, and 6.88 mg/kg, 
respectively, according to Tables 11.4, 11.5, and 11.6. In this case, human health SSL (i.e., 
17,400 mg/kg) is the least protective and potential risks to groundwater and plants are not 
addressed when human health SSL is used as investigation/remedial action criteria. Revise 
the Supplemental RFI Work Plan to address all potential risks listed in Tables 11.5 and 11.6 
as well as those listed in Table 11.4.       
 

37. Section 11.4.2, Data Precision, Accuracy, Representativeness, Comparability, and 
Completeness, Sensitivity, page 107, lines 17-18  

Permittee Statement: “There are numerous analytes with LOQs greater than the lowest 
screening levels; however, as described in Table 11.8, the LOQ is met for the direct contact 
screening levels for all analytes listed except dibenz(a,h)anthracene analyzed via Method 
SW8270E. In this case, dibenz(a,h)anthracene is a COPC at SWMU 20, and it is 
recommended that PAHs be analyzed via Method SW8270E-selected ion monitoring mode 
(SIM) at SWMU 20.” 
 
NMED Comment: Method SW8270E-selected ion monitoring mode (SIM) must be used for 
the samples where PAH analysis is required for all applicable sites in this Supplemental RFI 
because it can provide better sensitivity. Revise the Supplemental RFI Work Plan 
accordingly. In addition, all analytes whose LOQ values exceed respective screening levels 
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including SL-SSLs and ESLs must be identified as data quality exception compounds in the 
respective report. Acknowledge this provision in the response letter.  
 

38. Section 11.6, Packaging and Shipping Procedures, page 108, lines 38-39 

Permittee Statement: “Each cooler shipped from the laboratory containing aqueous sample 
bottles for VOC analyses will contain a trip blank.” 
 
NMED Comment: The Supplemental RFI Work Plan does not discuss collection of 
groundwater (aqueous) samples. If the statement is irrelevant to this RFI, remove it from 
the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

39. Section 12.1, Human Health Risk Assessment, page 115, lines 25-27 

Permittee Statement: “Compare maximum detected site concentrations for COPCs to the 
direct contact SSLs (NMED, 2022 or the most current published values at the time the data 
are evaluated) for applicable receptors (Table 11.4).” 
 
NMED Comment: Based on the statement, maximum detected site concentrations will be 
compared to the direct contact SSLs. The NMED soil SSLs incorporate exposure from dermal 
absorption, ingestion, and inhalation. Direct contact typically refers to dermal exposure, 
although direct contact may also include other routes of exposure (e.g., ingestion and 
inhalation). Clarify what is meant by “direct contact” and ensure that data are compared to 
the SSLs incorporating dermal, ingestion, and inhalation pathways in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan. 

 
40. Section 12.1.3.3, Vapor Intrusion, pages 118-119 

NMED Comment: It is noted that the Supplemental RFI Work Plan discusses qualitative and 
quantitative evaluation of the vapor intrusion (VI) scenario. While it does not appear that 
VOCs are a significant contaminant of potential concern at any of the sites, if VOCs are 
detected resulting in the VI pathway being complete, additional data (e.g., active soil gas) 
will be needed to characterize soil vapor. Include this provision in the revised Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan.  
 

41. Section 12.1.5.3, Cumulative Risk Evaluation (Steps, 2, 3, and 4), page 125, lines 10-15 

Permittee Statement: “Evaluation for lead is conducted separately through comparison to 
the NMED SSL because its health effects are not correlated with the typical carcinogenic or 
noncarcinogenic dose-based toxicity values that characterize other chemicals. Instead, the 
screening level for lead is based on a modeled concentration in soil that results in an 
acceptable blood lead level protective of adverse developmental health effects, or that is 
the action level identified by USEPA for groundwater.” 
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NMED Comment: The statement indicates that lead will be compared to the NMED SSL. 
NMED will enforce the revised lead residential screening level of 200 milligrams per 
kilogram (mg/kg), as outlined in the October 2025 Directive from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (Residential Lead Directive for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Hazardous Waste 
Cleanup Program Facilities). While Volume I of the NMED Soil Screening Guidance (SSG) is 
being updated to reflect this change, the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan must clarify 
the use of the revised SSL for lead. 
 

42. Section 12.2.2, Selection of Screening Levels, page 128, lines 32-33 
 
Permittee Statement: “The screening levels selected for evaluating ecological hazards for 
Parcel 6 are those published for representative receptors by NMED in Appendix C of its risk 
guidance (NMED, 2017).” 
 
NMED Comment: Note that the ecological screening levels (ESLs) provided in the RAG are 
not an exhaustive list and may not include updated ESLs nor all chemicals for which an ESL is 
available. While the ESLs listed in Appendix C of the RAG may be used, other sources of 
information, to include Los Alamos National Laboratory’s EcoRisk and other U.S. 
Environment Protection Agency sources should also be considered, to ensure all 
appropriate ESLs are applied in the risk assessment. Revise the Supplemental RFI Work Plan 
accordingly (see also Comment 31 above). 
 

43. Section 12.2.6.1, Tier 1 Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment, page 130, lines 35-39 

Permittee Statement: “The Tier 1 SLERA provides an assessment of potential ecological 
risks by using the maximum detected concentration in surface soil (0.0 to 1.0 foot bgs) for 
non-burrowing receptors, and 0.0 to 10.0 feet bgs for burrowing receptors for each COPEC 
and the most protective ESL (or the effect concentration for plants) for the representative 
receptors with complete or potentially complete exposure pathways identified by the CSM.”  
 
NMED Comment: Note that the soil exposure interval for burrowing receptors and deep-
rooted plants has been revised to 0-6 feet below ground surface. This update is reflected in 
Table 2-6 of Volume I of the NMED SSG. Volume II of the SSG is currently being updated to 
reflect this change. The Supplemental RFI Work Plan may be revised to reflect the change in 
the ecological soil exposure interval for burrowing receptors.  
 

44. Section 12.2.6.3, Tier 2 SLERA, Develop Refined Exposure Doses for Affected Receptors, 
page 132, lines 14-15 
 
Permittee Statement: “Wet-weight to dry-weight conversion factor: This may be included 
to account for the difference in reporting body weight (as wet-weight) and soil 
concentrations (as dry weight).” 
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NMED Comment: The statement implies that a conversion of wet-weight to dry-weight may 
be included as an option. However, this conversion is not optional and must be included. 
Clarify the statement in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan accordingly. 
 

45. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comment 13, page 326 
 
Permittee Statement: “Following completion of all field work at Parcel 6, the Army will 
conduct a risk assessment using the NMED Risk Assessment Guidance that is in effect at the 
time of completion.” 
 
NMED Comment: The Supplemental RFI Work Plan includes the risk evaluation section (i.e., 
Section 12) although Comment 13 states, “[r]emove all risk assessment from the revised 
Report as it is premature [because all field work has not been completed].” It is unclear if 
the Supplemental RFI Work Plan concludes all field work that has previously been 
conducted. Provide clarification in the response letter or remove all risk evaluation sections 
from the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan as directed by Disapproval Comment 13, as 
appropriate. In addition, as stated in Comment 5 above, PFAS investigation that is separate 
from this Supplemental RFI is required before corrective action complete (CAC) status is 
petitioned for the sites. Since the risk associated with PFAS must also be considered in 
addition to the risks identified in this Supplemental RFI, the final risk assessment may be 
more appropriate after completion of all future PFAS investigations. Discuss the planned 
risk assessment approach for Parcel 6 in the response letter.     
 

46. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comments 14 and 20, page 326 
 
Permittee Statements: “This comment will be addressed in the upcoming RFI Report.” 
and, 
“This comment will be addressed in the upcoming RFI Report. The discussion of potential 
arsenic and explosives contamination at SWMU 4 will be addressed separately.” 
 
NMED Comment: Disapproval Comment 14 states, “[a]ccording to Table 3-1, Summary of 
Reportable Concentrations for Soil Analyses Completed at SWMU 4, Building 600, several 
SVOCs were detected at SWMU 4.” The Supplemental RFI Work Plan does not include a 
provision to investigate SWMU 4 (see Comment 1 above) although the constituents were 
previously detected. Resolve the discrepancy, propose the investigation of SWMU 4, and/or 
explain why the incomplete investigation of SWMU 4 is recommended for no further action 
in revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.       
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47. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comment 15, page 326 
 
Permittee Statement: “An asbestos survey was completed for Parcel 6 on November 7 and 
8, 2013, by an accredited asbestos building inspector with an unexpired license and 
submitted to NMED for review on February 20, 2020, in the Final Asbestos Survey Report, 
Parcel 22, Fort Wingate Depot Activity, Gallup, New Mexico (USACE, 2020). This survey 
addresses NMED Comment 11 of the PIIM Disapproval letter (NMED, 2018) on the 2015 RFI 
Report (USACE, 2015).” 
 
NMED Comment: Disapproval Comment 15 states, “[p]ropose to submit a phase 2 interim 
measures work plan to evaluate for the presence of [asbestos containing material] (ACM) in 
SWMU 8.” SWMU 8 is Building 537. However, the referenced Final Asbestos Survey Report, 
Parcel 22 did not include any discussion regarding SWMU 8 or Building 537. NMED also 
reviewed the Final Asbestos Survey Report, Parcel 6, dated February 13, 2020; however, no 
discussion was included for SWMU 8 or Building 537. If the presence of ACM has not been 
investigated for SWMU 8, propose to include the ACM investigation in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan or provide a reference that demonstrates completion of the 
ACM survey in SWMU 8 in the response letter.  
 

48. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comment 19, page 326 
 
Permittee Statement: “The detections in wells TMW 11 and TMW 15 will be verified and 
presented appropriately in the upcoming RFI Report.”  
 
NMED Comment: The Supplemental RFI Work Plan does not include a provision to collect 
groundwater samples; therefore, it is unclear how the pertinent discussion will be included 
in the RFI Report. Explain how the detections in the wells will be verified and presented in 
the RFI Report.  
 

49. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comment 23, page 326 
 
Permittee Statement: “This comment will be addressed in the upcoming RFI Report that 
will be submitted following implementation of the Supplemental RFI Work Plan.”  
 
NMED Comment: Disapproval Comment 23 states, “[f]orklift hydraulic oil that contained 
PCBs may have been released to the environment at SWMU 8. The Permittee included total 
petroleum hydrocarbon oil range organics (TPH-ORO) analysis in the analytical suite for the 
soil samples collected from the site. However, TPH-ORO was not included as a COPC. 
Include TPH-ORO as a COPC in the revised Report.” According to Table 3.2, Proposed 
Supplemental RFI Soil Samples, SWMU 8 – Building 537, only PCBs and pesticides are 
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indicated as analytical suite for SWMU 8; however, TPH-ORO analysis is not proposed. 
Propose to include TPH-ORO analysis in addition to the proposed analyses and SVOC 
analysis (see Comment 16 above) for the SWMU 8 investigation in the revised Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan. 
 

50. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comment 27, page 327 
 
Permittee Statement: “All figure references will be reviewed for accuracy in the upcoming 
RFI Report.”   
 
NMED Comment: The Permittee’s statement pertains to the figure depicting the area 
where arsenic exceedances were detected in SWMU 8. According to Table 3.2, only PCBs 
and pesticides are indicated as analytical suite for SWMU 8. Propose to include metals 
analysis in addition to required analyses for the SWMU 8 investigation (i.e., PCBs, pesticides, 
SVOCs, and TPH-ORO) in the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan.    
 

51. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comment 28, page 327 
 
NMED Comment: In the March 29, 2019 RFI Report, the Permittee states, “[a]dditional soil 
sampling for PCBs and PAHs following soil excavation per the NMED approved Final 
Permittee-Initiated Interim Measure Work Plan Parcel 6 Revision 1.0 (IMWP), dated May 4, 
2015 is required.” This statement indicates that PAHs are also potential contaminants of 
concern in SWMU 8. The SVOCs analysis required for the SWMU 8 investigation must be 
conducted using Method SW8270E-SIM (see also Comment 37 above).  
 

52. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 
6 Revision 1.0, Comment 29, page 327 
 
Permittee Statement: “The location of the arroyo outfall will be labeled in appropriate 
figures in the upcoming RFI Report and is shown in Figures 4.1 and 4.2 of the Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan.”   
 
NMED Comment: Figure 4.2, SWMU 11 Preliminary Human Health Conceptual Site Model is 
not relevant to the location of the arroyo outfall. Ensure that the responses are accurate in 
future correspondences. No revision is required to the Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  

 
53. Appendix A, the Permittee’s Response to June 4, 2019 Disapproval Final RFI Report Parcel 

6 Revision 1.0, Comment 75, page 332 
 
Permittee Statement: “The approval letter for Second Extension Request, Final RCRA 
Facility Investigation Report Parcel 6, Fort Wingate Depot Activity, McKinley County, New 
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Mexico, dated April 3, 2018 is included in Appendix A of the Supplemental RFI Work Plan.” 
 
NMED Comment: The April 3, 2018 Approval was not included in Appendix A of the 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan. Include the referenced Approval letter in the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan.  
 

54. Appendix A, Applicable Comments from the Disapproval Letter on the Final Permittee-
Initiated Interim Measures Report, Parcel 6, Revision 1, dated November 7, 2018, page 
332 
 
Permittee Statement: “The following NMED comments on the Final Permittee-Initiated 
Interim Measures (PIIM) Report, Parcel 6, Revision 1.0 (AMEC, 2018) from the disapproval 
letter issued by NMED on November 7, 2018 are applicable to the Supplemental RFI Work 
Plan for Parcel 6. As proposed in the Army’s April 24, 2023 letter to NMED regarding an 
acceptable schedule for submitting outstanding documents at Fort Wingate, the Army 
requested approval to defer additional work on PIIM documents, including responses to the 
remaining NMED comments, until the RFI Report for each of the parcels is complete. 
Accordingly, the Army proposes to defer completion of the Parcel 6 PIIM Report until the 
Parcel 6 RFI is approved.” 
 
NMED Comment: Note that the Permittee’s April 24, 2023 letter is not approvable and 
must not be referenced in future correspondence. In addition, the Permittee submitted the 
September 25, 2025 Withdrawal Request for the Final RCRA Facility Investigation Report, 
Parcel 6, Revision 1, and the Final Permittee-Initiated Interim Measures Report, Parcel 6, 
Revision 1. NMED subsequently approved the withdrawal request on September 30, 2025. 
Explain why the Parcel 6 PIIM Report is still proposed to be submitted although the 
withdrawal request was submitted and subsequently approved by NMED in the response 
letter. Furthermore, the September 30, 2025 Approval states, “[t]he Supplemental RFI Work 
Plan, Parcel 6, (Supplemental Work Plan) must address the deficiencies and specific 
directions documented in the NMED’s Disapproval Final RCRA Facility Investigation Report 
Parcel 6 Revision 1.0, dated June 4, 2019, and Disapproval Final Permittee-Initiated Interim 
Measures Report Parcel 6, Revision 1, dated November 7, 2018, where applicable.” The 
responses to Comments 11 and 15 in the November 7, 2018 Disapproval are only listed as 
applicable to the Supplemental RFI Work Plan. However, the responses to all 24 comments 
in the November 7, 2018 Disapproval must be included in the revised Supplemental RFI 
Work Plan, as directed by the September 30, 2025 Approval. If particular comments 
included in the November 7, 2018 Disapproval are no longer applicable to the Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan, provide explanation as response to each comment. If a comment requires 
additional investigation, such investigation must be proposed, or an explanation must be 
provided why deferral of such investigation is appropriate in the revised Supplemental RFI 
Work Plan.    
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The Permittee must submit the revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan that addresses all 
comments contained in this letter. Two hard copies and an electronic version of the revised 
Supplemental RFI Work Plan must be submitted to the NMED. The Permittee must also include 
a redline-strikeout version in electronic format showing where all revisions to the Supplemental 
RFI Work Plan have been made. The revised Supplemental RFI Work Plan must be accompanied 
by a response letter that details where all revisions have been made to the Supplemental RFI 
Work Plan, cross-referencing NMED’s numbered comments. The revised Supplemental RFI 
Work Plan must be submitted to NMED no later than September 4, 2026. 
 
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 
             R. White, BIA 
             C. Esler, Sundance Consulting, Inc. 
 C. Frischkorn, BRAC 
             A. Soicher, USACE 
         
File: FWDA 2026 and Reading  
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