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Dear Col. Clark: 

ROI\ CURRY 
Seereran 

The New Mexico Environment Depariment (NMED) has reviewed Cannon Air Force Base's 
(Pennittee) Corrective Action Complete Proposals, dated October 2008 (Proposal). NMED 
hereby issues this notice of disapproval. 

General Comment: 

The five "NMED Criterion" indicated on page 2 and listed in Section D of the Proposal are not 
published criteria to be referenced in the Pem1ittee documents. The Pem1ittee must describe a 
specific rationale for recommending the Conective Action Complete status for each S\VMU, 
rather than referring to generic criteria intended as guidance. 
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Comment 1. Introduction and Sections C, D, E, F and G, pages 1-6: 

The fom1at of the Introduction and Sections C. D. E. F and G appear to be copied from the Fact 

Sheet 1 Statement of Basis that is pmi ofNlviED's Noricc a/Public Comment Period and Intent 

ro Approve a Class 3 Permil Afod(fication to RCJL4 Permit/or Cannon Air Force Base dated 

December 28, 2005. The Pennittee. not NivfED. is requesting changes to the Pennit. The 

Pem1ittee must rewrite the introductory sections of the Proposal to indicate that the documen~ is 

submitted to the NMED fi·om the Pem1ittee. 

Comment 2. Reference to Corrective Action Complete Tables, pages 1 and 3: 

The Pennittee must note the con·ec:. titles for proposed Pem1it attachments Table l. Table 2 and 

Table 3. The Pem1ittee has reversed the order of Tables 2 and 3 in the Proposal. The reference 

to incorrect tables was found throughout the document. The Pennittee must revise the Proposal 

accordingly. Correct table titles are listed below. 

Table 1. List of Solid \Vaste Management Units (SWMUs) 

and Areas of Concem (A OCs) Requiring Conective Action 

Table 2. List of Solid V./aste Management Units (SWMUs) 

and Areas of Concern (AOCs) with Con·ective Action Comolete 

with Controls Status 

Table 3. List of Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) 

and i1.reas ofConcem (AOCs) with Conective Action Complete 

without Controls Status 

Comment 3. History I Current and Anticipated Future Land Use- S\VMU 2~ page 6: 

History I Current and Anticipated Future Land (lse- S\VMV 4~ page 7: 

History I Current and Anticipated Future Land Use- S\VMU 6, page 8: 

History I Current and Anticipated Future Land Use- S'\\1MU 10~ page 10: 

The Pennittee states that the respective site was listed as "an Appendix II site". The tenn, 

Appendix II site, originated from a previous permit that is no longer valid. The Pennittee must 

eliminate the term. 

Comment 4. Evaluation of ReleYant Information- S'WMU 4, page 8: 

The Permittee states that ten soil samples were collected from borings and submitted for analysis. 

Table 2, which summarizes the results of sample analyses, reports values for only eight samples 

because two of the ten samples were clup! icates. The Permittee must clarify, in the text, that two 

of the ten samples v;crc duplicates. 

, 
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Comment 5. Evaluation of Relevant infor·mation- S"'M(T 6, page 9: 

The Pennittee states that arsenic exceeded the Nlv1ED residential Soil Screening Level (SSL). but 
Yvas considered to be within the range of background values. and not considered to be a chemical 
of potential concem (COPC). The maximum detected concentration of arsenic in subsurface 
soils. reported in Nawralh Occurring Concentrations o(lnorganics and Background 
Concentrations o(Pesticidcs at Cannon Air Force Base. Nc11 Mexico, September 1997. is 3.6 
mglkg and the Upper Tolerance Limit (GTLi for arsenic is 4.3 mglkg. Therefore. the maximum 
arsenic concentration detected in subsurface soil samples at s·wMU 6 (7.2 mglkg) is not within 
the range ofbacl~f:.'TOund values at the facility. As an initial screen. the max.imum detected site 
concentration should be compared to the background UTL. If the initial screen indicates that the 
maximum detected concentration is h'Teater than the background UTL, and sufficient data are 
available. a statistical comparison of site concentrations to background should be conducted. 
Vl'hile either parametric or nonparametric tests may be used, the most commonly applied test for 
comparing site data to background is the nonparametric Wilcoxon Rank. Sum CWRS) test. There 
may be sufficient data available for arsenic concentrations at SVIT]\1U 6 for the Pennittee to 
conduct a statistical test to assess whether the site data are significantly different fi·om the 
background population. The Pennittee must a conduct statistical comparison of site 
concentrations and bad~f:.'TOund values to detem1ine if arsenic is a COPC. 

Further. detected concentrations of arsenic. iron. mercury and thallium in subsurface soils at 
SV11MU 6 exceeded NMED's 1isk-based soil screening level (SSL) for a Dilution Attenuation 
Factor (DAF) of 20. developed using default parameter values representative of enviromnental 
conditions in New Mexico. Site-specific SSLs, developed by substituting site-related data for the 
default values. may indicate that the genel·ic DAF 20 values are not representative of site 
conditions. The Pennittee may choose to generate site-specific DAF values for arsenic, iron, 
mercury and thallium that are representative of conditions at SVI1MU 6. 

Comment 6. Evaluation of Relevant Information- SV\'MU 50~ page 11: 

The Pennittee states that SVITMU 50 is a duplicate of SWMU 48A, that investigations have been 
conducted at SWMU 48A, and therefore. that no further work is required for this SVITMU. This 
statement is inconect. S\VMU 48A is the subject of ongoing investigations. The Permittee must 
revise the statement. 

Comment 7. S\\'MU 75~ Sanitary Se,;ver Lift Station Overf1ow Pit (SD-13), pages 12-13: 

The overflow pit. described as being 100 feet wide by 600 feet long, is cmTently beneath 
impounclccl surface 1vater that serves as a \Vater hazard at the golf course. The presence of 
manganese, at concentrations greater than NMI~D SS Ls for the industrial use scenario, was 
determined by analyses of two soil samples collcctccl new· the southern ami eastern perim.ctcr of 
the hazard. Samples of sediment and subsurface soil were not collected hom lower elevation~' of 
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the site where overflow of sewage would have collected when the sewage lift station pumps 

failed. The two soil samples are inadequate to detem1ine the nature and extent of potential 

contamination. SWMU 75 has. therefore. not been fully investigated. However. because the 

impoundment is lined. investigation and corrective action at this site may be deferred until 

changes in the landscape and/or removal of impounded surface water allow access for 

investigation beneath the fon11er overflov.., pit. S\\'MLJ 75 must be removed fl.·om the Proposal. 

Comment 8. Evaluation of Relevant Information- SVI1Ivf"C 81~ page 14: 

The Pen11ittee described soil sampling and analyses conducted during a Remedial Investigation 

conducted in 1992. The number of soil samples described does not a_gree -vvith the number of 

samples shown in Table 6. The text describes 10 surface and 13 subsurface samples while Table 

6 indicates 25 combined surface and subsurface soil samples. Further. methylene chloride 

detects shown in Table 6 do not agree with Nl'v1ED's copy of the referenced report which does 

not report any methylene chloride detections. The Pen11ittee must resolve the discrepancy in 

number of soil samples and clearly indicate the source of values shown in Table 6. The 

Permittee must provide a copy of the document to NlvJ:ED that desc1ibes sampling and results of 

VOC analyses. 

The Pen11ittee should be aware that in order to deten11ine whether a site is eligible for Corrective 

Action Complete with or without Controls status, NMED requires that the Permittee conduct 

human health and ecological risk screening to detem1ine if the contaminants potentially pose an 

unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. Cumulative risk must be evaluated at 

sites where multiple contaminants are present. After revising Table 6 so that it accurately reflects 

contaminants at SV/MC 81, a Tier I Human Health and Ecological Hazard Index Ana1ysis for 

COPCs must be conducted. 

Comment 9. Evaluation ofReievant Information- S'\VMlJ 82~ page 16: 

The Pen11ittee states that 27 soil bmings were drilled to depths of76 feet below ground surface 

and that 120 samples from 15 bmings were analyzed for various contaminants. Table 9. which 

summarizes combined surface and subsurface soil sample analyses, indicated that 108 soil 

samples were analyzed. The Pem1ittee must clearly desc1ibe the location of soil samples that 

were analyzed and resolve the discrepancy in number of soil samples described in the text and 

those shown in Table 9. 

Cammcnt 10. Evaluation of Relevant Information- S\VMU 96~ page 18: 

The maximum concentrations of arsenic and mercury in subsurface soils at SWMU 96 exceeded 

NMED's risk-based SSL for a DAF of20, developed using default parameter values generally 

representative of environmental conditions in New Mexico. A site-specific DAF, developed by 

subs1itutini_', site-related data for the dchwlt values, may indicate that the DAF 20 values are not 

I I 
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representative of site conditions. The Pem1ittee may choose to generate site-specific DAF values 
for arsenic and mercury that are representative of conditions at SWM"L 96. 

Comment 11. SV\rMU 102. VVaste"Yater Treatment Effluent Discharge. pages 21-::;: 

The maximum concentrations of arsenic and thallium in subsurface soils at SV/MU 1 02 
exceeded NMED's risk-based SSLs for a DAF of20. developed using default parameter values 
generally representative of environmental conditions in New Jvle;~ico. A site-specific D.1\F 
developed by substituting site-related data for the default values. may indicate that the DAF 20 
values are not representative of site conditions. The Pem1ittee may choose to generate site­
specific DAF values fo,· arsenic and thallium that are representative of conditions at s·wMC 102. 

The Pem1ittee states that arsenic and thallium concentrations were within the range of CAFB 
backf:,TJ.·ound levels. The maximum detected concentration of arsenic in subsurface soils. reported 
in Nawral(v Occurring Concentrations oflnorganics and Background Concemrations of 
Pesticides ar Cannon Air Force Base, ~Vcw Jvlexico, Seplember 1997. is 3.6 mg/kg and thallium 
\vas not detected in subsurface soils at the facility. Therefore, the arsenic and thallium 
concentrations detected in subsurface soil samples at SWMU 102 are not within the range of 
background values. See Comment 5 fo:· the appropriate approach to comparing maximum 
detected concentrations to back.ground UTLs and conducting statistical analyses to assess 
whether the site data are significantly different fi·om the background population. The Pennittee 
must conduct statisTical comparisons of site concentrations and background values to detem1ine 
if arsenic and thallium are COPCs. 

The Pennittee states that ecological screening was not completed because the site is located in an 
industrial area. NMED considers the site of S'WMU 102 to be remote to industrial activities. 
N!vfED conducted a preliminary Tier I Ecological Hazard Index Analysis and detem1ined that 
lindane, arsenic, mercury and thallium are constituents of potential ecological concem. The 
Pem1ittee must conduct Tier I Human Health and Ecological Hazard Index Analyses for 
contaminants at SV/MU 102. 

Comment 12. S\VMU 106, Fire Department Training Area No.2, pages 22-24: 

The maximum detected concentration of chromium, residential SSL, industrial SSL, construction 
worker SSL and soil to t,TJ.·oundwater SSL values shown in Table 16 are incoiTect. Fmiher, 
residential SSL industrial SSL and soil to groundwater SSL values for benzene, toluene. 
ethylbenzene and xylene have been revised in Technical Background Document/or Dcve!opmcnl 
ofSoil Screening Levels, Revision 5.0 (August 2009). The Permittee must resolve the 
discrepancy in chromium concentrations reported in RCRA Facilifl, Investigation for ]J SWMUS. 
Cannon /fir Force Base, Nc11111e.xico. Octohcr 2007 and reported in tbe Proposal and use 
appropriate SSL values. 
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Comment 13. Basis of Determination- SV;'MC 125, page 25: 

The Pem1ittee states that S\VML 125 has been detem1ined to be appropriate for CAC \Nithout 

Controls based on NlV[ED C1iterion 5. However. if eviden~e indicates that no release to the 

environment has occmTed or is likelv to occur in the future from the SVlMU. then the Pem1ittee 

must indicate as such as the basis for detem1ining that the site is appropriate for CAC without 

Controls. 

Comment 14. Tables 1-16, Attached Tabies: 

The column on the far right of eacb table lists whether or not a chemical is a COPC and the basis 

for a yes or no response. The column heading include:; references to footnotes 9 and 10. 

Footnote 9 states, "For this site, a chemical is only considered a contaminant of potential concem 

if the maximum concentration exceeds backf:..'Tound and the industrial or construction worker 

SSL.'' Footnote 10 refers to a list ofreasons why the Permittee conside:·s the chemical to not be a 

COPC. The column and the associated footnotes must be deleted as they do not reflect NJviED 

policy in identifying COPCs. 

The Pe:1nittee is refened to Identification of COPCs (Section :2.5.2) of the Technical 

Bcd:ground Document for Development o.fSoil Screening Levels. Revision 5.0 (August 2009) 

and to Data Evaluation (Chapter 5) of the US EPA guidance Risk Assessment Guidancc.for 

Superfund, Volume I. Human Health Evaluation Manual. Interim Final (EPA/540/1-89/002). 

COPCs are those substances likely to be present in enviromnental media affected by a release. 

Any contaminant identified during investigation activities should be evaluated as 2 COPC. A 

site-specific COPC list for soil may be generated based on maximum detected concentrations and 

refined tlu·ough a site-specific 1isk assessment. lfthere is site history to indicate a chemical was 

potentially used or present at a site and the chemical was detected in at least one sample, this 

chemical must be included as a COPC and evaluated in the screening assessment. lnorganics 

that are present at levels indicative of natural background may be eliminated as a CO PC. 

The Pem1ittee must address all conunents and submit a response and revised Proposal by March 

15,2010. All submittals must be in the form oftwo paper copies and one electronic copy. The 

Pennittee must also provide an electronic red-line stlike out version that shows all revisions 

made to the Proposal. 

,, I I 
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If you have any questions regarding the content of this letter. please call Pat Stewart at (505) 476-
6059. 

Sincerelv. 

2e~' 
Chief 
Hazardous \:V aste Bureau 

cc: J. Ki eling. NMED HV/B 
D. Cobrain. NMED HWB 
K Dhawan. NMED HViTB 
P. Stewmi. NMED HV\rB 
R. Lancaster. CAFE 
H. Hanson. CAFE 
File: CAFE 2010 and Reading 

CAFB-08-006 




