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DEPARTMENT OF THE AR FORCE /Y ENTERED

HOLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO

A. David Budak

Deputy Base Civil Engineer

550 Tabosa Avenue

Holloman AFB NM 88330-5840

New Mexico Environment Department
Attn: Mr. John Kieling

Hazardous Waste Bureau

2905 Rodeo Park Drive East, Building 1
Santa Fe NM 87105-6303

Dear New Mexico Environment Department

Holloman Air Force Base is pleased to submit the Nitrate Characterization Study Work Plan for
your review.

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction
or supervision according to a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gathér and
evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system,
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best
of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. David Scruggs of our Asset Management Flight at
(575) 572-5395.

Sincerely

. DAVID BUDAK, GS-14, DAFC

Attachment:
Nitrate Characterization Study Work Plan

cc:
(w/ Atch) (w/o Atch) (w/o Atch)

Mr. David Strasser Mr. Will Moats Ms. Laurie King
Hazardous Waste Bureau Hazardous Waste Bureau USEPA, Region 6 (6PD-F)
5500 San Antonio Dr. NE 5500 San Antonio Dr. NE 1445 Ross Ave., Ste 1200
Albuquerque NM 87109 Albuquerque NM 87109 Dallas TX 75202

Global Power for America

7009 26820 0003 k257 5505

























































































































































































































































































































Table 7-1
Key Personnel and Responsibilities

Nitrate Characterization Study Work Plan
Holloman AFB, New Mexico
NationView Project No. 11-0017

Name Project Title/Assigned Role Phone Numbers
Mr. David Martin Corporate Sponsor Cell: (205) 908-0731
Mr. Frank Gardner, P.G. Program Manager Cell: (303) 386-6454
Mr. Jim Moore, P.G. Field Team Leader/Sr. Geologist Cell: (303) 929-4840
Mr. Dustin McNeil, P.G. Project Geologist Cell: (303) 895-1963
Mr. Zackary Beck, P.G. Project Geologist Cell: (575) 921-1736
Ms. Marcia Olive Project Chemist Office: (303) 597-2450
Mr. John Hymer SSHO/Emergency Task Manager Cell: (575) 491-9171
o S S US| and sy anager | e 209,15 40

Notes:

P.G. = Professional Geologist

SSHO = Site Safety and Health Officer

CIH = Certified Industrial Hygienist

CHMM = Certified Hazardous Materials Manager
CSP = Certified Safety Professional

CPEA = Certified Professional Environmental Auditor
MHS = Masters of Health Sciences
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b. For 13 samples, the MS and MSD were low and the laborato:'y noted, “physical
evidence of matrix interference.”

c. For 17 samples, the laboratory noted that the carrier recovery was high which could
lead to low bias, and “physical evidence of matrix interference” was present. Yields
were truncated.

d. For 13 samples the LCS carrier yield was out of limits.

These conditions are noted to some extent in the matrix spike section an 1 the reporting limits
section of the DVR, but in each case it was concluded that because the L CS was within limits, no
data qualification was necessary. There was no detailed identification o1 the issues, no
consideration of their magnitude, no consideration of the effect of multiyle failures on the same
samples, and “Physical evidence of matrix interference” was not acknow ledged in the DVR. The
DVR does not engage in any meaningful evaluation or discussion, and p ‘ovides no meaningful
rationale for acceptance of these data nor were the data assessed in accordance with ERDU. The
overall result of the review is that matrix interference was clearly and unambiguously established
for this method and matrix, resulting in a low bias for many samples; the DVR failed to account
for this problem. Provide a discussion of these issues.

e | Matrix issues were noted for the radium-226 (Ra-226) soil samples. For sample BWBG-
SB20-20, repeated efforts at the laboratory resulted in failure of the sample preparation. The
laboratory indicated that the sample would not precipitate. This method failure was not
mentioned in the DVR. The laboratory reported this as a non-detect. However, no result should
have been reported at all. Unless a scientifically defensible rationale for the use of this datum is
provided, this result must be qualified “R” and the completeness descrip :ion and the statistics for
Ra-226 in the Report revised.

6. For eight additional soil samples for Ra-226, the carrier recovery was less than the
acceptable lower limit, and for six of these samples, yields were truncated. The laboratory
concluded that there was “physical evidence of matrix interference.” Fo- 18 samples the
MS/MSD RPD was out of limits. The DVR notes carrier and RPD conditions and states that
because results “were cross referenced with their LCSs” no qualification was required, and that
“Sample results were corrected for carrier recovery and/or re-extracted aid compared to LCS
recoveries. Therefore, no qualification was required.” This treatment is not adequate and does
not meaningfully address the issues. Provide a more detailed examinatic n of the Ra-226 results
with specific description of their handling and specific assessment of the impacts of analytical
anomalies on data usability. Provide a scientifically defensible rationale for the use of these Ra-
226 results in spite of clear evidence of matrix interference.

T Ra-228 soil samples experienced similar issues as those noted abave for Ra-226 in soil.
Six samples exhibited unacceptable carrier recovery; also, yields were triuncated. The RPD for
the MS/MSD pair was out of limits for 20 samples. The DVR makes no mention of these
matters. Re-assess the Ra-228 results and discuss data usability.
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8. Two matrix spike: exhibited low recovery affecting 13 samples. The DVR notes this in a
very generic and cursory 1nanner: “The MS and/or MSD percent recoveries (%Rs) for Lead-210
were outside QC limits associated with the soil samples as well as Carbon 14 MS %Rs.”
However, the LCS result s used to conclude that no qualification is necessary. Either the
procedure for testing the significance of MS results from ERDU should be applied, or another
approach proposed. The ippropriate conclusion when an LCS is well-controlled and an MS fails
is that there is suspect ma:rix interference. Passage of the LCS cannot be a rationale for
acceptance of failed spike results. Revise the Report to include at a minimum a scientifically
defensible rationale for d: ta acceptance, or appropriately qualify the results.

9. Several matrix iss 1es were noted for isotopic thorium (Th) aqueous samples. Non-
conformance reports doct ment that thorium was re-extracted using reduced sample volume due
to severe matrix effects. t appears that this procedure was effective in eliminating the matrix
effect. The issue is noted to some extent in the DVR under the reporting limit heading, as the
ultimate effect on the datz. is an elevated MDA. However, this should be addressed in both the
matrix and reporting sections of the report, and not primarily the reporting limit section. The
DVR states that *“The LC:s tracer recovery for Thorium 229 was outside QC limits for all
aqueous samples.” An LS was reported for Th-230, but Th-229 was not an analyte. Itis
assumed that Th-229 is a typographic error and that Th-230 was intended. It appears that the
statement refers to the ini ial analysis of thorium, and not the reported final analysis. The closing
statement of the reporting limits section of the DVR seems to support this, as does the laboratory
report. However, this sta ement appears in the reporting limits section along with the summary
of matrix effects and re-e::tractions; its significance is not explained. Overall, this mixing of
matrix assessment, reporting limit and LCS is confusing, not informative, and awkward. Submit
additional information on the following:

A discussin of matrix effects with matrix spikes.

A discussion of the LCS.

A discussiin of the overall combined impacts of matrix spikes and LCS.

A scientifizally defensible rationale for acceptance or qualification of the data
when anoraalies exist.

po o

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE

The Permittee must respcnd to the comments in Part 1 of this letter by no later than December
18, 2010, and to the comiaents in Part 2 of this letter by no later than January 18, 2011 (Table
1). The Permittee must st bmit the groundwater investigation plan for nitrate, nitrite, and
ammonia (see general coinment #1 in Part 1 of this letter) by no later than February 15, 2011
(Table 1).
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Table 1 — Compliance Schedule
Submittal Due Date
Response to Part 1 December 1§&, 2010
Response to Part 2 January 18, 2011
Investigation Plan for Nitrate, Nitrite, and Ammonia February 15, 2011

Contact William Moats of my staff at (505) 222-9551 should you have a1y questions.

Sincerely,
James P. Bearzi

Chief
Hazardous Waste Bureau

cc: I Kieling, NMED HWB
W. Moats, NMED HWB
C. Amindyas, NMED HWB
D. Strasser, NMED HWB
L. King, EPA, Region 6 (6PD-F)
File: HAFB 2010 and Reading




NITRATE CHARACTERIZATION STUDY HoLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE
WORK PLAN NEW MEXICO

APPENDIX A

SITE-SPECIFIC ADDENDUM TO BASEWIDE HEALTH
AND SAFETY PLAN

NationView Project No.: 11-0017 January 2012 Appendix A
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