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KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE, EPA ID# NM9570024423 
HWB-KAFB-04-033 

Dear Colonel Maness: 

On July 15,2010, New Mexico Environment Department (Department) Secretary Ron Curry 
signed a Final Order that issues a final Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (Permit) to the United 
States Air Force (USAF, the Permittee) for the Open Detonation Unit and for conducting 
corrective action at Kirtland Air Force Base (KAFB). 

A public comment period was held from April16, 2007, to June 15, 2007, on the draft Permit. 
The NMED extended the comment period from June 15,2010, to July 19,2010, for taking 
additional public comment on a requirement in the draft Permit concerning the removal of a 
sewer line that passes through Solid Waste Management Unit LF-002. The draft Permit was 
revised by the Department in response to public comments received, including those received 
from the Permittee. 

The Permit becomes effective on August 16, 2010 and may be appealed under the provisions of 
20.4.1.901(H) NMAC and§ 74-4-14 ofthe Hazardous Waste Act. 

Enclosed are the Final Order, the Permit and Responses to Comments. The Responses to 
Comments include explanations for changes made to the draft permit in preparing the Permit 



pursuant to 20.4.1.90l.A(9) NMAC. These documents can also be viewed on the Department's 
website at http://www.nmenv.state.nm.uslhwblkafbperm.htm under KAFB Final Permit. 

Fq-
John E. Kieling 
Manager 
Permits Management Program 
Hazardous Waste Bureau 

Enclosures 

cc: J. Bearzi, NMED HWB (w/o enclosures) 
W. Moats, NMED HWB (w/o enclosures) 
C. Amindyas, NMED HWB (w/o enclosures) 
L. King, EPA 6PD-N 
J. Pike, KAFB 
File: Reading and KAFB 2010 

K.AFB-04-033 



STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 

In the matter or 
KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 

Application for a renewed Hazardous 
Waste Permit under the New Mexico 
Hazardous Waste Act 
EPA No. NM9570024423 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

FINAL ORDER 

No. 

1. This matter comes before the Secretary of Environment through a permit application 

for a Hazardous Waste Permit for the Kirtland Air Force Base ("KAFB"), in Bernalillo County, 

which U.S. Air Force originally submitted to the New Mexico Environment Department 

("Department") on May 14, 2004 under the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act (the "Act"), NMSA 

1978, §§ 74-4-1 to 74-4-14. 

2. Pursuant to the Act, NMSA 1978, § 74-4-4.2(H), the Department has provided an 

opportunity for a public hearing on the permit. The Department issued a draft permit on April 16, 

2007, and allowed a period of sixty days for the public, including the applicant, to submit written 

comments to the Department on the draft permit and to request a public hearing. The comment 

period ended on June 15, 2007. KAFB submitted timely comments during the comment period. The 

Department later extended the comment period for an additional seven days from July 12, through 

July 19, 2007 to consider comments specifically on the Sanitary Sewer Line. The Department 

received comments regarding the Sanitary Sewer Line from the Albuquerque Bernalillo County 

Water Utility Authority, Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Quality Advisory Board and Bruce 

Thompson. 
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The Department has responded to each of those comments in writing. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED: 

1. The Hazardous Waste Permit for the KAFB, attached hereto, is hereby issued. 

2. The permit shall remain in effect for three years from the effective date in accordance 

with section 20.4.1.900 NMAC, incorporating 40 C.F.R. § 270.50(a), unless the permit is modified, 

suspended or revoked under the Act, NMSA 1978, § 7 4-4-4.2, or under section 20.4 .1. 901 NMAC, or 

section 20.4.1.900 NMAC, incorporating 40 C.F.R. § 270.41, § 270.42, and§ 270.43. 

4. KAFB shall comply with all terms and conditions of this Hazardous Waste Permit. 

This Permit consists of all the terms and conditions therein including those in the Attachments A 

throughM. 

5. The Hazardous Waste Permit for KAFB will become effective on August 16,2010 

under 20.4.1.901.A(10) NMAC. 

Date 
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July 2010 

New Mexico Environment Department's 

Responses to Public Comments on 

Draft Kirtland Air Force Base RCRA Permit 
On April 16, 2007, the New !Vlexico Environment Department (''NMED'' or the "Department") issued a notice announcing a 60-day public comment 
period for the draft Resource Conservation and Recover Act CRCRA") Permit for the U. S. Air Force ("Petmittee") Kirtland Air Force Base ("KAFB") 
Open Burning ("OB"l and Open Detonation (''OD") Treatment Units (the Permittee was defined as the U.S. Department of Defense in the draft Permit 
but has been changed to U.S. Air Force in the final Pem1it to match information in Part A of the Permit Application.). The draft Permit when 
finalized, would renew the existing Permits for the OB and OD Units and would contain the corrective action requirements for KAFB. The comment 
period ended June I 5. 2007. The NMED received comments on the draft Permit and also received a request to extend the comment period regarding a 
requirement in the draft Permit to remove the sanitary sewer line that passes through Solid Waste Management Unit (''SWMU") LF-002. NMED 
extended the public comment period from June 15,2007 to July 19,2007, and received additional comment about the sewer line. Table I presents an 
index of the comments received during both public comment periods. Table 2 summarizes the comments and contains the NMED's responses thereto as 
required pursuant to 20.4.l.Sl01 .A(9) NMAC. 

On October 30, 2009. the Permittee withdrew its Application to renew its Petmit to operate the OB Unit. Instead, the OB Unit will be closed pursuant to 
a revised Closure Plan under the original OB Unit Permit issued on July 26, 1995. Therefore, requirements and authorizations applicable to the OB Unit 
were removed from the final version of the KAFB Permit hereinafter referred to as the "final Permit" in this document. 

SWMU/AOCs are sometimes referred to by their IRP Site identification numbers to identify specific sites throughout this document. 

Table 1: Index of Public Comment Received on Draft Permit 

Commenter Date Comments Submitted Comment Numbers 

U S. Air Force Kirtland Air Force Base (KAFB) 6/14/2007 1-264. 284-549 

Albuquerque/l:krnalillo County Water Utility Authority 6!15/2007 & 7/17/2007 265-270, 273-282 

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Quality Advisory Board 7/15/2007 271-272 

Bruce M. Thompson 7/18/2007 283 
-~----------- -----· --------------- - ·-· -
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Table 2: Public Comments Received and NMED Responses 

Draft Permit fur Kirtland Air Force Base 

Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar}' of Comment NMEI> Response 

No. Name 

I Global KAFB As written, the Permit is hard to read and confusing. The comment essentially states that 
The combining of requirements for KAFB restoration including corrective action requirements in 
activities with the requirements for the OB and OD the Permit with requirements for the 
Treatment Units makes for an extremely convoluted treatment units makes the Pem1it overly 
permit, which creates substantial compliance difficulties complex. 
for the Permittee by impeding clear interpretation of Three original RCRA Permits are currently 
requirements. Thereby creating a significant risk for in place and effective for the Kirtland Air 
non-compliance and the unintentional failure of Force Ba<>e ( KAFB) Facility: 
providing protection of human health and the 

I) a pem1it for open burning (the 0 B environment. 
Unit). 

[fit is the intent of the N MED to include additional 
2) a permit for open detonation (the OD 

requirements for KAFB Restoration/Cleanup activities Unit), and 
in this draft permit, then KAFB recommends separating 
the OB and OD Treatment Units requirements from all 3) a permit for container storage that also 

corrective action requirements for sites outside of the includes all cotTective action requirements 

OB and OD Treatment Units. The corrective action site for the Facility. 

requirements should have their own independent section When the final Permit becomes effective, it 
within the permit. Thereby creating a Permit that has 2 will renew the original permit for the OD 
sections, one dealing with only the OB and OD Unit and will also set forth the corre{;tive 
treatment units' requirements and the other dealing with action requirements for the Facility. The 
only the non-OB and OD treatment units corrective original permits for the OD Unit and the 
action requirements. Sections 4.0- 6.0 would be storage unit will be terminated upon the 
included in the non-OB-OD Treatment Units section. effective date of the final Pem1it. 

Alternatively, the existing HSWA Module from the On October 30, 2009, the Permittee 
previous RCRA Hnzru·dous Waste Storage permit could withdrew its application to renew its permit 
be modified to address all NMED concerns. The to operate the OB Unit. The OB Unit will 
HSW A module may act as a stand-alone document with be closed pursuant to a revised Closure Plan 
enforceable regulatory compliance guaranteed until the under it5 original permit issued on July 26, 
NMED confirms all existing restoration sites are fully 1995. Additionally, the original permit for 
addressed and validated for closure. the OB Unit will he terminated once the OB 

Unit is officially closed as determined by the 
NMED (see below). Therefore, all 
requirements and authorizations applicable 

----------------
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.--
Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summar)' of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

to the OB Unit that were included in the 
draft Pennit have been removed from the I 

final Permit. Once the OB Unit is closed. I 

open burning of hazardous waste will no 
longer be authorized at KAFB. 

Regarding the decision to keep corrective 
action requirements in the final Permit. the 
regulations at 40 C.F.R. * 264. lOl(a) require 
that any facility seeking a pem1it for 
treatment, storage. or disposal of hazardous 
waste must institute corrective action as 
necessary to protect human health and the 
environment. Thus. corrective action is 
specified in the final Pcm1it in accordance 
with40C.F.R. *264.10l(b). Asitisalso 
desirable to have only one pennit for a 
facility. NMED did not place corrective 
action requirements in a separate permit. 
N MED also chose not to modify the 
corrective action module (HSWA Module 
I Y) that is included in the now-closed 
container storage unit permit because the 
corrective action requirements therein arc 
substantially inadequate and arc out ('•f date. 
thus. requiring complete replacement. 

NMED does agree that some pat1s of the 
draft Pennit could have been better 
organized and that some of the text was 
redundant making the draft Permit longer 
than it needed to be. Thus. redundant text 
has been largely removed from the final 
Permit, and the final Permit has been 
reorganized to clarify requirements 
including placing corrective action 
requirements in one Permit Part (Part 6 of 
the final Penn it) instead of being spread out 

----·-··--··-· -----~---------
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

over three Permit Parts tl'> was done under 
the draft Permit. 

The Permittee should note that comx:tive 
action requirements in the Petmit are 
applicable to the OB and OD Units if 
corrective action becomes necessary at 
either of these Units. 

Other cases where m~or reorganization was 
done and/or significant redundru1t or 
unnecessary text was deleted to create the 
final Permit are as follows. 

• Part 3 of the draft Permit has been re-
titled as PERMIT PART 3: OPEN 
DETONATION UNIT and text related to 
the OB Unit has been deleted from Prut 
3 of the final Permit. 

• Closure requirements for the OD Unit 
from Permit Section 2.8 and 
Attachment I 0 of the draft Perm it have 
been relocated to what are now PART 4: 
CLOSURE and PERMIT 
AITACHMENT H: CLOSURE PLAN of 
the final Permit. This change was made 
to emphasize the importance of the 
requirements for closure. 

• Post closure requirements for the OD 
Unit from Permit Section 2.9 of the 
draft Permit have been relocated to 
what is now PART5: POST CLOSURE 
of the final Petmit. This change was 
made to emphasize the importance of 
the requirements for post closure care 
should it be needed for the OD Unit. 

• Attachments I and 2 of the draft Permit 
have been combinecl into what is now 

----
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsedion 

Commenter's 
Summar)' of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

A7TACHMENTA: GENERAL 
FACILITY INFORMATION of the final 
Permit. This change was made in 
response to a comment (#36) from the 
Permittee that some text in the draft 
Permit was not necessary and should be 
deleted to shorten the total length of the 
final Permit. 

• ATTACHMENT 3: AIR MODELING 
of the draft Permit has been deleted 
from the final Permit. This change wa.s 
made in response to a comment ( #33) 
from the Pennittee that some text in the 
draft Pem1it was not necessary and 
should be deleted to shotten the Iota! 
length of the final Permit. 

• Permit Attachment 4 of the draft Permit 
has been renamed A TIACHMENT B: 
LIST OF AUTHORIZED IIA7ARDOUS 
WASTES in the final Permit. This 
change was made in response to a 
comment by the Permittee that 
Attachments should be identified by 
letters of the alphabet rather than 
numbers to avoid confusion between 
Permit Parts and Permit Attachments. 

• Table 1-1 of Penn it Part and Table 4-1 
and Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the drnft 
Permit were moved to what is now 
A TTACHII1ENT I: CO,ft,fPLIANCE 
5iCIIEDULES in the final Permit. This 
change was made to help clarify 
submittal requirements. especially for 
corrective action related submittals. 

• Part of Table 4-3 of Permit Part ·l of the 
-·-'----·--
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

draft Pennit was moved to become 
AITACHMENT 1: LIST OF 
HAZ4RDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 
UNITS in the final Permit. This change 
was made to help separate listings for 
hazardous waste management Lmits 
from conective action units. 

• Part of Table 4-3 of Permit Part 4 of the 
draft Petmit was moved to vvhat is now 
ATTACHMENTK: SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT UNITS (SWMUS) 
AND AREAS OF CONCERN (AOCSJ 
FOR Wff!CH CORRECTIVE ACTION 
IS COMPLETE WITHOUT COI'./1ROL'5 
(GRANTED NO FURTHER ACTION 
STA. TUS) of the final Permit. . This 
change wa" made to help separate 
listings for corrective action units that 
require conective action from those 
corrective units granted corrective 
action complete (no further action) 
status .. 

• Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.2.3 of 
Part 6 of the draft Permit were 
combined to create Section 6.5.17.10.2 
of Part 6 of the final Permit. This 
change was made to simplify and 
shorten requirements related to the 
construction and installation of wells 
and piezometers. 

• The new Attachment L has been added 
to the final Permit and reserved for the 
groundwater sampling and analysis plan 
for the OD Unit. 

Additionally. in accordance with the new. 
-
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---
Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

SummaQ' of Comment 
No. Name 

Page 7 of 2R2 

NMED Response 

preferred terminology for corrective 
stages, all references to ""RCRA Faci 
Investigation·· and ""Corrective Meas1 
Study'' are changed to "Investigation 
"Corrective Measures Evaluation", 
respectfully. For example, a ""RCRA 
Facility Investigation Repmf' is now 
"Investigation Report". and a "Corre 
Measures Study Report" is now a 
"Conective Measures Evaluation Rq 

Also, because of public concern over 
open detonation of hazardous waste ; 
KAFB. Section 1.11 of Permit Part l 
final Pctmit was added with the goal 
eliminating open detonation of hazar 
waste in the future at KAFB and as s 
practicable. Under the provisions of 
1.1 I. the Permittee is required to eva 
other technologies for the treatment ( 
ignitable and reactive hazardous was 
evaluation would examine the technc 
for their impact on human health and 
environment. [illd determine which 
teclmology remains the most viable<: 
protective method for the treatment c 
waste. Cost is also a factor of the 
evaluation. 

Additionally. the term of the final Pe 
was changed from I 0 years to 3 year; 
Section 1.10 of Pm·t 1 of the final Pet 
Section 1.8 of Part 1 of the draft Pen 
The term of the final Permit was sho1 
to 3 years so that changes to the techi 
for the treatment of reactive and ignil 
hazardous wastes can be initiated at 1 
if any. depending the on the results o 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
SummaQ· of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

evaluation mentioned in the paragraph 
above. 

NMED deleted the term "Explosive Wastes" 
from Section 1.6 of Part I of the draft 
Permit. There was no need to include 
"'Explosive Wastes" as a special term in the 
final Permit. 

N MED revised the term '"Open Detonation" 
(See Section 1.8 of Part I of the final Permit 
and Section 1.6 of Part I of the draft 
Pem1it). The tetm was revised to clarify that 
"open detonation" is the treatment tm:thod 
being authorized under the final Pennit. 

Section 1.34 was revised to clarify that all 
reports or other requirements specified in the 
final Pem1it must be submitted by or 
accomplished by the due dates and 
schedules set forth in the final Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As mentioned 
above. 

Also. Section 1.11 of Part I of the final 
Permit was added that states: 

1.1. ALTER/VA T/VE ASSES;S;14E/VT 
FOR WASTE TREA l~Yl!./VT 

The Permittee shall suhmit an alternative 
treatment assessment report to the 
Department no later than the .first 
anniversary of' the r!ffective date (~fthis 
Permit. The report shall document the 
Permitter!'s evaluation (Jfthe range nf' 
possiblr! treatment teclmolo g ie.1· .f(Jr waste 
that is authorized.fi;r treatment hy open 
detonation under this Permit. The 
assessment report shall include 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

identification and discussion of the 
alternatin~ treatment tl:'clmologies. an(lf(Jr 
tlu: tl:'clmulogil:'s prl:'sented nwdels uf air 
!:'missions. contaminant dispasal, and risk 
to human and l:'cological receptors. Each 
alternative treatment teclmolog.v. including 
npl:'n dl:'tolwtirm. shall he evaluatl:'dfn· cost 
and the tecluwlog'.' ·,\' ahility to protect 
human health and t!zl:' environment to 
include. hut not limited to the: 

1. A!1ilitv of the tl:'clznulogv to reduCI:' 
or crmtro! emissions. 

2. Ahility ofthi! tec/mn!ogv to nwnitor 
emissions, 

3. Ahility o{the tecluwlogv to collfrol 
notse, and 

4. Ahility oftlze tecluzologv to tmlfml 
ground vihrations. 

The purpose of the alternative treatment 
assessment shall he to phas!' nut open 
detonation r~f'Jzazardous >vaste at the 
Facility as soon as rracticahle. 

-
2 Global KAFB Responsibilities for the Operating Permit and for the Requirements and authorizations for rhe OB 

Corrective Action pm1ion of the Penn it would appear to Unit have been removed from the final 
be divided among CEVR. CEYC. <mel EOD at the base. Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
There does not seem to be one logical Point of Contact #I. 
for all <L-;pects for the Permit. This will require close Based on pa-;t experience. NMED Jm~s not 
coordination among all three groups to ensure expect any significant problems with 
compliance with all of the Permit requirements. maintaining contact with appropriate 
Additionally NMED will need to carefully understand Facility personneL 
the roles and responsibilities of different function 
groups. It may he more stre<ID11incd to separate the 

With regard to separating corredive :1ction OB/OD and Corrective Action portions of the permit 
into separate documents. Currently there is a potential requirement<; from those for the OD Unit, 

for confusion as to which requirements apply to the see N ;VIED response to Comment# I. 
--~------- ·····----- ---- ---------------------
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Comment 
No. 

3 

4 

s 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Global 

Global 

Global 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

OB/00 area, the corrective action units, or both. 

Use of capitals varies in the Table of Contents and the 
Report Headers, making it somewhat confusing as to 
what sections are parallel to others. 

Suggest using A, B, and C instead of l. 2, and 3 for the 
Penn it Attachments to avoid duplication of Section 
numbers within the document. As it exists now, it is 
somewhat confusing for citations. 

In general, the Permit does not appear to recognize 
either the size (greater than 52,000 acres) or complexity 
of the operations at KAFB. Statements such as ··all" 
and ''every'' are difficult to apply universally to a very 
large facility vvith numerous tenants and missions. 
Furthennore, the Permit does not appear to recognize 
the anwunt of active site work that occurs at KAFB on a 
regular basis. Broad requirements such as NMED being 
notified of "all field activities", "all data quality 
exceptions'', approving all "waste disposal" activities, 
etc. would be a very large administrative burden on 
KAFB and NMED to coordinate and process all such 
notifications and document approvals. 

Page l 0 of 282 

NMED Response 

Permit Modification: See NMED n:sponse 
to Comment# I. 

The Table of Contents was automatically 
generated from the section titles by the 
software used to write the Permit. 

A systematic combination of upper and 
lower case words and different fonts ts used 
to denote the hierarchy of the variom 
sections in the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

NMED has changed the notation of 
attachments from a numeric to an alphabetic 
system. Accordingly, Attachments 1--10 of 
the draft Permit have been reorganized into 
Attachments A-M of the final Permit. See 
also NMED response to Comment# I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Most requirements in RCRA permits, 
including those in the final Permit for 
KAFB, are similar for all facilities and apply 
regardless of the size of the facility or how 
many tenants may be present. This includes 
permit requirements related to notification 
and reporting. NMED realizes that the 
Pem1ittee may conduct work or field 
activities outside of the jurisdiction of 
RCRA. The Petmittee i~> not expected to 
report or notify the NMED of such activities 
that fall outside RCRA jurisdiction. 

Furthermore. notifications of field aclivities 
and of the discovery of data-quality 
exceptions are not expected to be daily 
events. NMED can also choose which 
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Comment 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summarl of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

notifications that it wishes to act on and at 
what level of attention it wishes to give a 
particular situation for which it receives 
notification. Thus. the NMF:D does not 
believe that the Depatiment will be overly 
burdened by such matters. 

Although the Permittee may feel burdened 
by the notification requirements, they are a 
necessity to ensure that the NMED he~s the 
opportunity to properly oversee hazardous 
waste management and corrective action at 
the Facility. Such oversight might involve 
sampling. taking measurements with 
instrument!'. and/or visual or other types of 
observations of conective action work or 
site conditions. 

Permit Modification: None. 
--

6 Global KAFB It is imperative that the NMED commit to review and The NMED does its best to complete 
approval timeframes for work plan documents and other reviews of documents within a reasonable 
"approvals" KAFB is required to receive under this draft time period. Currently. the amount of 
Permit. Historically timely review and receiving backlogged KAFB documents is low. 
documentation of such from the N MED has been an The Hazat·dous Waste Permit and Corrective 
issue. If there is not a mechanism to require timely Action Fees (20.4.2 NMAC). in Tables 2-7. 
review and approval of \vork planning documents provide review times for the various types of 
and/or provide a mechanism for KAFB to move forward documents that NMED could review. 
without approval. investigation progress for the 

Also. the Permittee is reminded that it has 1 

Restoration program will slow dramatically. 
been frequently behind in payment of review 
fees for corrective action documents. This 
has held up notification of NMED reviews 
of documents in a number of cases. 

Permit Modification: None. 
--·-· -!------------- ------ I-· - ·--·-

7 Global KAFB Regulatory requirements under established regulatory The comment seems to he inconsistent with 
document<; do not need to he re-stated verbatim within what is expressed in Comment #14. See 

------- -- -··------------------ - -----
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Comment 
No. 

8 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Global 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

SummaQ' of Comment 

the Permit document. Permit writers should identify 
requirements by citation only thereby decreasing the 
confusion inherent in such a verbose document. Other 
OB <md OD pennits from many other states with sound 
regulatory programs accomplish the same regulatory 
control with significantly shorter permits thereby 
enhancing potential for Permittee compliance. 

References to Air Quality and Air Emissions 
requirements are not the regulatory responsibility of the 
N MED within Bernalillo County. Enforcement of these 
regulatory requirements is the responsibility of the 
Albuquerque Environmental Health Department. which 
holds the delegated authority to oversee the regulations. 
Placing these and other similar type regulatory 
requirements into the proposed permit could provide the 
Department with the opportunity to "double penalize" 
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NMED Response 

NMED response to Comment #14. 

NMED is not bound by any law or any 
regulation to write RCRA permits in the 
same manner as other states. 

Because a Permittee may claim in their 
defense during an enforcement action that 
their permit replaces the requirements of the 
regulations, it is necessary for important 
permit conditions to be written verbatim or 
nearly verbatim with the applicable 
regulatory requirements. Furthermore. 
associated with these petmit conditions 
other language may be inserted that 
demonstrates how the permit conditions will 
be met by the Petmittee for their particular 
facility. Language may also be added that 
clarifies the NMED's interpretation of a 
regulation. Under omnibus authority ( 40 
C.F.R. ~ 270.32(b)(2)), NMED also has the 
authority to include requirements in a RCRA 
permit that are not explicitly specified in the 
New Mexico Hazardous Wa'>te Manngement 
Regulations (HWMR, 20.4.1 NMAC) if 
such requirements are necessary to protect 
human health and the environment. 

Permit Modification: None. 

The N MED regulates the Permittee for 
compliance with the New Mexico 
Hazardous Waste Act (HWA) and the 
HWMR. Contrary to what is stated in the 
comment. the HWA and the HWMR 
regulate releases to all environmental media, 
including releases of hazardous waste and 
hazardous constituents to air. soil. rock, 
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Comment 
Page No. Se(·tion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar;y of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

KAFB in the event of a non-compliance action based on sediment, surface water. and groundwater. 
permit language. For specific examples of where RCRA 

applies to air emissions at hazardous wa~te 
management units. see the regulations at 40 
C.F.R. Pmt 264 Subparts AA, BB. and CC. 

Additionally, the regulations at 40 C.F.R. * 
264.601 (b) and (c) specifically apply to 
Subpw·t X miscellaneous units. such as the 
Permittee's OD Unit. with respect to 
releases to groundwater. surface water, 
surface soils. wetlands. £md air. The 
Permittee must comply with all applicable 
requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 264 Subpart 
X. including 40 C.F.R. * 264.601 (c)()) 
which requires consideration of existing air 
quality, other potential sources of air 
contamination and their cumulative impacts 
on air. 

Permit Modification: None. 

9 Global KAFB Reference to "Facility" in permit language needs to be Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
appropriate to the permit intent and should be changed Unit have been removed from the final 
to "OB and OD Treatment Units'" when in agreement Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
with General Comment I. #I. 

The terms "Facility" and "OB ru1d OD 
Treatment Units" do not meM the same 
thing. KAFB is the Facility: the OB and OD 
Units are hazardous waste managemt~nt 
units that are located at the Facility. 

Permit Modification: None. 

10 I Cover Header KAJ'<'B (I) The document title on the cover page does llL't (I) The header in the document is an 
match the title in the document header. abbreviation of the title on the cover page. 

(2) Verify and correct as needed EPA lD number used The title is not inserted in full form in the 

on cover (N:\19570042243) and headers in the permit header of the final Permit because there is 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar)' of Comment NMED Response -= No. Name 

(NM9570024423). EPA ID number on the cover is not insufficient space. 
the same as in the headers in the report body. (2) The EPA 10# has been corrected on the 
(3) Recommend changing both to read: "Draft Open cover page and headers in the final Permit. 
Burning and Open Detonation Treatment Units (3) NMED did not make the requested 
Operating Permit- EPA ID No. NM 9570024423." revision to the cover page and headers. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it (see NMED response to Comment 
#I). Thus, the cover page and headers in the 
final Permit do not refer to the OB Unit. 

Also, NMED generally issues a RCRA 
permit to a Permittee for a facility, not a 
particular hazardous waste management unit 
at a facility because of the desire to have but 
one permit for a facility (see NMED 
responses to Comments# I and 9). Finally, 
NMED did not change the title of the cover 
page and the headers of the final Permit to 
refer to the final Permit as a draft document. 

However. NMED has changed the cover 
page of the final Permit to indicate that the 
Pem1ittee is the U.S. Air Force instead of 
the U. S. Department of Defense. This 
change was made in order to match 
information that is included in Part A of the 
Permit Application 

Permit Modifications: (I and 3) None. 
(2)The EPA 10 number on the cover page 
and headers has been corrected in the final 
Pem1it to read: 

''EPA ID Nu. NM9570024423" 

The cover page was changed in the final 
Pem1it to indicate that the Permittee is the 
U. S. Air Force. Non substantive changes 
were also made to the title shown on the 

----- - ----------------···- ---------
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Comment 
Page l'Oo. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

cover page and headers (for example., the 
elate of permit issuance was changed in the 
header and cover page) 

II I 1.0 Introduction KAFB Specify that the permit conditions apply to the Open Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Burn and Open Detonation "rmscellaneous units." Unit have been removed from the final 

Permit. See NMED Response to Comment 
#l. 

Section 1.3 of the final Permit refers to the 
OD Unit as a miscellaneous unit, thu:' it is 
unnecessary to state the same fact in Section 
1.0 of the final Permit. However. Section 
1.0 of the final Permit wa.~ modified to 
indicate that the final Permit. like the draft 
Permit, also contains corrective action 
requirements for the Facility. 

See also NMED response to Comment #12. 

Permit Modifications: 
Section 1.0 specifies that permit 
requirements apply to the OD Unit. The 
relevant hmguage states: 
This Permit Part (I) contains general 
requiremellts pertaining to /wzardur<~ M'aste 
mwwgement and treatment at the Open 
D!'tonation !OD) Unit and corrective action 
at the Kirtland 1\ ir Force Base ( KAFB J 
Facifitv (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2. oft his 
Permit Part.j(na map view nfthe FCicifity 
and an aerial ~·iew ufthe OD Unit), as 
permitted under the New Mexico fla;:ardous 
Waste Act 1 HWA 1. New Mexico Statures 
Annotated (NMSAJ 1978. ~§ 74-4-1 tn 74-4-
14. 

Section 1.3, p~u·agraph I. second sentence 

Page 15 of 282 
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.-----------.------------.------------.------------.--------------.------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------. 
Comment 

No. 

12 

Page No. Section No. 

1.0 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Permit Part I as written only applies to the OB/OD units 
and as such, all regulatory language pertaining to 
activities outside of the OB/OD units (including 
corrective action. treatment processes. and associated 
lands) should be removed from Permit Part J. 

NMED Response 

refers to the OD Unit as a miscell~meous 
unit. The relevant language states: 

The OD Unit is class(fied as a miscellaneous 
unit under 40 C.F.R. Part 264 Suhpart X. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED Response to Comment 
#1. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
Pem1it Part I sets forth general pem11t 
requirements for the Facility that are not 
intended to be limited in their applicability 
to the OD Unit. This includes, for example, 
Sections 1.0-1.10, l.l2-l.l9, 1.23, 1.25, 
1.27-1.29. and 1.39. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----t-------+------1f-------t------_,. ____________________ t--------------··---l 

13 1.1 KAFB Recommend changing language to read: •· ... issues this 
Permit to Kirtland Air Force Base. hereafter .. ."' 

The NMED did not make the requested 
revision. Permits are issued to a Permittee. 
which in this case is the U. S. Air Force: 
KAFB is the Facility. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----t-------+------1f-------t------_,. ____________________ t------------------l 

14 1.1 KAFB Direct regulatory citations should be verbatim and not 
paraphrased, unless specified. and should include a 
complete regulatory citation. Please include a correct 
citation to RCRA. 

See NMED response to Comment #7. 

The RCRA citation is correct. 

Permit Modification: None. 

r----------r-----------r-----------t------------t-------------1--------------------------------------------r---------------------------------~ 

15 1.2 Paragraph I KAFB The chapter is titled "General Permit Conditions" and 
should represent the conditions for the OB and OD 
Treatment Units for which the permit application was 
intended ~mel written. The first paragraph of this chapter 
1.0 INTRODUCTION properly states the purpose of 
this Part. but then subsequent writings state 
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Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED Response to Comment 
#I. 

See also NMED Response to Comment #12. 

Permit Modification: None 
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.. 

Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

requirements not pertinent to the Part. 

16 I 1.2 Permitted KAFB Specify that the permitted units are "miscellaneous Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Activity units'' used to treat hazardous waste rather than more Unit have been removed from the final 

traditional "treatment units." Pem1it. See NMED Response to Comment 
#1. 

Section 1.2 of the draft Permit has be·.:n 
moved to Section 1.3 of the final Permit. 
See NMED Response to Comment# II. 

Permit Modification: See NMED 
Response to Comment# II. 

• 17 I 1.2 Item a KAFB Recommend changing language to read: "One Thermal Part I, Section 1.2 of the draft Permit is now 
Treatment Unit composed of an explosive ordnance Part I. Section 1.3 of the final Penn it. 
treatment unit used for open detonation/destruction of NMED agrees that the language in till~ draft 
hazardous \vastes n,T}d is identified as the Of) Lrnit." Pem1it \Vas redundant (sec Nl\1ED rc~;ponsc 
Purpose of treatment of explosive wastes is previously to Comment# I). Thus item "'a" was deleted 
identified in the first pm·t of the paragraph and does not from the final Permit. 
warrant restatement. Permit Modification: Item ··a·· of th;; 

second paragraph of Pa11 I. Section 1.2 of 
the draft Permit was deleted from the final 
Permit. 

-----· .. 

((I I 1.2 Item b KArB Recommend changing language to read: ''One Thermal Pa11 I. Section 1.2 of the draft Permit is now 
Treatment Unit composed on an explosive ordnance Pa11 I. Section 1.3 of the final Penn it. 
treatment unit used for open burning/destruction of Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
hazardous wastes and identified as the OB Unit." Unit have been removed from the final 
Purpose of treatment of explosive vvastes is previously Permit. See NMED Response to Comment 
identified in the first pm'l of the paragraph and does not #I. 
warrant restatement. Permit Modification: Item "b" of the 

second paragraph of Part I. Section 1.2 of 
the draft Permit was deleted fi·om the final 
Pem1it. 

19 I 1.2 KAFB Lines 7-9 should be changed to read: "This permit also Pat1 I. Section 1.2 of the draft Permit is now 
establishes standards for closure ~md post-closure care Pat1 I, Scz~tion 1.3 of the final Permit. 

Page I 7 of 282 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar)' of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

of the OB-OD treatment units pursuant to the HW A and Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
the HWMR." Unit have been removed from the final 

Petmit. See NMED Response to Comment 
#I. 

N MED has revised the sentence to reference 
specifically the OD Unit as the sole 
permitted hazardous wa<;te management unit 
at the Facility as requested. NMED has also 
modified the sentence to include reference to 
the requirements for corrective action (see 
NMED response to Comment #1). 

Permit Modification: 

The last sentence of the first paragraph of 
Section 1.3 of Permit Prui 1 of the final 
Pennit wa<; changed to read: 

This Permit also estahlishes standards for 
closun:' and sets.f(;rth the requirements for 
corrective action tu address releases of' 
/zazardous waste and hazardous constituents 
into the environmr~nt pursuant to the HWA 
and the HWMR. 

.. 

20 I 1.2 KAFB Lines 15-17 should read: "This permit authorizes the Part 1. Section 1.2 of the draft Permit is now 
treatment of hazardous wastes, including explosive Part l, Section 1.3 of the final Penn it. 
wastes. only at the Open Burn and Open Detonation Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Units located at the EOD Range and at no other Unit have been removed from the final 
locations at the Facility." Pem1it. See NMED Response to Comment 

#I. 

NMED understands that the management of 
hazardous waste occurs at many places at 
the Facility. Thus. NMED revised the 
subject sentence to clru·ify that treatment 
requiring a pennit is not authorized to be 
conducted at any other locations at the 
Facility. 

-----
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Comment 
No. 

21 

22 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summar)' of Comment 

NMED Response 

Permit Modification: 

The subject sentence now located in the 2"d 
paragraph of Section 1.3 of Part I of the 
final Permit has been modified to read: 

The Pnmittel:' shall not treat. witlwu/ a 
permit, hazardous H··astes at anv other 
location at this Facilitv. except as provided 
in 40 C.F.R. § 270./(cJ(2). 

-+------+------t-------t----------------------+---------------··----1 
1.2 

1.2 Permitted 
Activity 

KAFB 

KAFB 

(I) Open burn/Open detonation of firearms has been a 
critical support function provided by KAFB to 
surrounding government agencies and departments 
including Bemalillo County Sheriffs, City of 
Albuquerque Police, Drug Enforcement Agency. and 
other DoD departments All agencies have noted that 
such services provide a significant savings in their 
limited budgets and should be considered in line with 
destruction of Ordnance disposal/treatment. The Joss of 
such services will negatively impact all agencies 
identified above. The activity poses little or no 
environmental impact when performed. 

(2) Thus, recommend changing last sentence to read: 
'This Pennit also .:stablishes st<mdards for closure and 
post-closure requirements of the OB and OD Treatment 
Units. pursuant to the HW A and the HWMR.·· 

The last pa.t·agraph of this section poses the condition 
that OB or OD "of firearms or contraband that is not 
reactive or ignitable hazardous waste" is not authorized. 

Pa1t I, Se{;tion 1.2 of the draft Permit is now 
Pa.tt I. Section I .3 of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pennit. See NMED Response to Comment 
#I. 

(I) N MED did not make the requested 
revision. While firearms may be solid 
wastes, it is questionable whether most 
firearms would be classified as hazardous 
wastes. and very unlikely. if ever. that 
firearms would he classified as reactive or 
ignitable hazardous wastes. Treatment of 
non-hazardous solid wastes. such as 
firearms, may require a separate pem1it from 
the NMELY.s Solid Waste Bureau under the 
New Mexico Solid Waste Management 
Regulations. 

(2l See NMED response to Comment #IY. 

Permit Modification: (I) None. 

(2) Sec NMED response to Comment #19. 

P~ut I, Section 1.2 of the draft Permit is now 
Part I, Section 1.3 of the final Penn it. 
Requirements a.tld authorizations for the OB 

,__ ____ ..__ ____ ___~_ _____ ,__ ____ _._ _____ ___t ____________________ ..J._ ____________ .• __ __, 
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Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

SummaQ· of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

Section 5 .1.1 of Permit Attachment 5 states that "Non- Unit have been removed from the final 
hazardous wastes (e.g., contraband, firearms) are also Permit. See NMED Response to Comment 
treated at the Open Burn Unit and Open Detonation #l. 
Unit as a service in support of the various agencies See also NMED response to Comment #21. 
listed in Table 5-l ". This important service to the 

Accordingly, the 5tl' sentence of Section 
community should remain allowable: therefore, delete 

5.1.1 of Attachment 5 of the draft Permit 
the last paragraph of Permit Part I Section 1.2. 

was deleted from the final Permit. 
We currently dispose of weapons for various agencies Permit Modifications: 
that would be affected by this rule. 

The 5th sentence of Section 5.1.1 of Petmit 
Attachment 5 of the draft Permit was deleted 

. from the final Permit. 

See also NMED response to Comment #21 . 
.. 

")"> -'--' 2 1.2.1 KAFB Please insert the statutory/regulatory citation of the self- Part 1. Section 1.2.1 of the draft Permit is 
regulating [self-implementing] provisions. If this novv Part I, Section 1.4 of the final Permit. 
statement refers to Table 2 of 40 C. F.R. § 271.1, then it NMED does not understand the comment. 
appears that 40 C.F.R. * 271 is not adopted in The statement (3'u sentence of the first 
accordance with NMAC 20.4.1. paragraph of Section 1.4) does not apply 

directly to Table 2 of 40 C.F.R. § 271.1. 
The regulations at 40 C. F. R. § 271.1 
concern the requirements for authorization 
of state hazardous waste programs and are. 
thus, not directly relevant to the final Permit. 

40 C.F.R. § 271.1 has not been adopted into 
the New Mexico Hazru·dous Waste 
Management Regulations, 20.4.1 NiviAC. 

Permit Modification: None 

24 2 1.2.1 KAFB Remove "The Permittee must also comply ... imposed by Part 1, Section 1.2. L of the draft Penn it is 
statute or rule". It isn't EPA's place to govern self- now Part I, Section 1.4 of the final Permit. 
implementing rules that are out of their purview. This See NMED response to Comment #23. 
would give them grounds to fine us on anything we are Permit Modification: None 
doing above and beyond the permit. 
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Comment 
No. 

25 

26 

-----.-----------.-----------.-------------,-------------------------------------------.---------------------------------~ 

Page No. Section No. 

2 1.2.2 

2 1.3 

Subsection 

Effect of 
Inaccuracies 

in Permit 
Application 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

SummaQ· of Comment 
NMEI> Response 

The Pm1 B permit application, Revision 1.0, is dated Pm1 I. Section I .2.2 of the draft Permit is 
December 2005, not November 2005. as indicated in the now Part I. Section I .5 of the final P·crmit. 
first sentence. Revise for accuracy. NMED has con·ected the error. 

The way we read this title l\'MED only has to state the 
federal regulations but can fine us on New Mexico 
regulations \Vithout having to print them. All regulatory 
guidance should be in the permit. 

Page 21 of 282 

Permit Modification: NMED has revised 
the sentence referenced in the comment to 
read: 

This Permit is hased un the inf(mnatwn 
suhmitfl!d in the Part B Permit application 
dated Decemher 2005 and suh.l'eljuent 
infimnatinn. referred to as the Application. 

Pat1 I, Section 1.3 of the draft Permit is now 
Part I, Section 1.6 of the final Permit. 

The federal regulations are cited, in generaL 
to make it easier to read the Pennit. The 
federai regulations set fot1h the detaiied 
regulatory requirements; the State 
regulations incorporate hy reference. with 
certain exceptions, the federal regulalions in 
their entirety. 

Moreover, the referenced language clearly 
states that the State regulations are 
applicable to the Permittee and that the State 
regulations will be the regulations enforced 
by the NMED. The State regulations are 
codified in the HWMR at 20.4. I NMAC m1d 
are available at the NMED website at: 

http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/Common/reg 
s_idx.html. 

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) may enforce federal regulations for 
which the State has not been authorized to 
enforce. 

Permit Modification: None. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

27 4 1.6 Facility KAFB The definition of KAFB or "Facility" appears to include Prut 1. Section 1.6 of the draft Permit is now 
all land under the control of the owner or operator. This Prut I, Section 1.8 of the final Penn it. 
statement could be inferred to include all tenant The definition was meant to include all land 
organizations such as Sandia National Laboratories under the control of the owner or operator. 
(SNL) and could make KAFB liabk for RCRA permit 

NMED did not make the requested revision 
violations on SNL operated facilities and any other 
facilities. The only area that might be excluded in 

as the recommended language is not really 

NMED's definition is SNL Technical Area III (Figure 1-
any different from that in the draft or final 

1 ), Permit Attachment I. See Comment 9. 
Pem1its. In pmticular. the recommended 
language in the comment still includes the 

Recommend changing the language to read: '' ... means phrase "land under the control of the owner 
Kirtland Air Force Ba~e (KAFB). including all or operator 

.. 
contiguous lru1d. structures. other appurtena11ces and 

N MED did delete the reference to Map 1-1, 
improvements on the Janel under the control of the 

as this map (now Figure 1-1 in the final 
owner or operator seeking this permit under the HWA 

Pem1it) does not clearly differentiate 
(See Map 1-1 in Pem1it Attachment l, General Facility 

between land under the control of the 
Information).'" 

Pem1ittee versus that under the control of 
other entities (like the U. S. Department of 
Energy). 

Permit Modification: None. 

28 5 1.6 Hazardous KAFB Delete last sentence of the definition for hazru·dous Patt I. Section 1.6 of the draft Permit is now 
Waste waste. Part L Section 1.8 of the final Pem1it. 

NMED did not make the requested revision 
as the statutory definition of hazardous 
waste is broader thru1 that of the regulatory 
definition. and thus. is more protective of 
human health and the environment. 
especially in matters related to corrective 
action. The Pe1111ittee is subject to the 
statutory definition of hazardous waste as 
Congress has waived the right of federal 
entities to claim sovereign immunity from 
state and local laws pertaining to haz;mious 
wa'ltes. 

Permit Modification: None. 
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Comment 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
SummarJ of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

29 :'i 1.6 Permit KAFB Recommend changing language to read:·· ... means this Part I, Section I .6 of the draft Permit is now 
permit, issued to the Permittee. pursuant to the HWA Part I, Section 1.8 of the final Penn it. 
and the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Management Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Regulations to operate the open burn and open Unit have been removed from the final 
detonation hazardous waste treatment units (OB Unit Permit. See NMED Response to Comment 
and OD Unit) at KAFB. EPA ID No ..... , #I. 

The vvord ''Facility'' means "KAFB" as 
indicated in the definitions listed in both the 
draft and final Permits, so the requested 
revision is not necessary. 

NMED ha~ clarified that the term "Permit" 
authorizes only the operation of the OD Unit 
and also includes the requirements for 
corrective action for Facility solid waste 
management units (SWMUsl and areas of 
concern (AOCs). 

Permit Modification: The definition of 
"Permit" was modified to read: 

"Permit" means this Permit, issued to the 
Petmittee for the Facility, pursuant to the 
HWA and the New Mexico Hazardous 
Waste Management Regulations to c•.mduct 
corrective action and to operate the OD Unit 
at the Facility, EPA ID No. 
N:V19:'i70024423. as it may be modified or 
amended. 

--
30 :'i 1.6 Permittee KAFB Recommend changing language to read: ·· ... means Part I. Section 1.6 of the draft Penni I is now 

United States Air Force, Kirtland Air Force Base. a Pmt L Section 1.8 of the final Permit. 
military service within the Department of Defense.·· NMED ha~ revised the definition to indicate 

that the Permittee is the U.S. Air Force to 
match information in the Part A Application. 

Permit Modification: The definition of 
Petmittec was revised to read in the final 
Permit: 
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Comment 
No. 

31 

Page No. 

4& 5 

SedionNo. Subsection 

1.6 SWMU 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Definition of "SWMU" appears to apply at any area of 
the Facility: The definition of KAFB or "Facility" 
appears to include all land under the control of the 
owner or operator. This statement could he inferred to 
include all tenant organizations such as Sandia National 
Laboratories (SNL) and could make KAFB liable for 
RCRA permit violations on SNL operated facilities and 
any other facilities. The only area that might be 
excluded in NMED's definition is SNL Technical Area 
III (Figure 1-1 ). Permit Attachment I. NMED needs to 
revise the definition of Facility to more accurately 
describe KAFB with regard to the draft penn it. This 
definition may also apply to ru·eas such as SNL and their 
SWMU which appear to be included in this OB/OD 
pennit. The definition of SWMU needs to be revised to 
reflect this. May need legal comments from JA on the 
inter-relation of SNL and KAFB SWMUs. 

"Facility"-- Identifying all of Kirtland as the facility 
would make us responsible for all agencies extemal to 
the Range complex. This permit should be governing 
our methods in the waste disposal process and the range. 
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NMED Response 

"Permit'' means this Permit. issued to the 
Permirteefi~r the Facility. pursuant to the 
HWA and the New Mexico Hazardous Waste 
Management Regulations to conduct 
correctire action awltu operate the OD 
Unit at the Facility, EPA ID No. 
NM9570024423, as it may he mod!f!ecl or 
amended. 

Part I. Section 1.6 of the draft Permit is now 
Part I, Section 1.8 of the final Petm it. 

The definition would apply to ru1y area 
where solid wastes have been placed at any 
time, including any area where solid ·wastes 
have been routinely and systematically 
released. 
SNL SWMUs are not included in this Permit 
(see Table l-3 of Attachment l of the final 
Permit which does not list any SNL 
SWMUs). 

See NMED responses to Comments #9 and 
27. 

NMED did revise the definition of the 
related tem1 "Area of Concern" (or i\OC) to 
clru·ify that AOCs include ru-eas ru1d 
structures that have not been fully 
remediated. 

Permit Modification: The definition of 
AOC in Section 1.8 of Part I of the final 
Pern1it was revised to: 

"Area of Concern" (AOC) means any area 
uf'the Facility under the control ur 
ownership of the Pi!mlittee, which is nor a 
solid waste management unit ·where o 
ref ease of a hazardous "'·asre or ha::a rdous 
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commcnter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

constituent has occurred. nr is suspeded to 
have occurred regard/ ess of thefi·eqnency 
or duration ~~f'the release. An area of' 
concern includes u reas and structures at 
vvhich releases r!f'lwzardous 1-vaste o1· 
hazardous constituents wne not.fully 
remediated. includin;;, one time and 
accidental el'ents. 

~---------1----------·-+------------;-------------r----------------r-----------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------~ 
.12 5 1.6 

:n 5 1.7 

Last 
Paragraph 

The 
Complete 

Permit 

KAFB 

KAFB 

As written, KAFB could he held out nf compliance 
based on new definitions inserted into the permit 
without its knowledge. 

Recommend changing the last paragraph of section to 
read: ··rf, ... to this Permit. If the Department 
determines that such a change i:. needed. it will notify 
the Permittee in writing of this change prior to applying 
the new definition to the Penn it." 

Part I, Se{;tion 1.6 of the draft Permit is now 
Part I, Section 1.8 of the final Pem1it. 

The subject text was deleted from the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

The first sentence indicates the complete permit consist~ Pm1 I. Sedion I. 7 of the draft Permit is now 
of ... Permit Parts l through 5 ... There :u·e 6 Parts Part l. Se{;tion I. 9 of the final Penn it. 
listed. Revise for accuracy. Under Pmt 3, the listed title The final Permit has been corrected to 
of this pmt is incomplete. lt should read "Open Burn 
and Open Detonation Treatment Units". 
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indicate the actual number of Permit Pm·ts 
and Attachments. The titles of the Pt:rmit 
Pm1s and Attachments have also been 
corrC{;ted in the final Permit. 

See also NMED response to Comment #I 
concerning reorganization of the final 
Permit. 

NMED also modified to the first sentence to 
indicate more specifically what was meant 
by the statement: "the regulations 
incorporated by reference into this Pennit". 

Permit Modifications: The first sentence 
of Section 1.9 in Permit Part I of the final 
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.. 
Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

Pem1it has been revised to read: 

The complete Permit consists of the 
regulations incorporated hy reference into 
this Permit (see Permit Section 1.6). the 
Permit requirements in Penni! Parts I 
through 6. and Permit Attachments A 
through L 

The rest of the Section was modified to 
address reorganization of the final Permit as 
discussed in NMED response to Comment 
#I. Thus. the Permit Parts and Attachments 
were revised to read in the final Permit: 

PART 1-GENERALPERMJT 
REQUIREMENTS 

PART 2-GENERAL fACILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

PART3-0PEN DETONATION UNIT 

PART 4-CLOSURE 

PART 5-POST CLOSURE 

PART 6-CORRECTIVE ACTION 
REQUIREMENI~'l 

ATTACHMENT A-GENERAL FACILITY 
INFORMATION 

ATTACHMENT B-UST OF AUTHORIZED I 

HAZARDOUS WASTES 

ATTACHMENT C- WASTE ANALYSIS 
PLAN 

ATTACHMENT D-ANNUAL SOIL 
SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PlAN 

ATTACHMENT E-INSPECTION PLAN 

ATTACHMENT F-CONTINGENCY PLAN 

ATTACHMENT G-PERSONNEL 
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Comment 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar_}· of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

TRAINING PLAN 

AITACHl\1ENT H-CLOSURE PLAN 
ATTACHiHENT I-COMPLIANCE 
SCHEDULES 
A T04CHlHENT 1-LIST OF HAZ4RDOUS 
\VAST£ MANAGEMENT UNITS 
AITACIIMENT K-UST OF SWMUS AND 
AOCS FOR WHICH CORRECTIVE 
ACTION IS COMPLETE 
AlTACHMENT L-RESERVED FOR 
GROUNDWA 7ER SAAfPUNG AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN 

See NMED Response to Comment #I . 
.. 

14 6 17 Part 2 KAFB Recommend changing language to read: .. General OR Part 1. Section I . 7 of the draft Permit is now 
and OD Treatment Unit Conditions··. Part I. Section 1.9 of the final Permit. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED Response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED did not make the requested n::vision. 

Permit Part 2 sets forth general requirements 
for the Facility. The OD Unit does not. by 
itself, comprise the Facility. Howevn, 
NMED has revised the title by replacing the 
word .. Condition" with the word 
.. Requirement" (see NMED response to 
Comment# 431 ) 

Permit Modification: The title for Permit 
Part 2 of the final Permit was revised to 
read: 

"PERMIT PART 2: GENERAL FACILITY 
REQUIREMEN7:'l" 

The same revision is reflected in the list of 
-- ------ ....... ' ..... L .. - --~~--
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

Petmit Pruts and Attachments found in 
Section I. 9 of Permit Prut I of the final 
Permit. 

3::; 6 1.7 Attach I KAFB Recommend chru1ging language to read: '·General OB Part l. Section I. 7 of the draft Permit is now 
and OD Treatment Unit Information''. Part I, Section 1. 9 of the final Permit. 

Attachment l of the draft Permit is now 
Attachment A of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NM ED Response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
Attachment A of the final Permit provides 
general facility information-- the OD Unit 
does not, by itself. comprise the Facility. 

Permit Modification: none. 

36 6 1.7 Attach 3 KAFB Delete. Part 1, Section I. 7 of the draft Permit is now 
Prut I. Section 1.9 of the final Penn it. 
Attachment 3 of the draft Permit has been 
deleted from the final Permit. See N.\1ED 
responses to Comments # l atld 3 3. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

37 7 1.10 KAFB Since the draft RCRA permit applies to the OB/OD Part 1. Section I .I 0 of the draft Perm it is 
units only, the requirement for a permit modification for now Pmt I. Section l.l3 of the final Pem1it. 
a land transfer anywhere on the "Facility" is not valid. Requirements and authorizations for t:he OB 

Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED Response to Comment 
#l. 

The Permit applies to the entire Facihty. 
The OD Unit is only pru·t of the Facility. 
There me SWMUs and AOCs on the 
Facility which require corrective action that 
are not located within the OD Unit. There 

-- ---- L__________ -- ----------------- --------- ---------- , __ -------------
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Comment 
No. 

38 

39 

Pagt• No. 

7 

8 

Section No. 

1.10 

1.14 

Subsection 

Penn it 
Review 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

This paragraph while loosely pertains to the EOD 
complex. largely refers to areas not associated with the 
EOD complex and needs to be removed from our 
permit. 

Except for permits that are for land disposal facilities 
(40 C. FR.~ 270.50(cl)). RCRA regulations do not 
include a required mid-point regulator review of a 
TSDF permit nor does such a review address a required 
activity of the Permittee. The OB/OD units are not land 
disposal units. Furthermore. 40 C. F. R. ~ 270.41 
authorizes modification or revocation/reissu<mce for 
"cause" or at Permittee request. The permit condition as 
written exceeds NMED authority. Delete this permit 
condition. 
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NMED Response 

may be SWMUs and AOCs on the Facility 
that have not yet been recognized <md that 
will require corrective action. Additionally, 
the OD Unit must eventually be closed. 

N MED must ensure that all necessary 
corrective action. closure activities, and 
post-closure activities, if any, are adequately 
completed regardless of Janel transfers. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part I, Section 1.10 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I. Section 1.13 of the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment# 37. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Pa11 I, Section 1.14 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I. Section 1.17 of the final Penn it. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED Response to Comment 
#I. 

Contrary to the comment. -W C. F. R. s· 
270.41 authorizes the NMED to review a 
Facility's operating Permit at any time. The 
point of this Section is that it reminds the 
Permit1ee that this can happen. 
Nonetheless. NMED deleted the text about 
conducting a five-year review hecau.'e the 
term of the permit is limited to 3 years. 

Permit Modification: The first senknce of 
Section 1.17 of Part I of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

The Department nzav reFiew this Permit at 
any time (~jrer the eff"ective date of' Pumlt 
issuance. and muv modifv tlzis Permit as 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

nl!cessary pursuant to § 74-4-4.2 of"thl! 
HWA and 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.41, 270.50(hJ. 
and 270.50( d). 

.. 

40 9 1.19 Duty to KAFB The second paragraph states "This Permit Condition Part 1. Section 1.19 of the draft Permit is 
Provide ( 1.20) ... " Revise for accuracy to read (1.19 ). now Part 1. Section 1.21 of the final Penn it. 

Information NMED has corrected the citation. 

Permit Modification: The sentence 
referenced in the comment has been 1\~vised 
to read in the final Permit: 

Thl! Permit rl!quirl!ments qfthis Section 
(1.2]) shall not hi! construed to limit, in any 
manner. th!! D!!partmnzt's authority under 
the HWA.. NAISA 1971<,. § 74-4-4.3, or RCRA 
§ 3007(a). 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(i). or any 
other applicable law or regulation. 

41 9 1.19 KAFB Define "reasonable time" and "relevant information". Part l. Section 1.19 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I, Section I .21 of the final Permit. 

The words "reasonable". "time'', "relevant", 
and ·'information" have the same meanings 
as those defined by a standard dictionary 
reference. See Section 1.8 of Part 1 of the 
final Pe1mit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

42 9 1.20 KAFB "IINSPECTION" should read "INSPECTION" Part I. Section 1.20 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I, Section \.22 of the final Permit. 

NMED has coJTected the spelling of the 
word '"inspection··. 

Permit Modification: The title of Section 
1.22 in Permit Part I of the final Permit has 
been conected to read: 

'"1.22 INSPECTION AND ENTRY." 
------
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Page No. St~ction No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

43 9 1.20 KAFB NMED has access to the AR!IR. which contains the Part 1. Section 1.20 of the draft Permit is 
records/data requested now Part I. Section 1.22 of the final Pem1it. 

The subject section addresses NMED's 
authority to conduct inspections. Including 
the fact that records in the AR/IR may be 
incomplete. inspections are not limitt:cl to 
the review of repot1s. work plans. or other 
paper documents (for example, see items 3 
and 4 of Section 1.22 of Permit Part I of the 
final Permit). 

Permit Modification: None. 

44 10 1.20 Inspection KAFB Last paragraph references Permit Condition 1.21 - Part I. Section 1.:20 of the draft Permit is 
and Entry should be changed to 1.20. now Part I. Section 1.22 of the final Penn it. 

The last paragraph of this section states "This Permit NMED has conected the erroneous citation. 
Condition ( 1.21 l ... " Revise for accuracy to read ( 1.20). Permit Modification: The subject s,~ntence 

has been revised to read in the final Permit: 

The Permit requirements o{this Sectum 
( 1.22! shall not he cm1stnu:d to limit, in wn• 
mwmer. the Department's authority nnder 
the HWA. NMSA 1978. * 74-4-4.3. or 
RCRA . . ~ 3007(aJ. 40 C.F.R. * 270.30(i). or 
anr otha applicahfe law or regulation. 

45 10 1.20 KAFB Define what·· equipment (including monitoring and Part I. Section 1.20 of the draft Penn it is 
control equipment)" is. now Part I, Section 1.22 of the final Permit. 

The word ··equipment'' has the same 
meaning as that defined by a standard 
dictionary reference. See Section 1.8 of Part 
I of the final Permit. 

Furthermore. equipment is any of the 
equipment described or listed in any Part or 
Attachment of this Permit. and any 
equipment used to comply with the HWMR 
and this Permit that may not be listed in the 
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Comment 
No. 

46 

Page No. 

10 

Section No. Subsection 

1.21.1 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Representative sampling should focus on what is 
applicable to military munitions, which do not present a 
safe opportunity for sampling. Most waste 
characterization is based on "Acceptable Knowledge" 
for this type of waste because any attempt to san1ple is 
both cost prohibitive and dangerous. Again by 
combining restoration activities for the rest of KAFB 
with requirements for the OB and 00 Treatment Units, 
substantial confusion is introduced. The first sentence 
refers to ''representative samples and measurements"­
Please insert regulatory citation for this requirement and 
identify and insert the required sampling frequencies. 

General Revision. We don't and can't sample munitions. 
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NMED Response 

Petmit. For example: monitoring wells, 
sampling pumps, fire extinguishers, radios, 
and first-aid kits qualify as such equipment. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Pmt l. Se~tion 1.21.1 of the draft Permit is 
now Part 1, Section 1.23 .I of the final 
Pennit. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED Response to 
Comment#]. 

The subject S~tion does not require all 
waste munitions to be sampled. Instead, it 
states what must be done to obtain 
representative samples if sampling is 
necessary. In most cases, NMED believes 
that waste munitions can be adequately 
characterized by Acceptable Knowledge. 
However. there may be cases where 
Acceptable Knowledge is inadequate and 
sampling is safe to do. Fm·thermore, 
treatment residues and environmental media 
will also have to be sampled and analyzed 
for hazardous waste and constituents. 

Any person that generates a wa~te (such as, 
treatment residue) must determine if that 
wa5te is a hazardous waste (40 C.F.R. ~ 
262.11 ). Before an owner or operator treats, 
stores, or disposes of any hazardous wa~tes, 
or nonhazardous wastes if applicable under 
40 C.P.R. ~ 264.113(d). he must obtain a 
detailed chemical and physical analysis of a 
representative sample of the wa~tes (40 
C.F.R. ~ 264.13(a)(l )). NJ\1ED has added to 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commcnter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

the final Penn it the regulatory citation to 40 
C.F.R. * 264. I 3(a)(l ). 

Sampling frequencies will vru-y and il is not 
possible to identify in this Permit all 
situations in advance where sampling may 
be necessary and required sampling 
frequencies. 

See also NMED Response to Comment #I 
concerning the corrective action 
requirements of this Permit and the 
comment about "combining restoration 
activities for the rest of KAFB with 
requirements for the OB and OD Treatment 
Units''. 

Permit Modification: The first scnt<o~nce of 
Section 1.23 .I of Permit Pa11 l of the finai 
Pem1it was revised to read: 

The Permittee shall take representati'<e 
samples and measurements in accordance 
with tht! procedures in this Permit and 40 
C.F.R. §264.J3(a)(/). 

47 10 1.21.1 KAFB KAFB does not store hazardous waste at the OB/OD Pa11 I. Section 1.21.1 of the draft Permit is 
Units and word "store" should be delet.o:d from the last nov1 Part I. Section 1.2.1.1 of the final 
sentence of this paragraph. Permit. Requirements and authorizations for 

the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED Response to 
Comment #I. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
The Permittee will have to store some waste 
at the Facility (other than at the OD Unit). 
For example, treatment residue!' may need 
storage prior to offsite treatment and 
disposal. Proper storage of waste requires 
adequate knov;ledge of the chemical and 

·-----
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SummaQ' of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

physical properties of waste. 

Permit Modification: None. 

48 10 1.21.2 KAFB Because of the attempt to combine restoration and OB Pa11 l. Section 1.21.2 of the draft Permit is 
and OD Treatment Unit activities into a single permit, now Part l. Section 1.23.2 of the final 
many of the records/documents specified do not apply Pennit. Requirements and authorizations for 
to an OB and OD Treatment Unit permit and should be the OB Unit have been removed from the 
deleted to confonn to Comment l. Recommend final Permit. See NMED Response to 
changing 1 't sentence to read: 'The Permittee shall Comment #I. 
retain the following OB and OD records until NMED did not make the requested revision 
completion of closure ... " as corrective action and related corrective 

action documents are necessary 
requirements of this Penn it. Additionally, it 
is possible that the OD Unit may not he 
clean closed, and if so, would require post-
closure care extending the time required to 
keep records. See NMED's Response to 
Comment# 12. 

Permit Modification: None. 

49 10 1.21.2 Bullet l KAFB KAFB does not collect or maintain any calibration, Bullet l of Part 1, Section 1.21.2 of tl1e draft 
maintenance records or strip chart recordings for Permit is now item #20 of Part I, Section 
continuous monitoring instrumentation because no 1.23.2 of the final Pem1it. Requirements and 
regulatory requirement for such instrumentation exists authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
for the Units. removed from the final Permit. See NMED 

Response to Comment# I. 

Calibration data, maintenance records, and 
strip chart recordings shall be retained by 
the Permittee as required under 40 C.F.R. * 
270.30(j). The requirement does not apply 
to only the OD Unit. For example. the 
Permittee must collect and retain data for 
periodic soil and groundwater sampling, as 
well as calibration and maintenance records 
related to such san1pling. 

----~ -------------------------------------- ------ --------------- - -----------
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

The requirement refers to periodic 
monitoring in addition to any continuous 
monitoring that could be conducted . .Just 
because the Permittee does not obtain strip 
chart recordings at present at the OD Unit or 
any other location at the facility doe:; not 
mean that such recordings will not be 
generated in the future. Also, if for no other 
reason than for conducting corrective action, 
the Permittee should be currently 
maintaining calibration and maintena nee 
record~ of sampling equipment as part of a 
quality assurance plan. 

Permit Modification: None. 
1---

50 II 1.21.2 KAFB Language in last bullet is too broad and undefined. The last bullet of Part I, Section 1.21.1 of 
Recommend changing to read: "All other corrective the draft Permit is now item # 15 of Part I . 
action reports, work plans and associated documents Section 1.23.2 of the final Permit. 
related to actions required by this Permit. .. The language in the requirement is intended 

to be broad to capture all corrective action 
documents and data not specifically h.~ted 
under the bullets in Section I .21.2 of Permit 
Part I of the draft Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

:'\] 10 Record KAFB The list of records exceeds the requirements for See N M ED response to Comment I. Pmt I . 
Rctt:ntion recording and reporting of monitoring results specified Section 1.21.2 is now Part I, Section 1.23.2. 

1.2 1.2 in 40 C. F. R. ~ 270.31, tht.' operating record The comment is not specifit: as to which 
requirements of 40 C.F.R. ~ 264.73(b). and the closure items in the list exceed the requirements for 
plru1 requirements of 40 C.F.R. ~ 264. I 12(b). None of record keeping. NMED has reviewed the 
these requirements make sense from a munitiPns list and believes that all items listed are 
disposal stand point. Revise this permit condition to appropriate for the Facility. including record 
reflect RCRA requirements. requirements for corrective action. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 
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Comment 
No. 

52 

Page No. 

II 

Section No. 

Monitoring 
Records 
Contents 

1,21.3 

Subsection 

I - 12 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summar)' of Comment 

( 1) Qualifications of individuals perfonning sampling 
and/or measurements are not currently documented in 
each monitoring round. 40 C. F. R. § 270.30(j)(3) does 
not require documenting the qualifications of such 
individuals. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(j)(3), 
monitoring information is only required to have the (i) 
date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurement: 
(ii) the individual(s) who perf01med the sampling or 
measurements; (iii) the date(s) the analyses were 
performed: (iv) the individual(s) who performed the 
analyses: (v) the analytical techniques or methods used; 
and (vi) the results of such analyses. 

(2) The names and qualifications of the analytical 
chemists for off-site laboratories are not typically 
provided in standard laboratory data packages for site 
investigation analyses. 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(j)(3) does not 
require documenting the qualifications of such 
individuals. Recommend changing the hmguage to 
read: "The names of the individuals who performed the 
analyses. if the sample is used for waste characterization 
and disposal purposes." 

(3) Recommend changing the language to read: "The 
names of the individuals who performed the san1pling or 
measurements.·· 

(4) 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(j) requires items I, 2, and4-7 
(except that the "qualifications" of the individuals 
performing sampling, measurements, or analyses are not 
required by RCRA). Items 8-12 are not required by 40 
C.F.R. § 270.30(j). Delete the items listed that are not 
RCRA requirements. 
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NMED Response 

Part 1, Section l.2l.3 of the draft Permit is 
now Part l. Section I .23 .1.1 of the final 
Pem1it. 

( l and :1) NMED has removed from the final 
Permit the requirement to re{;ord the 
qualifications of those conducting sampling 
or measurements. However, as pointed out 
in the comment, the nan1es of those 
conducting sampling or measurement.s must 
be included in monitoring information as 
required under 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(j)i:1). 
The requirement~ for monitoring 
information apply to waste and media 
characterization, not to just '"waste 
characterization and disposal purposes.,. 

( 2) N MED has removed from the final 
Pem1it the requirement to record the names 
and qualifications of those conducting 
laboratory analysis. 

(3) The recommended revision was made to 
the final Pennit. 

( 4) The name and address of the laboratory 
should be no burden for the Permittee to 
record. and items 8-12 are critical 
information to prove that data are reliable, 
representative, and of high quality and if any 
conditions need to be imposed on the sue of 
data. The NMED may impose additional 
requirements in a permit under the 
provisions of it~ omnibus authority under 40 
C.F.R. § 270.32(b)(2), as necessary to 
protect human health and the environment. 
Maintaining records demonstrating that data 
are reliable, representative. of high quality, 
and concerning any restrictions on the use of 
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Comment 
No. 

t--
:'\:1 

Page No. 

11 

SedionNo. Subsection 

1.21J 12 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summa f)· of Comment 

Data used for waste management and disposal is usually 
not validated. Usually. only quality control. detection 
limits, and data qualifiers are evaluated. Data validation 
is usually perfonned when evaluating the nature and 
extent of contamination studtes. Recommend changing 
the l~guage to read: "12. Data validation results, for 
data used to evaluate nature and extent of environmental 
contamination." 
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NMED Response 

data is vital to the protection of human 
health and the environment because of the 
impact data have on reaching final 
decisions. Also, maintaining data 
validation results and calibration data is a 
critical part of all well-prepared quality 
assur:.mce plans. Thus. the requirement to 
record such information has been retained in 
the final Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: (I and 3) Item 2 of 
Section 1.23.1.1 of Pem1it Part I of the final 
Pennit has been revised to read: 

2. 7/w names ol the indil'iduals who 
pe1jrmned the sarnplinf:{ or measurements 

(2 l Item 5 of Part I, Section 1.21.3 of the 
draft Pennit has been deleted from the fmal 
Permit 

Part I, Section 1.21.3 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I, Section 1.23.1.1 of the final 
Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
All analytical data required by the Permit 
should be validated, including data u,:ed to 
characterize waste. The validation process 
is intended to result in data that are officially 
s~ctioned. and thus the data are appropriate 
for use in making regulatory and technical 
decisions and conclusions except as 
restricted by data qualifier~. 

Evaluation of quality control data. detection 
limits and data qualifier~ are part of the data 
validation process. 

Sec also NMED response to Comment #52. 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Permit Modification: None. 

54 II 1.21.3 KAFB What are we monitoring? Part I, Section 1.21.3 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I, Se{;tion 1.23.1.1 of the final 
Permit. 

These are general requirements for all 
monitoring done under this Permit at the 
Facility. 

Below are some examples of monitormg 
required by the final Permit once it be{;omes 
effective. 

I. Monitoring of ground water \Viii be 
conducted at the OD Unit and at 
conective action sites (See for 
example Section 3.5 of Permit Part 
3 and Section 6.4.1.3 of Permit Part 
6 of the final Permit). 

2. Monitoring of soil will be 
conducted at the OD Unit (see 
Section 3.4 of Petmit Part 3 and 
Permit Attachment D of the final 
Permit) 

Permit Modification: None. 

55 12 1.24 KAFB Section 1.24 states that ''lf any permitted unit is Patt 1, Section 1.24 of the draft Permit is 
modified. the Permittee shall not treat or store now Part I, Section I .26 of the final Permit. 
hazardous waste in the modified portion of the NMED agrees with the comment. 
permitted unit, unless the following conditions have 

Permit Modification: The first sentence of 
been satisfied". However, 40 C.F.R. * 270.30(1)(2) adds 

Section 1.26 of Permit Part I of the final 
the text "except as provided in 40 C.F.R. * 270.42''. 

Pem1it has been revised to read: 
This allows the agency to issue temporary 
authorizations to protect human health and the ~{the OD Unit is modified, the Permiltee 

environment (see 40 C.F.R. * 270.42le]). shall nut treat or analyze hazardous 1vaste 

Recommend changing the language to read: ''If any 
in the modified portion of' the OD Un.it, 
except as provided in 40 C.P.R. § 270.42. 

permitted unit is modified. the Permittee shall not treat 
unless the following requirements have been 

------- L.- ------------- - ------------- -- - --------------------------~-------------- - ---------------------------
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No. 

Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

or store hazardous waste in the modified portion of the I satisfied: ... 
pennitted unit, except as provided in 40 C.F.R. * 
270.42, unless the following conditions have been 
satisfied." 

··----
NMED Response 

r----------r-----------r----------,_ __________ ,_ ____________ 1--------------------------------------------r----------------------------.. ----~ 
56 12 1.24 KAFB 

57 12-14 1.25 KAFB 

What is the definition of "independent" with regards to 
professional engineer? 40 C.F.R. * 270.30(1)(2) only 
specifies that the professional engineer be licensed. An 
engineering company contracted by KAFB to do 
construction or modification work on a permitted unit 
will provide professional engineering services as 
specified in a contract. Would this qualify as 
independent? 

This subsection requires submission of information not 
specified in 40 C.F.R. ~ 270.30(1){ i and ii). List should 
be changed to comply \Vith C.F.R .. (i.e. Requirements 
lAW the regulatory citation for Oral Reports does not 
include the stated requirement in the draft permit 
language for l.b.i or l.b.ix. The requirements for Oral 
Reporting should only reflect those stated in the 
regulations 40 C.F.R. * 270.:10(1)(6). 
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P~u1 I. Section 1.24 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I. Section 1.26 of the final Pem1it. 

The word "independent" has the sank 
meaning as that defined by a standard 
dictionary reference. 

In the context of the final Permit. 
"independent" means not an employee of the 
Pem1ittee. Contractors are indepenclt::nt of 
the Permittee. 

The use of an independent registered 
professional engineer provides a third party, 
ideally unfettered assessment that a 
pm·ticular modification of a permitted unit 
meets the requirements of its Permit and the 
regulations. The NMED retains the right to 
inspect the modification and make its own 
decision concerning whether the 
modification requires the pem1it to be 
modified. and whether a permit modification 
request should be approved. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part I. Sedion 1.25 of' the draft Permit is 
now Pm·t I. Section 1.27 of the final Penn it. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
The language in l.b. i is directly supptlrted 
by the regulations at 40 C.F.R ~ 
270.30{1)16)(iil which state "The description 
of occurrence and its cause ... ·· 

The NMED may impose additional 
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Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

requirements under 40 C.F.R. ~ 270.32(b)(2) 
as necessary to protect human health :md the 
environment. 

The NMED imposes the requirement in 
l.b.ix in accordance with 40 C.F.R. * 
270.32(b)(2) because it is reasonable and 
prudent for the NMED. given the agency's 
authority and mission, to question a 
Pem1ittee about how they intend to reduce. 
eliminate, and prevent recurrence of a 
noncompliance which has or had the 
potential to threaten human health or the 
environment. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

58 12-14 1.25 2 KAFB This subsection requires submission of information not Part 1, Section 1.25 of the draft Permit is 
specified in 40 C.F.R. s 270.30(l)(i and ii). List should now Part 1. Section 1.27 of the final Pem1it. 
be changed to comply with C.F.R .. (i.e. Request the NMED did not make the requested revision 
NMED consider submittal of any written report required concerning the types of information that 
from this citation within 15 days (as allowed by the must be submitted. The comment, 
regulation) as opposed to 5 days which is insufficient concerning written reports of 
time to generate and gain approval for such a noncompliance, did not specify what in the 
submission.) list did not correspond with the requirements 

in the regulations. However, the NMED 
assumes that the comment refers to the same 
requirements referenced in Comment #57 
about oral reports for noncompliance. See 
NMED response to Comment #57. 

NMED also did not change the requirement 
to submit the written report within 5 days. 
As indicated in the last sentence of Scxtion 
1.27 of Permit Part I of the final Penn it, 
with good cause the NMED may extend the 
due date up to 15 clays. However, the 
NMED will not grant an automatic 

-----------------
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar)' of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

extension to 15 days via the final Permit 
because a noncompliance with the Permit 
could lead to an imminent and substantial 
endangerment of human health or the 
environment. A situation could be so grave 
that the NMED would immediately n~quire 
the Permittee to correct the problem. 

Permit Modification: None. 

:19 12 1.25 I Twenty-Four Excel! Peak TCI In Item l.b, replace "a" before fine in the second line Part I. Se{.~tion 1.25 of the draft Permit is 
Hour and Comments with "an unplanned". now Part 1. Section 1.27 of the final Permit. 

Subsequent NMED did not restrict the language to refer 
Reporting only to unplanned fires. The OD Umt 

should not be operated in such a way that 
the detonation of waste could set fire to the 
environment or endanger humm1 he~llh. 

Permit Modification: None. 

60 13 I .25.2 Excel! Peak TCI In the ''Written Report" paragraph, change "become" to Pa11 I. Section 1.25 of the draft Permit is 
Comments "becomes". In Item 2.b. replace "a" before fire in the now Pm·t I. Section 1.27 of the final Permit. 

second line with "an unplanned''. NMED has changed the word "become·· to 
"becomes" to correct the gran11nar of the 
first sentence under Section 1.27(2) of 
Permit Pat1 I of the final Permit. 

NMED did not restrict the language to refer 
only to unplanned fires or explosions. See 
NMED response to Comment #59. 

Permit Modification: 

The first sentence of Section I .27 (2) of 
Permit Part I of the final Permit h~t~ been 
revised to read: 

Non-Compliance Written Report- '/he 
Permittee shctfl also suhmit a written report 
\vithinjive calendar darsjlwn the time the 
Permittee hecomn aware o(tlte 

------
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. SedionNo. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

circumstance of an}' noncompliance. 
~----T---------r-------~r-------~-----------r----------------------------------~--------------------------~ 

61 14 1.26 KAFB 

62 14 1.27 KAFB 

Delete from Part I of permit. OB and OB treatment 
units are subject to the attached closure plan. 

KAFB will not waive its right to raise any and/or all 
o~jections in an administrative of judicial 
action/proceeding. Section must be deleted or reworded 
to preserve that right. 
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Pmt I, Section 1.26 of the draft Permit is 
now Part I, Se(:tion 1.29 of the final Penn it. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED did not delete corrective action 
requirements from the permit. See NMED 
response to Comment I. 

Aside from the numerous SWMUs m·td 
AOCs at the Facility that already require 
corrective action, the OD Unit may also 
become subject to corrective action if there 
should be a release of hazardous waste or 
constituents at the Unit where the release is 
not adequately cleaned up under 
implementation (or lack of implementation) 
of the Contingency Plan. 

Permit Modification: None 

Section 1.27 of Pa11 I of the draft Permit is 
now Section 1.30 of Part I of the final 
Pe1mit. 

NMED has revised the text for purpose of 
clarification, however, the requirement was 
retained in the final Permit. The Permittee 
can not prevent the Department from using 
in an administrative or judicial action any 
information that the Department has 
available to enforce a provision of the 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: Section 1.30 of Part 
I of the final Permit has been revised to read: 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

The Penni/tel:' waives CII(V objection to thl:' 
admissihility as evidence ufanv data 
required hv this Pamit in any 
administrativl:' orjudicial action to eti:fiJtcl:' a 
condition of' this Pl:'nnit. 

-
63 1-l 1.28 KAFB Recommend changing language to read: ·· ... all Part I, Section 1.28 of the draft Permit is 

instances of OB and OD non-compliance not otherwise . now Part I, Section 1.31 of the final Permit. 
.. " See Comment I . Requirements and authorizations for the OB 

Unit haw been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED did make the requested revision to 
delete the word ''other". but did not restrict 
reporting instances of noncompliance to the 
OD Unit only. Instances of noncompliance 
may apply to cotTective action or many 
other things. See NMED response to 
Comment I. 

Permit Modification: The first senh~nce of 
Section 1.31 of Part I of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

The Permittee shall re{lurt all instances uf 
noncumpfiance not otlzaH·i.l·l:' required to f;e 
reportni under this Permit at the time 
munitorin;.; reports are suhmittt'd. 

6-l I..J. 1.28 Other Non- KAFB It appears the reference to Permit Condition 1.26 should Part I, Section 1.28 of the draft Permit is 
compliance actually he a reference to 1.25. now Part I. Section 1.31 of the final Pem1it. 

Should the Permit Condition 1.26 in the third line N M ED has cotTectecl the error. 
actually read Permit Condition 1.2:"? Permit Modification: The second sentence 

in Section I .31 of Permit Part I of th·.~ final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

The reports shall contain thr! inj(nmufi(lll 
--
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summa f)· of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

listed in Pemzit Section 1.27.1. [40 C.F.R . . ~ 
2 70. 30( l)( 1 0)]. 

.. 

65 14 1.29 Signatory KAFB Revise this sentence by inserting "other" after the first Patt I. Section 1.29 of the draft Permit is 
and "or" and by inserting "requested by the Secretmf after now Pm·t I, Section I .32 of the final Penn it. 

Certification "information", per 40 C.F.R. * 270.ll(b). NMED has inserted the word "other" as 
Requirements suggested by the comment. 

NMED did not insert the phrase "requested 
by the Secretary''. Most of the infotmation 
that must be submitted to the NMED is 
required by the Permit or the HWMR 

Also, although the NMED Secretary may 
request information from the Facility, in 
most cases information requests are 
generated at lower levels within the NMED. 
Most information exchanges between the 
Pem1ittee and the NMED do not need to be 
done at the highest levels within the NMED 
or the Permittee's orgm1ization. 

Permit Modification: Section 1.32 of Part 
1 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

The Permittee shall sign and certify all 
applications. reports. or other injr1nnation 
submitted to the Department or required hy 
this Permit. in accordance with 40 C. F.R. § 
270.1 1(a}(3). 
The Pennittee shall provide. upon re.ptesr 
hy the Department. notification and 
certification statements associated tvlth the 
treatment of'hazardous wastes in 
compliance with 40 C.F.R . . ~ 26X. 7 and§ 
26?\.9. 

.. 

66 15 l.32 KAFB KAFB established an IR/ AR for restoration activities on Part l, Section 1.32 of the draft Permit is 
the facility prior to the request in this draft permit and it now Part I, Section 1.35 of the final Pem1it. 

.. 
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Comment 

No. 

67 

Page No. 

16 

SeL1ion No. 

1.3.1 

Subse(·tion 

Table 1-1 
(Other 

Submittals I 
Reports) 

Commentcr's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

is applicable to those restoration activities and not the 
active OB and 00 Treatment Units. 

Recommend moving this Section to the recommend 
Corrective Action Section of the Permit. 

(I) Facility Submission Requirements column- change 
to read "OB and OD Treatment Units 

(2) Submission Requirements··: numerous entries cite 
an improper pem1it "Pmt" including those for "Non­
Compliance Oral Report". "Non-Compliance Written 
Report", and "Certificate of Construction or 
Modification": Biennial Reports- add space between 
Pm1 and 2. 

The parts referenced for Non-Compliance Oral Report. 
Non-Compliance Written R<;;port. and Certification of 
Construction or Modification appem· to be incorrect and 
should be revised. 

(3) The Notification and Certification Statements 
requirement should read "One-Time Notices m1d 
Certifications''. It should also reference the appropriate 
tables in Permit Attachment 5. 

(4) Other Submittals/Reports- Ce11ification of 
Constructions or Modification should reference Section 
1.24, not Section 1.25. 

(5) Facility Submission Requirements- Well 
Completion Report due date should be chm1ged to 90 
days. in that .10 days is not a sufficient time period to 
obtain the well record, boring logs. laboratory data, etc. 

(6) Facility Submission Requirements- Corrective 
Action items need to be removed from Pmt I and 
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NMED Response 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
The NMED does not intend for the data in 
the information repository to be limited 
solely to the topic of corrective action. 

Additionally, the IR/AR will not be 
accessible to the public where members of 
the public do not have access to the internet. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Pm1 I, Section 1.:n of the draft Permit is 
now Part I, Section 1.36 of the final Permit. 
Table 1-1 of Part I of the draft Pem1i1 is 
now Table I-I in Attachment I of the final 
Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. Sec NMED response to 
Comment#!. 

(I) The NMED did not change the subtitle 
for the column ''Facility Submission 
Requirements'· because the content of 
Pem1it Pa11 I is not restricted to the OD 
Unit. However, NMED deleted the row 
subtitles ''Biennial Reports'', ''Annual 
Reports'". and "Other Submittals/Reports'" as 
they are unnecessary. 

( 2 mHI 4) N M ED has corrected the 
erroneous section citations. NMED added a 
space between the word "Part" and the 
number "2". 

(3) The row for "Notification and 
Ce11ification Statements" was deleted from 
Table 1-1 of the final Permit. 

(5) Analytical laboratory data are not 
required in well completion reports. thus. it 
should not be a burden to submit well 
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Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

inserted into a Corrective Action Section not pertaining completion reports in 30 days. Thus. 
to the OB and 00 Treatment Units Section (i.e. NMEO did not make this change. 
"Human Risk Screening ----··, "General Facility ( 6) NMEO has moved the submittals for 
Information". "Reports of Potential Receptors". corrective action to Table 1-2 of Permit 
"Surface Water and----", "Air Contamination Report", Attachment I of the final Permit. The report 
"Subsurface Gas Report". "CMS Work Plan---". "CMS on Human Risk Screening is related to the 
Report: ----". and "Military Munitions Assessment 00 Unit and not cone.:tive action. Thus 
Report"). See Comment I. this repm1 was retained in Table 1-1. The 

requirements for the air contamination and 
subsurface gas repot1s were removed from 
the final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: 

( l) In Table I-l of Attachment I of the: final 
Petmit, the rows subtitled "Biennial 
Reports"'. "Annual Repm1s··, and ''Other 
Submittals/Reports"' have been deleted. 

(2 and4) Under the heading Facilit~· 
Submission Requirements the erroneous 
section citations have been conected. 

( 3) The row for "Notification and 
Certification Statements" was deleted from 
Table I-1 of the final Permit. 

(6) NMEO has moved the submittals for 
corrective action to Table 1-2 of Permit 
Attachment I of the final Permit. The 
requirements for the air contamination and 
subsurface gas reports were removed from 
the final Petmit. 

68 16-17 Table 1-1 KAFB Add agency(ies) that is responsible for actions. The Part I. Section 1.33 of the draft Permit is 
"Permittee" is a broad term. now Part I. Section 1.36 of the final Pem1it. 

Table 1-1 of Part 1 of the draft Permit is 
now Table l-1 in Attachment I of the final 
Penn it. 

NMEO did not make the requested revision. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
SummarJ of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

The Permittee is solely responsible under the 
Penn it for submitting all of the documents 
required under the Penn it. Permittee 
specifically refers to the U.S. Air Force as 
defined in Section 1.8 of Permit Part I of the 
final Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 
--

69 17 Table 1-1 KAFB (I) The "Human Risk screening exceeclances of SSLs'' Part I, Section 1.33 of the draft Permit is 
should have caps for "Screening" and "Excecdances". now Part I, Section 1.36 of the final Permit. 

(2) Under General Facility Information. should the Table 1-1 of Part I of the draft Pe1mil is 

referenced section read Part ..f. Section 4.20 I? now Table 1-1 in Attachment I of the final 
Penn it. 

{3) For clue date ofCMS Work Plan where it says 
(I) The NMED has capitalized the words "Upon Department request". Permit Part 5. Section 5.1.1 

states within 180 days after effective date. 
"screening"' and "exceedances "' in the table 
in the final Permit. 

(4) Under Military Munitions Assessment Report. in 
(2) The NMED has added a reference to 

Permit Pmt 5. Section 5.1 02. it is called a \1ilitary Range 
clarify that the "General Facility 

Assessment Report. Revise as appropriate for 
Information"' requirement in the table refers 

consistency. to Section 6.2.1.1 of Permit Part 6 of the 
final Permit. 

(3) NMED has corrected the clue datt: for 
CMS Work Plan (for landfills with contents 
not removed) to within 180 days of the 
effective date of the Permit. '"CMS'' has 
been changed to "CME"' (see NMED 
response to Comment #I). 

( 4) N MED has corrected the name from 
'"Military Munitions Assessment Repmt" to 
"Military Range Assessment Report". 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above . 
.. 

70 17-18 1.34 KAFB All requirements not specific to the OB and OD Part I. Section 1.34 of the draft Permit is 
Treatment Units should be removed from this section. now Part I. Section 1.38 of the final Permit. 
See Comment I. Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
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NMED Response 
No. Name 

Also, please insert a NMED document review and Unit have been removed from the final 
approval schedule for reviewing and approving Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
submitted KAFB documents. including work plan #I. 
approvals. See NMED responses to Comments #I and 

6. The final Permit sets fmih requirements 
that the Permittees- not the NMED ·- must 
abide by. However. there are review 
schedules in 20.4.2. NMAC for which 
N MED has a responsibility to meet. 
Revisions to Section 1.38 of Part 1 of the 
final Permit include by coincident these 
schedules. 

Permit Modification: The following 
sentence was added to Section 1.38 of Part I 
of the final Permit that references 20.4.2 
NMAC: 

All documents that the Permittees prepare 
under the terms of' this Pe11nit and suhmit to 
the Department that are suhject to the 
requirements r~f20.4.2 NMAC shall he 
suhject to the prucedu res set forth therein. 

71 18 1.34 Bullet 8 KAFB Delete. The requirement cited applies to "certain waste Part l. Set:tion 1.34 of the draft Perm it is 
piles" or "surface impoundments for which the now Part I, Section 1.38 of the final Pem1it. 
Permittee intends to remove or decontaminate the Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
hazardous waste at partial or final closure. The OB and Unit have been removed from the final 
OD Treatment Units do not treat waste in waste piles or Pennit. See NMED response to Comment 
surface impoundments. Therefore this requirement. as #I. 
cited in 40 C. F. R. § 264.112( a). should not be NMED assumes that the comment actually 
applicable. refers to Bullet 8 of Section 1.37 of Petmit 

Part I of the draft Permit. rather than 
Section 1.34. Bullet 8 required maintaining 
a contingent post-closure plan. This 
requirement has been deleted from he final 
Petmit. 
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Comment 
No. 

T2 

73 

Page No. 

18 

21 

Section No. 

1.35 

Part 2 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Please provide the definition of "inadequate". This 
statement is very ~u·bitrary and subjective in nature and 
leaves the Permittee at the mercy of NMED personnel 
who might not have the technical background nor arc 
qualified to asce11ain whether a submittal is 
"inadequate". Suggest striking the term "inadequate". 
NMED sends out Notices of Deficiency not Notices of 
Inadequacy. 

Title should read: '"Permit P~12: General OB and OD 
Treatment Units Conditions·· Sec Comment I. 

NMED Response 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

The relevant language of Part l, Section 
1.35 of the draft Permit is now located in 
Part I. Section 1.38 of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
The word "inadequate" has the same 
meaning as that defined by a standard 
dictionary reference. NMED personnel are 
trained and qualified to review most types of 
technical information. However. N M ED 
retains the services of qualified and trained 
contractors where technical assistance i~ 
needed. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED disagrees with the comment as the 
content of Permit Part 2 covers more than 
the OD Unit. For exan1ple. inspections. 
requirements for remediation wastes, and 
biennial reports are not limited to the OD 
Unit. 

See also NMED response to Comment #33. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #33. 

f-----+-----+--------jf-----+------+--------------------+-------------··---1 
74 21 2.0 KAFB Recommend changing language to read: '"Permit ... 

applicable to the OB and OD Treatment Units.·· 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
L_ ____ L_ ____ _L ____ ~L-----~-----~--------------------L-------------··---~ 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

See NMED response to Comment #73. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----------~----------~------------+------------+--------------1------------------------------------------------+--------------------------------------~ 

75 21 2.1 Pmagraph I KAFB 

76 21 2.1 KAFB 

(I) Heading should read '"Operation of the OB and OD 
Treatment Units. 

(2) Recommend changing the 2"d and 3'd sentence to 
read: "'The Permittee may store hazmdous wastes 
elsevvhere on KAFB, as provided in 40 C.P.R. ~ 262, 
Standards Applicable to Generators of Hazardous 
Waste.·· 

(3) Delete last sentence of paragraph, in that KAFB 
does not store hazmdous waste at the OB and OD 
Treatment Units. See Comment 1. 

If a situation arises that a detonation or burn cannot be 
completed the City gives us 2 weeks. Why only 24 hrs 
from EPA? Do they have jurisdiction regarding such 
event? 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

(I) The requirements in paragraph 2 of 
Section 2.1 of Part 2 of the draft Permit were 
combined with Section 3.2.1 of Permit Part 
3 of the final Permit. Part 3 of the fin<~ 
Permit mostly covers operation of the OD 
Unit. 

(2-3) The text that is the subject of tht~ 
comment has been deleted from the fmal 
Pe1mit as it wa<; redundant with language 
found in Section 1.3 of Part I of the final 
Pem1it. Section 1.3 of Part I of the final 
Pennit allows storage of waste as provided 
under 40 C.F.R. ~ 262.34 (b). See also 
NMED response to Comment #20. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fin::~ 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

The subject requirement, which is the last 
pmagraph of Section 2.1 of Permit Part 2 of 
the draft Permit only addresses open burning 
at the OB Unit. Thus, the requirement was 
deleted. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
~----------~----------~------------+------------+--------------1------------------------------------------------+-------------------------------···----~ 

77 21 2.1 Operation of KAFB In the second pru·agraph, insert "unplanned" bet\veen Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
L---------~----------~----------J-__________ J_ ____________ J_ __________________________________________ _L ____________________________ .. ____ ~ 
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Commenter's 
SummarJ of Comment 

NMEI> Response 
No. Name 

the Facility "any" and "sudden'' in the second line. Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

The requirements in paragraph 2 of this 
Section (2.1) of Part 2 of the draft Permit 
were combined with Section :1.2.1 of Permit 
Part 3 of the final Permit. 

NMED did not restrict the language to refer 
only to unplanned releases. The OD Unit 
should not be operated in such a way that 
hazardous waste and hazardous constituents 
could be released at concentrations p(osing a 
threat to human health or the environment 
whether the release was planned or not. 

Permit Modifications: None. 

n 21 2.2 KAFB Heading should read "'General OB :mel OD Treatment Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit Standards" Unit have been removed from the final 

Pennit. See :"JMED response to Comment 
#I. 

The subtitle for Section 2.2 of Pm1 2 of the 
draft Pennit has been deleted from th~ final 
Permit. 

The requirements in Sections 2.2.1-2.2.3 of 
Part 2 of the draft Permit have become stand 
alone st:ctions in the final Pem1it (Sections 
2.1-2.3 of Permit Pa1i 2 of the final p,;:nnit 
with retention of their original titles). 
Section 2.2.4 of Part 2 of the draft Permit 
has been deleted from the final Perm1t 
becaust: there were no requirements 
contained in this part of the draft Pt:nnit and 
because the information in this Sectir•n is 
found in the Permit Application. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above . 
.. 
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Comment 
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79 

80 

Page No. 

21-22 

22 

Section No. 

2.2.3 

2.2.3 

Subsection 

Personnel 
Training 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

This requirement, while regulatorily driven, places a 
tremendous burden on the Permittee because of the 
specified requirement for "names" of all individuals 
filling positions within the OB/OD activity. The high 
operations tempo and frequent personnel rotation within 
the EOD organization would in effect force the 
Permittee to file multiple Class 3 permit modifications 
each year in order to remain compliant. Class 3 permit 
modifications currently are billed by NMED at a 
minimal rate of $1000 per request which adds a 
significant financial burden to the facility. Suggest the 
regulatory officials look at the intent of this 
requirement, ensuring proper training and 
accountability, as opposed to the letter of the regulation, 
in order to minimize an unforeseen and egregious effect 
of the regulation. 

40 C.F.R. § 264.16( d) requires that these records be 
maintained at the Facility. KAFB maintains these 
records at the Facility for OB/OD Unit personnel in 
accordance with the Personnel Training Plan. Delete 
the paragraph at the top of page 22 from the permit. 

NMED Response 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fin<d 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#1. 

Part 2. Section2.2.3 of the draft Permit is 
now Part 2, Section 2.3 of the final Permit. 

The requirement was not removed as it is 
not discretionary under RCRA. 

There is no requirement to modify a li!.CRA 
permit for changes in personnel (except for 
emergency coordinators). However, the 
Pem1ittee will have to maintain the records 
required by 40 C.F.R. § 264.16( d) as proof 
that the requirement is being met. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fin<d 
Pennit. See NMED response to Comment 
#l. 

Patt 2. Section 2.2.3 of the draft Pem1it is 
now Part 2, Section 2.3 of the final Permit. 

The records are subject to NMED inspection 
to ensure that the Pennittee is compli:mt 
with 40 C.F.R. § 264.16(cl). 

The NMED has removed the requirement 
that the records must be submitted to the 
NMED within 30 clays. However. if an 
inspection reveals that the records are not 
being kept. or are inadequate to meet the 
requirements for the records, the NMED 
may take an enforcement action against the 
Pe1mittee. 

NMED has also deleted the last sentence of 
L---------~----------J-----------~----------~------------~------------------------------------------~---------------------------------~ 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Section 2.2.3 of Part 2 of the draft Penn it. 

Permit Modification: The first sent<::nce of 
the 2"d paragraph of Section 2.3 of Part 2 of 
the final Penn it has been revised to read: 

The Pamittee shall comply with 40 C.F.R. § 
264. /6(d) by maintaining the.fiJ!lmving 
documentation at the Facility: ujoh titlejiJr 
each position and the name of" each 
emplovee.filling each position; a writren 
description .fiw each position includinl!, the 
requisite skill. education, nr other 
IJUalifications. and dutil!s; and a written 
dt>scriprinn ojintroductn!J' and contir1uing 
rraini1zg fi'r each persnnfill ing l!ach 
r(Jsitiun. 

The last sentence of Part 2. Section 2.2.3 of 
the draft Permit has been deleted tiwn the 
final Permit. 

.. 

81 22 2.2.4 Location KAFB There is no discussion that KAFB meet~ the seismic Section 2.2.4 of Part 2 of the draft Permit 
standards in 40 C.F.R. * 264.18(a). Text should be wa~ deleted from the final Permit. S~:·e 

added. as this ~ection addresses both the seismic and N MED response to Comment # 78. 
floodplain standard. Permit Modification: See NMED response 

to Comment# 78. 

82 22 2.3.1 KAFB Recommend changing the language to read: " ... shall Part 2. Section 2.3.1 of the draft Permit has 
maintain equipment as specified in Table 8-2 at the OB been incorporated into Part 2. Section 2.4.1 
and OD Treatment Units and/or in vehicles used to of the final Permit. Requirements and 
access the units when in operation. Additional authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
equipment as identified in Table 8-3 and required hy the removed from the final Pe1mit. Sec NMED 
Contingency Plan shall he maintained and available for response to Comment #I. 
use as necessary to implement the Plan a\ required ... " Relevant language is found in Sections I. 7 

of Part I and 2.4.1 of Part 2 and Table F-2 
of Permit Attachment F of the final Permit. 

"-L_ ___ "" 
"""""""" ' 
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Comment 

Page No. SedionNo. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

Table F-2 shows the locations of where 
emergency equipment will be available, 
including equipment to be kept in vehicles. 
Table F-2 of the final Permit was created by 
combining Tables 8-2 and 8-3 of 
Attachment 8 of the draft Permit. 

The 3'd paragraph of what is now Section 
2.4.1 of Part 2 of the final Permit was added 
to clarify that one fire extinguisher is to be 
maintained in each vehicle used at thee: OD 
Unit. Text was also added to clarify that the 
word "extinguishers .. means at least two 
with respect to keeping fire extinguishers 
and shovels at the personnel bunker. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

N MED also made a similar revision as 
recommended in the comment by revising 
the last sentence of the I st paragraph of 
Section 2.4.1 to read: 

Tlu! emergency equipment avai!ablejiJr use 
at the OD Unir is summarized in 1clhles F-2 
and F-3 in rhe Conringency Plan under 
Pennit Artachmenr F. 

The 3'd paragraph of Section 2.4.1 of Part 2 
of the final Permit was revised to read: 

All vehicles used at rhe OD Unit shall carry 
a porrable .fire exringuisher and a shovel. At 
leasr two portable .fire extinguishers ond at 
least tvvo shovels shall also he kept at the 
EOD personnel bunkerf(Jr response 1o .fires 
or spills. 

83 22 2.3.4 KAFB This section is irrelevant to the OB and OD Treatment Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Units, which is an outdoor facility with confined space Unit have been removed from the final 

-- -------- - ----- ---· -----

Page 54 of 282 



July 2010 

-

Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
SummarJ of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

limitations. Penni!. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Part 2, Section 2.3.4 of the draft Permit has 
been revised as Part 2, Section 2.4.3 of the 
final Permit. 

NMED disagrees with the comment that a 
requirement for sufficient aisle space is 
unwan·anted. For example. waste and 
countercharge explosives are temporarily 
staged on site prior to treatment of w:tste at 
the OD Unit. There needs to be adequate 
space for fire and spill protection equipment 
to access such waste and material in the 
event of an emergency. 

NMED ha~ clarified that "waste 
management unit operation'' means the OD 
Unit. 

Permit Modification: Section 2.4.3 of 
Pem1it Part 2 of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

At a minimum. the Permittee shall maintain 
enough aisle space to allow the 
unohstructed nwvement of'eer.l·mmel. fire 
pmtectirm equipment. spiff control 
equipment. and decrmtaminatiun equipme/11 
to an}' area o{the OD Unit. as required hy 
40 C.F.R . . ~ 264.35. 

- .. 
. 

8~ 
.,~ 

-·' 2.4.2 Copies of the KAFB The Pa11 B Permit application indicated that copies of The requirement to maintain a copy of the 
Plan the Contingency Plan would be kept at the EM Branch Contingency Plan in the bunker that v.:as 

Office ;.md in the vehicle driven to the EOD Range llll located in Part 2. Section 2.4.2 of the draft 
the day of each treatment. Maintaining a copy at the Permit has been moved to Part 2, Section 
EOD Range bunker is not ideal. a'i rodents sometimes 2.5.2 of the final Permit. 
gain entrance to this building and the copy could be The Contingency Plan is a critical plan 
contaminated with wdent droppings. Revise this permit documenting the procedure$ for emergency 

-~--
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

requirement to reflect the information provided in the responses. For this reason, a copy of the 
application. Contingency Plan should, at a minimum, 

always be kept at the hazardous wask 
management unit for which it applies. This 
especially true in this case where it is 
possible that personnel may fail to maintain 
a copy in their vehicles. A copy of th.: 
Contingency Plan maintained at the EM 
Branch Office is too far away to be of use in 
an emergency situation should a copy not be 
available in a vehicle. 

NMED did not remove the requirement to 
maintain a copy of the Contingency Plan in 
the EOD Range bunker. The Facility should 
easily be able to afford a method to secure 
the plan from being destroyed by rodents, 
such as a metal box for storage of the 
document 

The NMED has changed the location "EOD 
Office·· to "EOD Shop" in the first sentence 
of Section 2.4.2 of Pem1it Part 2 of the draft 
Pem1it to "EOD Shop" in the first sentence 
of Section 2.5.2 of Penn it Part 2 of the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: The first sentence of 
Section 2.5 .2 of Permit Pati 2 of the final 
Pennit has been revised to read: 

The Pennittee shall maintain copies rfthe 
current Contingency Plan and all revisions 
and amendments to the plan at the EOD 
Shop and at the EOD Range hunker as 
required hy40 CFR . . 9 264.53(a). 

85 23 2.4.4 Emergency KAFB 40 CFR. * 264.52(d) does not require office and home Part 2, Section 2.4.4 of the draft Permit is 
Coordinator addresses, it only requires office and home phone now Part 2, Section 2.5.4 of the final Permit 

---------------------- - ----------------- ---- - -----
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

numbers. 

Unfortunately for the protection of th.~ 
public and the environment, the regulation 
regarding this matter (20.4.1.500 N!VIAC 
incorporating 40 C.F.R. ~ 264.52(d)) is 
ambiguous. For this reason. the N!VIED has 
decided to vacate the requirement to include 
home addresses. 

Permit Modification: The se{;ond ~entence 
in paragraph 2 of Section 2.5.4 of Permit 
Part 2 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

The revised tahle shall contain rlzefiJi!owing 

I 
emergency coordinator contact information 
in compliance with 40 C.F.R. 264.52,'d): 
names. office addresses. and the home and 
office telephone numbers of' all pasnns 
qualified to act as an EC. 

86 26 2.5A item #I KAFB I'' Sentence- change to read "Re-evaluation shall be Part 2. Section 2.5.4 of the draft Permit is 
performed once every three years to verify ..... now Part 2. Section 2.6.4 of the final Permit. 

A period of three years is unacceptable to 
the NMED given the potentially large 
qmmtities of waste being treated unckr this 
Permit. Thus, NMED did not revise lhe 
requirement to re-evaluate characterization 
information from one to three years. 
However. the first sentence has been revised 
for clarity. 

Permit Modification: The first senknce of 
item# I of Part 2. Section 2.6.4 of the final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

R e-eraf ua t inn shall be perf!mned at least 
annuallv to Ferif~· the accuran: of'inilia! 
chara, ·teri::ar ion. 

.. 
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Comment 

No. 

87 

88 

Page No. 

28 

29 

Section No. 

2.5.6 

2.6.2 

Subsection 

Records of 
Waste 

Character­
ization 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar)' of Comment 

In the fifth line. replace "notification" \Vith "notices", 
replace "certification" with "certifications", and delete 
''statements"_ 

How does this apply to us? 

NMED Response 

Part 2, Section 2.5.6 of the draft Permit is 
now Part 2. Section 2.6.6 of the final Pem1it. 

NMED has made the requested revisions. 
NMED also modified the second sent·ence of 
what is now Part 2, Section 2.6.6 of the 
final Permit for clarity. 

Permit Modification: The 1 '1 and 211(1 

sentences of Section 2.6.6 of Permit Part 2 
of the final Permit have been revised to read: 

Tlze Permittee shalt record and main.rain in 
the Operating Record the results of' waste 
analyses and waste detenninations 
perf(mned hy acceptable knowledge. and 
sampling and analvsis, as spec!fied in this 
Permir Part !2) in compliance with 40 
C. FR.§§ 264. 73(h)(3). (h)(7), fb)( /0). 
(b)( 1 5). and f h)( /6). and copies of' notices 
and certifications required in Pennit 
Sections 2. 7.2.1 and 2.7.2.2. The 
requirement to record and maintain m the 
Operating Record the results of' waste 
analyses, waste determinations. and copies 
of' not ices and cert(fications applies to solid 
wastes even when the hazardous 
characteristic is removed prior to chlfW.\'(/!, 
or when waste is excludedfrom the 
definition of' hazardous or solid waste under 
40 C.F.R. § 261.2 through§ 261.6, or 
exempted.fimn Subtitle C regulation, 
subsequent to the point 1lgeneration. [40 
C. FR . . ~ 268. 7! a)(8)]. 

Part 2, Section 2.6.2 of the draft Pem1it is 
now Part 2, Section 2.8 of the final p,;rmit. 

Aside from being a good idea for identifying 
ways to save money on waste management 

~----------~-----------L------------~----------~--------------~----------------------------------------------~-------------------------------------~ 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

and conserving resources and protecting the 
environment by generating less hazrudous 
waste. waste minimization data is used in 
the preparation of biennial reports ( 40 
C.F.R. ~ 264.75). 

Permit Modification: None. 
-· 

89 JO 2.6.6 KAFB Delete 2m1 sentence, in that 40 C.F.R. Part 264 Subpart Part 2. Section 2.6.6 of the draft Permit is 
BB, Air Emission Standard:-: for Equipment Leak:-;, is now Part 2. Section 2.12 of the final Pem1it. 
inapplicable for the OB-OD Treatment Units. Requirements and authorizations for the OB 

Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

The Permit requires the Permittee to (Omply 
with the applicable requirements of 40 
C.F.R. Part 264 Subpart BB. These 
regulations. in prut, apply to owners and 
operators that treat store, or dispose of 
hazrudous waste, and where equipment 
contains or contacts hazr.mlous waste with 
organic concentrations of at least I 0 percent 
by weight that are managed in a unit subject 
to permitting under 40 C.F.R. Prut 270. The 
OD Unit falls within these rules, although 
equipment associated with the Unit may be 
completely exempt or mostly exempt from 
the requirements under 40 C.F.R. § 
264.1050([). 

The last sentence of Section 2.6.6 of Permit 
Part 2 of the draft Permit has been deleted as 
it does not express a permit requirement and 
Attachment 3 of the draft Permit reg~u·ding 
air modeling was not included in the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
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Comment 
No. 

90 

91 

Page No. 

30 

44 

30 

Section No. 

2.6.6 

:u 

2.6.6-2.6.7 

Subsection 

Air 
Emissions 

Organic Air 
Emissions 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

SummaQ· of Comment 

(I) In the fourth line, it states the "Pennittee shall 
comply with the applicable requirements of 40 C.F.R. 
Part 264, Subpart BB." This subpart is Air Emission 
Standards for Equipment Leaks, and applies to pumps in 
light liquid service: compressors: pressure relief devices 
in gas/vapor service; sampling connection systems: 
open-ended valves or lines; valves in gas/vapor service 
or in light liquid service: pumps and valves in heavy 
liquid service, pressure relief devices in light liquid or 
heavy liquid service. and flanges and other connectors; 
and closed-vent systems and control devices. The OB 
unit does not have any of these types of equipment 
associated with it. 

(2) In addition, the OB unit itself would not contain or 
contact hazardous waste with an organic concentration 
of at least l 0 percent by weight for more than 300 hours 
per calendar year. Thus, per 40 C.F.R. § 264.1 050(f). 
the OB unit is excluded ti·om the requirements of§§ 
264.1052 through 264.1060 if it is identified, as 
required in §264.1064(g)(6) of Subpart BB. Thus, the 
only applicable Subpru1 BB requirement for the OB unit 
is 40 C.F.R. § 264.1 064(g)(6). Revise. 

These sections, Air Emissions & Off-site shipment, are 
city governed and does not apply. respectively. 
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NMED Response 

Pru1 2. Section 2.6.6 of the draft Permit is 
now Part 2. Section 2.12 of the final Permit. 
Part 3, Section 3.7 of the draft Permit is now 
Part 3. Section 3.6 of the final Pennit. 
Requirements ru1d authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fin~~ 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

See NMED response to Comment #89, as 
Subpart BB requirements are not limited to 
the types of equipment mentioned in !he 
comment. 

Permit Modification: See responses to 
Comments #1 and 89. 

In addition, Section 3.6 of Part 3 of the final 
Pennit has been revised to read: 

This Permit Section contains requirements 
.frn air emissions. 

Pru1 2, Section 2.6.6 of the draft Permit is 
now Part 2, Section 2.12 of the final Penn it. 
Part 2. Section 2.6.7ofthe draft Permit is 
now Pru·t 2. Section 2.13 of the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #8 
regarding air emissions. 

The treatment of hazru·dous waste at the OD 
Unit can generate hazardous residues that 
will need to be shipped off site for treatment 
and disposal. NMED has the authorily to 
enforce generator requirements under 40 
C.F.R. Part 262. 
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Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commcnter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

Permit Modification: None. 

~---------r----------~----------~----------;-------------;--------------------------------------------r----------------------------··-----4 

92 31 2.7. I Facility Map KAFB 

9.i 31 2.7. I KAFB 

94 Throughout i.e .. 2.7.4 KAFB 

(I) Inclusion of an oversized facility map in the permit 
is not required. 

(2) Item I calls for showing tanks on the map. KAFB 
does not have RCRA storage or treatment tanks. 

n) Item 3 calls for providing correct locations of the 
OB and OD units on Figures E-1, F-1, F-2. I-I, and 1-2. 
There are no such figures numbers in the draft permit. 
If NMED is referring to these figures in the permit 
renewal application, the "correct" locations of the units 
are already shown on these figures. 

( 4) Item 14, coordinate grid system. is not required by 
40 C.F.R. * 270.(b)(l9). 

A map was submitted with application. Facility mean 
KAFB. do they want an updated map of that. It would 
make more sense to update a map with the OB/OD unit 
only'~ 

Responsibilities need to be clearer. The "Permittee'' is 
the DoD. is cvery DoD entity responsible to submit 
documentation? Understandable ta,<;ks need to be laid 
out. 
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Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fin::~ 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

(1-4) "The draft Permit required an updated 
map of the Facility, not an "'oversized" map. 
However. upon further consideration. 
Section 2. 7.1 of Permit Part 2 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Pennit as the NMED ha~ determined that the 
map included in the Pennit Application was 
accurate. 

Permit Modification: Section 2. 7. I of 
Pem1it Part 2 of the draft Permit was deleted 
from the final Permit. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fird 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

See NMED's response to Comment# 92. 

Permit Modification: See NMED"s 
response to Comment #92. 

Part 2. Scction 2. 7.4 of the draft Permit is 
now Part 2. Section 2.16 of the final Pcrmit. 
Part 2. Section 2.7.2 of Attachment 2 ofthc 
draft Pcnnit has been moved to Section 2.16 
of the final Permit. 

The Pm-t A Application states that tlw 
Permittee is the United States Air Force (sce 
NMED response to Comment #l ). Section 
2.16 of Part 2 of the final Permit requires the 
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Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

SummaQ' of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

Pennittee (U.S. Air Force) to submit 
biennial reports for the Facility. That part of 
the U.S. Air Force that submits the biennial 
reports on behalf of KAFB is at the 
discretion of the Pennittee 

Permit Modification: None 

95 32 2.7.5 Personnel KAFB RCRA regulations do not require notifications for phone The requirements in Part 2. Section 2.7.5 of 
and number changes for individuals with these job titles. the draft Permit is now included in Pmt I, 

Telephone Delete this permit condition. Section 1.37 of the final Penn it. 
Number NMED needs to know about changes in 
Changes contact information for key management 

personnel at the Facility in ca~e of 
emergencies and to conduct inspections and 
other routine business with the Permittee. 
Also these individuals are often those that 
are authorized to sign reports and 
certifications on behalf of the Pennittee. 
The Permittee is required to notify the 
NMED of any changes to these personnel 
(40 C.F.R. * 270.11 (c). Except for ECs, 
such changes do not require a formal permit 
modification request as indicated in Section 
1.37 of Part I of the final Penn it. 

Permit Modification: None. 

96 32 2.7.6 Notification KAFB Add a period at the end of the sentence. The requirements in Part 2, Section 2.7.6 of 
and the draft Permit are now included in Patt I. 

Certifications Section 1.32 of the final Petmit. 

NMED has conected the punctuation of the 
subject sentence. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

97 34 2.8.2.2 Paragraph I KAFB 4th Sentence- please define "may potentially become The requirements in Part 2, Section 2.8.2.2 
contaminated in the future ... This is vague and open to of the draft Permit are now included in Part 

------
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Comment 
No. 

98 

Page No. 

1S 

Section No. Subsection 

2.9.1 & 2.9.2 I Post-Closure 
Plan 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

interpretation. 

In 2.9.1. the plan is called a Contingent Post-Closure 
Plan. In 2.9.2, the plru1 is called a Contingent Post­
Closure Care Plan. To be consistent. delete "Care" 
throughout 2.9.2. 

NMED Response 

4, Section 4.2 of the final Permit. 

NMED has clarified the subject text \Yhich 
refers to soil contamination that pose~ a 
threat to groundwater. 

The Department also added a requirement to 

Section 4.2 of Part 4 of the final Penn it to 
remind the Permittee that if post-closure 
care is necessary. the Permittee will need to 
request a time extension to complete 
closure. 

Permit Modification: The subject 
sentence. now found included i~ the I '1 

paragraph of Part 4, Section 4.2 of the final 
Pennit has been revised as follows. 

!{groundwater is cm1tmninated ur sui! 
contamination poses a threat to 
K mundvvata. the Pamittee shafl also 
immediately implement corrective acrion to 
rernedwte the contamination or prevellt the 
cuntaminatiun threat pursuant to the 
requirements of' Part 6 n(this Permit 

The following sentence was added to the 
end of the last paragraph of Section ··1·.2 of 
Pm1 4 of the final Permit: 

The Permittee shall also suhmit to the 
Department a request tn extend the closure 
period in accordance with 40 C.F.R. :~ 

264.113( h H 1) and I c)( 2 ). 

NMED agrees that the term was inconsistent 
throughout the draft Permit. The term 
should have been "Contingent Post-Closure 
Plan". 

However. the requirements in Part 2. Section 
L-----------~----------~------------~----------~L_ ____________ _L ______________________________________________ ~L_ __________________________________ ~ 
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
SummaQ· of Comment 

NMED Response 

2.9.1 and 2.9.2 of the draft Permit for 
preparing, maintaining and submitting a 
Contingent Post-Closure Plan have b,;en 
deleted from the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
r----------r-----------r----------~----------4-------------4--------------------------------------------r----------------------------------4 

99 37 3.1 Maximum 
Quantity 

Paragraph I 

KAFB The quantities listed are inconect, per the permit 
renewal application. For the OB unit, the amount per 
treatment event is 1.500 pounds net explosive weight 
(NEW) [emphasis added] uncased explosives or 200 
pounds cased munitions and 5,000 pounds hazardous 
and nonhazardous waste combined. per calendar year is 
80,000 pounds NEW, and 800,000 pounds NEW for the 
term of the penn it. 

For the OD unit, the amount per treatment event is the 
same as for the OB unit and per calendar year is 
I 00,000 pounds NEW and I ,000 000 Pounds NEW for 
the term of the permit (See Part A page 6 of 7 and Part 
B Sections 2.1, 8.1.3, and 0.2.1 of the permit renewal 
application.) The "Fact Sheet" had the correct 
quantities. 

Line 4 -change to read: " ... event I 00,000 pounds per 
calendar year or I ,000,000 pounds for the tem1 of the 
Permit" 
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Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Net Explosive Waste (NEW) is not a 
standard measurement of mass, weight or 
volume under RCRA. Thus. the NMED 
(and the public) have no ready means to 
convert quantities expressed in units of 
NEW to standard units under RCRA, and 
therefore have no means to comprehend the 
quantities of waste that are treated or are to 
be treated. Although NMED knows that the 
existing Permit makes use of the unit NEW, 
such use will not be allowed to continue 
under the final Permit. 

The Permittee must use one of the standard 
units of mass. weight, or volume required 
for the Part A. 

Taking into consideration the above, the 
NMED did its best to set forth in the Permit 
the maximum quantities of waste that are 
allowed to be treated at OD Unit NMED is 
open to adjusting these quantities through a 
Pem1it modification request; however, the 
quantities proposed by the Permittee must be 
reasonable and justified, and must be 
expressed utilizing a standard unit of mass, 
weight, or volume. 
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Comment 
No. 

100 

--.--------,-----.---------,---------------------,--------------··---, 

Page No. Section No. 

37 3.1 

Subsection 

Table .1-1 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summar_y of Comment 

Open Detonation - Maximum Quantity: change values 
to read I 00.000 lbs per yem· and 1.000.000 lbs total over 
Permit term 
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NMEI> Response 

The Fact Sheet is incorrect with respect to 
the amount of waste to be treated at the OD 
Unit. The unit of measurement NEW is not 
used in the Fact Sheet which is consistent 
\vith the draft and final Pennits. 

See also NMED response to Comment #103. 

NMED hm; changed the title of the Section 
to reflect that the Section also addresses the 
types of wastes that are allowed to be treated 
at the OD Unit. The reference to Table 3-1 
and the table itself have been deleted from 
the final Permit (sec NMED response to 
Comment# I OOl. 

Permit Modification: Section 3.1 of Permit 
Part 3 of the final Permit has been modified 
as indicated above. The Section has been 
revised in the final Permit to read: 

J./ AI/Tf/01?/ZELJ WAST/i:AiV/J 
.1/.f..·U:'/A/ [/;1/ (_}{l4 NTITY (} F 
WASTE 

The Permittee shall not treat more than 
1.500 lin of\vasre.l· per treatment event. 
1X.OOO ll>s pa calmdarvt'ar. ur 180.000 fhs 

.fi1r the temz of' the Permit. Tilt' Permittee 
shall nor treat more than tht' ahove 
CflW.ntities. exct'pf in cast" of' an emagency 
and un/v ((/fer autlznriz.ation hy tht' 
Departmellf. The Pamitree slzafl not treat 
any wastes that are not authori;,ed under 
Permit Aflachment B. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have heen removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

NMED did not make the requested revisions 
conveyed in this comment. See NMED 
response to Comment #99. Table 3-1 of the 
draft Pennit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it because it contained redundant 
information, and thus, was deemed 
unnecessary. 

Permit Modification: Table 3-1 has been 
deleted from the final Permit. 

101 37 Table 3-1 KAFB (1) Under Open Burn. D007 and DO 18 were not listed in Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Table B-2 of the permit renewal application. Add NEW Unit have been removed from the final 
after both "lbs" entries in right -hand column. Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 

(2) Under Open Detonation. Figure G-2 of the pennit #I. 

application shows the unit diameter to be approximately See NMED responses to Comments #99 and 
1500 feet. 100. 

(3) Add Reactive Wastes in center column, and add Permit Modifications: See NMED 
NEW after both "lbs" entries in the right-hand column. responses to Comments #99 and I 00. 

(4) Correct the quantities as indicated in comment 
regarding Section 3 .1. 

102 Throughout I.e .. 3.1 KAFB OB unit= 3,000 lbs lAW base site plan (80,000 annual Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
is ok) OD unit= (I ,500 lbs is ok) 100,000 lbs annual Unit have been removed from the final 
(not 18,000 lbs) and 1 ,000,000 lbs for Permit term not Pennit. See NMED response to Comment 
180.000. #I. 

NMED did not make the requested 
revisions. See NMED response to Comment 
#99. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #99. 

l03 Throughout i.e .. 3.1 KAFB Take out "200 lbs cased munitions" requirement. this NMED has revised Section 3.1 of the final 
was an old self-imposed rule and may be waived as Pennit as requested in the comment. 
experience dictates proper disposal methods. However. see also NMED response to 

.. 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

Comment #99. 

Permit Modification As indicated above. 

104 :18 :1.2.1 KAFB It is impossible to cover or create a secondary The NMED has deleted the requirement to 
containment system for the OD Unit. operate and maintain the OD Unit with a 

cover and secondary containment system. 
NMED has also added a requirement to 
mark the boundary of the OD Unit because 
the boundary fence (inner fence) at the Unit 
has been removed. Treatment operations 
must be confined to only the area within the 
OD Unit. 
Permit Modification: Section :1.2.1 of 
Permit Part 3 of the final Permit was revised 
to read: 

The Pennittee shall desiKn. construct, 
operate, and maintain the OD Unit in 
accurdance with the requirements ofthis 
Permit to minimize noise and the pussihility 
of' an accidl!ntalfire. e,tplosion. or any 
stu/den or nrmsudden release r!t' !taw rdous 
,,.·a.l'fl! or hazardous constituents into ,,ir. 
soil. Sl!diment, su rf(l('l! wata. or 
p, roull(/wata H:hich could threaten lwman 
health or the environment, as requiru/ hy 40 
C.FR. §§ 264.31 and 264.60 I. 
The Permittl!e shall rna rk thi! boundu rv of 
the OD Unit with signs or structures such 
that the hnundarv is clearfv discanihle. . . 

10:) 38 :1.2.1 (leneral KAFB 4th pmagraph. The OD Unit does not have a cover or a See NMED response to Comment #I 04. 
Requirements secondary containment system. Delete "and Open Permit Modification: See NMED n:sponse 

Detonation Unit" from this paragraph. to Comment# I 04. 

106 :18 3.2.2 KAFB Same as previous, we cannot prevent precipitation from Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
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Comment 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

entering OD unit at any time or control OB unit 24 Unit have been removed from the final 
hours after an operation. Permit. See NMED response to Comment 

#I. 

The NMED has deleted the requirement to 
prevent precipitation from entering the OD 
Unit a.<; requested in the comment. 
However, while the Permittee cannot 
prevent precipitation from falling directly 
into the OD Unit the Permittee can prevent 
run-on to and run-off from the Unit. 

Permit Modification: Section 3.2.2 of 
Permit Part 3 of the final Permit was revised 
to read: 

The Pamittee shall design. construct. 
operate, and maintain run-off control 
systems (protectiVI! hom) at the OD Unit to 
prl!vent precipitation rwH~flfi-mn leaving 
the Unit and the migration r~f'hazardous 
'vl'aste or hazardous constituents rifF Unit. as 
required hy 40 C. F. R . . 9 264.60 I (b). 

The Pennittl!l! shall design. construct .. 
upl!rate. and maintain ru11-on control 
systems (protective herm) at thl! OD Unit tu 
prevent precipitationfimn entering the Unit 
as overland run-on. as requirl!d by 40 
C.F.R. § 264.60/(h). 

107 39 KAFB How can EPA govern these actions- no citation? These The NMED, not the EPA, regulates the 
are AF/self-imposed safety features. Pem1ittee for compli<mce with 20.4.1 

NMAC (see Permit Part I). 

40 C.F.R. * 264.601 (Subpart X) describes 
the environmental performance standards for 
miscellaneous (Subpart X) units with which 
a Permittee must comply. 

.. 
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Comment 
~o. 

108 

Page No. 

39 

Sedion No. 

3.2.3.2 

Subsection 

Weather 
Conditions 

Commcnter's 
Name 

KAFB 

SummaQ' of Comment 

1st paragraph. Per Section G.2.1 ofthe application. 
operations at the OB unit are not conducted if wind 
speeds exceed 15 mph. and operations at the OI) unit 
are not conducted if wind speeds exceed 20 mph. 2nd 
paragraph. Per Section G.2.1 of the application. there is 
no procedure limiting operations from being conducted 
when a thunderstorm is imminent or within I 0 miles. 
There is a procedure limiting operations from being 
conducted if lightning i." within 5 miles or when 
extreme fire hazard conditions exist and wind speeds 
exceed 10 mph (emphasis added). 3rd paragraph. Per 
Section G.2.1 of the application, only OD operations are 
not conducted during a snowstorm. 4th paragraph. Per 
Section G.2.1 of the application. only OD operations arc 
not conducted during a dust stom1 or sand storm. 
Correct these permit conditions. 
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NMED Response 

The safety measures that the Permitke 
intends to employ. such as the restrictions 
listed in Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4 of Permit 
Part 3 are incorporated into the Pem1it, 
provided that the NMED agrees with them. 
The NMED may impose different or 
additional safety mea.~ures for Subpart X 
units as it deems necessary to protect human 
health and the environment (40 C.F.R.. * 
264.601). 

See also NMED response to Comment# I 08. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pennit. See Nf\1ED response to Co1T1111ent 

#I. 

NMED believes that wind speeds greater 
than 15 mph are excessive and increase the 
danger of starting fires and making it more 
difficult to extinguish fires should any 
occur. 

When thunderstonns are imminent. the 
possibility of lightning strikes should also he 
considered imminent. Lightning associated 
with a thunderstorm only I 0 miles away 
should be considered dangerous to 
personnel. Dust storms and sand storms are 
associated with high winds. and not only 
decrease visibility. hut also increase fire 
danger because of the associated high wind 
conditions. 

Treatment operations should not be 
conducted during periods of extreme fire 
hazard conditions because of the incn:~ased 

··---
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

likelihood of starting a fire by accident and 
the difficulty of extinguishing fires during 
such conditions. 

The Permittee's Permit Application is not 
the Permittee's RCRA Permit. The NMED 
issues the Permittee's RCRA Permit using, 
in pm1. information from the Permittee's 
Application. But the NMED is not bound to 
make the Permit correspond exactly to 
information presented in the Application. 

See NMED response to Comment #1 07. 

Permit Modification: None. 

109 39 3.2.3.4 Other KAFB The term "Range Control" is used. Change to "EOD NMED has made the recommended change. 
Restrictions Shop". Permit Modification: The relevant text in 

Section 3.2.3.4 of Permit Part 3 of the final 
Pe1mit has been revised to read: 

The Petmittee shall cease treatment 
operations immediately upon the discovery 
11{ an unsc~;f'e situation including hut not 
limited to an aircmfr in dangerous proximity 
to the EOD Range or loss of' communication 
with the EOD Shop. 

-

110 39 3.2.4.1 Personnel KAFB 2nd paragraph. In the second line. replace "Leader" NMED has made the revision. 
Safety with ''Chief'. Permit Modification: The relevant text in 

Section 3.2.4.1 of Permit Part 3 of the final 
Pennit has been revised to read: 

Following a treatment operation, no 
personnel shall enter the OD Unit unril the 
explosive ordnance Team Chief/Range 
S4ety Officer determinl!s that it is sa(!! to 
enter. 

Ill 40 3.2.5.1 Accumulated KAFB The draft permit condition requires the removal of NMED has revised Section 3.2.5.1 of Penn it 
-· ·--~------- ----
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Comment 
No. 

112 

Page No. 

40 

Section No. Subsection 

Precipitation 

3.2.5.2 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summar)' of Comment 

accumulated precipitation \Vithin ~4 hours after a 
precipitation event. Permit Attachment~ (Section 2.1.1, 
p. 138) acknowledges that "during inclement weather 
. .. , accumulated precipitation in the OD (NOTE: should 
move this to the OD Unit description in 2.1.2) Unit 
cannot be prevented. and road conditions do not allow 
access to the Unit." Therefore, the imposition of a 24-
hour removal requirement is unrealistic in some 
circumstances. Ch[mge ~4-hours to" as soon as 
practicable." 

Take out "24 hour" rule for cleaning the burn p<m, this is 
an almost impossible task. Suggestion would be adding 
the '"reasonable time" word. Who collects and samples 
wask. 

NMED Response 

Pru1 3 of the final Permit to account for poor 
road conditions. 

Sec also NMED response to Comment #377 . 

Permit Modification: The second sentence 
of Section 3.2.5.1 of Petmit Part 3 of the 
final Permit has been revised to read: 

The Permittee shalf remove any standing 
water within 24 hours after a precipiration 
event. ur within 24 hours of' when impassihle 
access roads /Jecome passahfe should 
inclement weather preclude access to the 
OD Unit. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. Thus, the subject text that was located in 
Section 3.2.5.2 of the draft Permit ha~; been 
deleted from the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
~--------~----------~----------~----------4-------------4-------------------------------------------~---------------------------------~ 

113 40 :us1 KAFB There is no inner fence around the OD/OB unit. Take 
out requirement after each detonation to clear entire 
Pad, rather make it an annual requirement. Manning 
doesn't allow for such an operation post-operation. 
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Pan3, Section 3.2.5.3 of the draft Permit is 
now Part 3, Section 3.2.5.2 of the final 
Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment#!. 

According to the information in the F\~rmit 
Application (Appendix G.l.2, page (i-3) [illd 
in the current Permit (Attachment J. Figure 
J-3, page 6 of 17) ail inner fence surrounds 
the OB and OD Units. NMED has since 
become aware that the inner fence was 
removed. See also NMED response 10 

Comment# I 04. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

.. , 
No. Name ' 

I 

The requirement to remove hazardous waste 
that has been kicked out by operations of the 
OD Unit was not removed from the Permit. 
Such waste constitutes a release to the 
environment and demands immediatt: clean 
up. 

The NMED may impose additional safety 
measures for Subpart X units as it deems 
necessary to protect human health and the 
environment pursuant to 40 C.F.R. * 
264.601. The requirement to remove 
hazardous waste that has been kicked out by 
treatment operations falls clearly within the 
regulatory authority of the NMED. 

NMED has revised the Permit to clar1fy that 
inspecting and removing kick out applies to 
the entire OD Unit area. 

Permit Modification: The first three 
sentences of Section 3.2.5.2 of Petmit Part 3 
of the final Permit has been revised to read: 

Within 24 hours clfter each treatmenr 
operation. the Pem1ittee shall inspecl the 
entire OD Unit area for untreated waste 
(kick-out) or treatment residues (such as 
shrapnel. metal fragments) originating from 
treatment operations. This inspection shall 
be conducted only (~fter it has been 
determined that it is sc!f'efi;r the purpose of' 
conducting inspections. Any untreated 
v.:aste or treatment residues shall he placed 
in appropriate containers and manaJ!,ed as 
hazardous waste or solid waste. as 
appropriate. 

114 40 3.2.5.4 Open Burn KAFB The inspection plan requires a pre-bum inspection of the Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
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Comment 
No. 

II:" 

116 

Page No. 

40 

41 

Section No. Subsection 

Container 

3.3.2 

34 

_J___ 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

burn container and sunounding walls. Revise this 
permit condition or delete. 

Who·s responsible? 

(I) Delete I" and 2"d Paragraphs. The City of 
Albuquerque does not require KAFB to do any routine 
air monitoring. The City itself runs air monitoring 
stations throughout Bernalillo County and is the 
regulatory authority. 40 C.F.R. ~ 264.601(cl(5) states 
only that we will prevent releases into the air of 
hazardous constituents that might impact human health 
or the environment. and that we will consider '"the 
existing quality of the air. including other sources of 
contamination and their impact on the air''. There is no 
Federal requirement that monitoring he performed 
before, during. and after operations. 

(2) KAFB has performed air dispersion modeling tl' 
evaluate impacts of hazardous constituents both as part 
of the RCRA Subpart X application. as well as our Title 
V permit application: this dispersion modeling takes 
into account other sources of emissions, including 
ambient pollutant levels. We apply for event permits 
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NMED Response 

Unit have been removed from the final 
Pennit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. Thus. Section 3.2.5.4 of the draft Penn it 
has been deleted from the final Penmt 

Permit Modification: Section 3.2.54 of 
the draft Permit has been deleted from the 
final Permit. 

Section 3.3.2 of Part 3 of the draft Permit 
has been deleted from the final Pernut 
However, the Permittee is still responsible 
for the proper management of treatnwnt 
residues (see Section 3.2.5.2 of Part J of the 
final Petmit). 

Permit Modification: Section 3.3.2 of Part 
3 of the draft Permit has been deleted from 
the fi11al Pennit. 

Pa11 3. Section 3 A of the draft Permit is now 
divided among Part 3, Sections 3.3 and 3.4 
of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

See NMED response to Comment #8 

The regulation at 40 CFR ~ 264.601, m part 
states .. Protection of human health and the 
environment includes, but is not limited to" 
(c) "Prevention of any release that may have 
an adverse effects on human health or the 
environment due to migration of wasle 
constituents in air. .... The 00 Unit t\~leases 
waste constituents into the air <mel ground. 
If the City docs not currently require air 
monitoring because it is satisfied with 
receiving only monthly emissions estimates 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

from the City of Albuquerque, the regulatory authority and modeling results, then for now the 
in this case. and we estimate emissions monthly based Pem1ittee can state this fact in the annual air 
on amounts bumed/detonated. Annually. these monitoring repmi to be submitted in 
emissions are reported to the City of Albuquerque compliance with the final Petmit. If the City 
because they hold primacy for regulation. not NMED. or NMED ever require air monitoring to be 
On the day of the event we are not approved to proceed conducted in the future at the OD Umt. then 
with the event if meteorological conditions or ambient the annual report must document such 
air quality levels (as provided by the City of monitoring data as required by the final 
Albuquerque) are not acceptable. Doing real-time Permit. 
monitoring before, during, and after each operation NMED ha~ also clarified in the final Permit 
would be resource prohibitive and difficult to that the estimated monthly emissions 
implement to achieve any meaningful data. provided to the City of Albuquerque \'-'ill 

need to be reported also to NMED, a;s such 
information is being provided to the City in 
lieu of actual monitoring data. 

Soil monitoring requirements in Section 3.4 
of Prui 3 of the draft Permit were relocated 
to what has become Section 3.4 of Part 3 of 
the final Permit because said monitoring is 
related to the human risk screening that is 
discussed in this Section of the final Petmit. 

Permit Modification: Sections 3.3 and 3.4 
of Permit Part 3 of the final Permit have 
been revised to read: 

J..!A//? ;i/0/V/TO/?/NG 

The Permittee shalll:'valuatl:' thl! potoztial 
impact of' the air pollutants on human health 
hefine. durinf?, and cJfta trl:'atment 
operations by screl:'ning and assl:'ssment, in 
compliance with 40 C.F.R. ~ 264.60l(c)(5). 
The Pennittee shall not proceed with a 
treatment event it' met eo rolo Rica! conditions 
or ambient air quality conditions du 110t 
meet the requirements o(the City of' 
Alhuquerque air quu!ity permit for the OD 

.. 
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No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

Unit and the requiremellfs of' this Permit 
Parr. 
The Permittee shall specif~· in an annual 
sampling and analysis report on air wwlity 
the tvpes and schedules of' air monitoring 
required hy the Albuquerque Envim11mental 
Health Department, and the instrumeNtation 
required. The Permittee shall suhmil this 
report to the Department and include in the 
report anv air munitorinJ< data ji-mn ihe 
previous calendar :vear, and estimated 
monthlv emissions based on the amounts o( 
waster reared. The report is due hv March 
31 of' each calendar year. 

J4 SOIL ;YO/VITOI?Ii'df~AIV/J Hf:YA,'\l 
I? I.S' K JC I? ££1\•'l!V&' 

The Permittee shaf! cmuluct an mmtutf soil 
sampling and analvsis program in 
accordance with Permit Attachmellf D. and 
as requirl!d hv 40 C.F.R. § 264.60 hi• !. 
In order to monitor soil comaminatir'n 
rl!sultinJ<fi·om opl!ll detonation operations at 
thl! OD Unit. the Pamittee shall implement 
the Soil Sampling and Analvsis Plan (SSAP), 
which is described in Pamit Attaclm!f!!lf D. 

~---------r------------r----------~----------~------------4--------------------------------------------r----------------------------.. ----~ 
117 42 3.6. I KAFB What is the rationale for requiring at least three down­

gradient monitoring wells? This practice is utilized to 
determine the ground water flow direction. Since the 
groundwater flow direction is known in this area, then 
requiring at least three down gradient wells is an 
excessive cost of the Government. Recommend 2 
down-gradient wells. 
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Part 3. Section 3.6. I of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 3. Section 3.5.1 of the final 
Permit. 

Because of the complex geology at the OD 
Unit site, and particularly given the likely 
presence of shallow bedrock in the mea of 
the OD Unit. the direction of groundwater 
flow is not known with reasonable certainty. 
At least four wells (including the 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

background well) are needed to establish the 
dire(;tion of groundwater flow with 
reasonable certainty and to determine 
downgradient and upgradient water quality. 

And because of the complex geology. even 
four wells may not be adequate for a variety 
of reasons. Thus, the NMED ha~ added a 
requirement to what is now Section 3.5.1 of 
Pa1t 3 of the final Permit that the NMED 
may require additional wells to be included 
in the monitoring well network if ne(;essary. 

Permit Modification: The following 
sentence has been added to the end of the I" 
paragraph of Section 3.5 .I of Part 3 of the 
final Permit 

The Department may require additional 
wells to he installed at the OD Unit il the 
Department determines that the number or 
flmction of the existing wells is insufficient. 

118 42 3.6.1 KAFB 90-day requirement for a monitoring well installation Part 3, Section 3 .6. l of the draft Pemlit is 
plan is too stringent for Department of Defense now in Part 3. Section 3.5.1 of the final 
budgeting purposes. As it stands. it will automatically Pem1it. 
create a permit violation through no fault of the NMED did not change tllis Permit 
Permittee. Recommend at least a 12-18 month requirement, as 12-18 months is an 
submission period. unreasonable amount of time to prepm·e a 

groundwater monitoring plan. Given the 
number of groundwater monitoring plans 
that the Permittee has prepared in the past 
and the experience gained via this 
preparation. 90 days should be enough time. 

Permit Modification: None. 

119 42 3.6.2 KAFB Recommend changing language to read: "The Permittee Part 3, Section 3.6.2 of the draft Pem1it is 
shall submit to the Deprutment groundwater sampling now in Part 3. Section 3.5.2 of the final 
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Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

and analysis data, subject to and in compliance \Vith, 40 Permit. 
C.F.R. ~ 264.98, which is incorporated herein hy The comment is unclear as to what language 
reference. The Pennittee shall submit: ... " is being recommended for revision. NMED 

assumes that the 3'd sentence of paragraph I, 
Section 3.6.2 of Pem1it Part 3 of the draft 
Pem1it is the language referenced by the 
comment. If so, NMED did not change the 
language as recommended in the comment, 
as the 3"1 sentence set5 fmth a requin:ment 
for the contents of a plan. not the submittal 
of sampling and analysis data. 

N MED has revised the first paragraph of 
Section 3.5.2 of Permit Part 3 of the final 

I 
Penn it for purposes of clarification aild in 
keeping with the NMED's policy that OD 
L'nits are not regulated units under 40 CF.R. 
§ 264.90(a)91). 

However. groundwater monitoring is 
required bez~ause of the like! y potenti.:tl for 
groundwater to occur at shallow depths in 
this area and in accordance with 40 C.F.R §~ 
264.601-602. 

Permit Modification: The first paragraph 
of Section 3.5.2 of Pem1it PartJ of the final 
Pennit has been revised to read: 

Within 90 days afier the ejf'ective dat<: of'this 
Permit. the Permittee sltall suhmir to the 
Dl:'partml:'ntfcl/· appro\'(// a proposed 
groundwater samrling and analysis plan i/S 

a Class 3 modification to this Permit. Upon 
approval. the groundwater sampling 1lfld 

analysis plan and the monitoring H·eli 
instaflution plan of' Permit Section 3. 5. I 
shalf hecmnl:' Pamit Attachment L 
( rl:'se rved !. 
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Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

120 43 .l6.2 Table 3-2 KAFB Recommend establishing ground water monitoring Part 3, Section 3.6.2 of the draft Permit is 
parameters consistent with the KAFB Long-Term now in Part 3, Section 3.5.2 of the final 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (Rev 1/1997), which is Permit. 
used for establishing ba~eline and perfonning detection The NMED expects groundwater monitoring 
monitoring events and has been in place since 1996. to be conducted at the OD Unit to include 

the types of hazardous constituents that are 
likely to be or have been released from the 
OD Unit (and the OB Unit), as well as 
parameters indicative of general chemistry 
and reduction-oxidation (redox) conditions. 
None of the parameters included in Table 3-
2 in the final Permit are unreasonable given 
this expectation. 

The NMED ha~ added dioxins and furans to 
the monitoring list in Table 3-2 in the final 
Pem1it as plastics have been a part of wastes 
treated in the past at the OB and OD Unit~. 
and will be a part of wastes treated at the 
OD Unit in the future. Beryllium was also 
added to the table as it was inadvertently left 
off the table in the draft Permit, and is a 
hazardous constituent that could be present 
at the OD Unit. The NMED has also 
removed from Table 3-2 certain parameters 
indicative of general chemistry or redox 
conditions. 

Permit Modification: Table 3-2 of Permit 
Part 3 of the final Permit has been revised to 
include beryllium, dioxins and furans in the 
list of paran1eters. Phosphorus/phosphate, 
TKN, ferric/ferrous iron, dissolved C02, 

silicon, suspended sediment. stable isotopes 
have been removed from the list of 
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No. 

121 

Page No. 

45 

Section No. Subsection 

4.1.1 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

parameters. 

Delete this section. KAFB is not authorized to act as an I Part 4. Section 4.1.1 of the draft Permit is 
agent for NMED. now in Part 6. Section 6.1.1 of the final 

Permit. 

NMED did not delete this text from the final 
Pem1it. The requirements in this sectwn are 
based on the corrective action regulations at 
40 C.F.R. ** 264.100(e) and 264.101 (c) and 
Section 74-4-7.E of the HWA. which 
compel the Permittee to take responsibility 
for releases of hazardous waste and 
hazardous waste constituents. including 
contamination extending beyond the 
Facility's boundaries. 

However. NMED did delete the requirement 
for the Permittee to use its best effort:; to 
obtain access for the NMED. NMED will 
seek its own access in any such cases. 

Permit Modification: Section 6.1.1 of 
Permit Part of the final Permit has be,~n 
revised to read: 

To the extent any requiremellf (!/'this Pem1it. 
including any vvork plan approved under 
this Permit. requires access to propert_v nor 
owned ur controlled hy tlze Permittf!e. the 
Permittee shalf usf! irs hest effrJrts fn n!Jtain 
access from tIll:' present owners of" stu h 
propertv to conduct requirf!d acrivitier. In 
the evl!nt that acass is not ohtained whl!n 
necessarv. the Permitree shall immediately 
nuri(y the Department in \'vTiling regarding 
its hestl!ftiJrts and itsfi;ifurl! to ohrairl such 
access. 

L_ ____ J._ ____ _._ ____ ___JL__ ____ _l_ _____ __j_ ______________________ _L_ ________________ _J 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

p; 45 4.1.2 KAFB What ru·e defined field activities? Schedules within the Pa11 4, Se(:tion 4.1.2 of the draft Permit is 
Permit work and sampling plans should suffice for now in Part 6. Section 6.1.2 of the final 
adequate notice. Permit. 

Field activities are anything that is 
conducted at any SWMU or AOC pursuant 
to any work plan or requirement of this 
Pem1it. 

Work plan schedules are almost never 
precise enough to give NMED the 
opportunity to observe activities or cc•llt:(:t 
split samples. 

Permit Modification: None. 

123 45 4.1.2 KAFB What is the regulatory driver for the 15-day minimum Part 4, Section 4.1.2 of the draft Permit is 
notice? If KAFB is sampling groundwater, does the now in Part 6, St:(:tion 6.1.2 of the final 
Base notify HWB or the GWQB? Are personnel from Permit. 
HWB qualified to take split samples? The HWB hasn't The 15-day notification is a standard ~\l"M ED 
taken samples for yea~·s and hasn't had the budget to do requirement in RCRA permits related to the 
so. Therefore is this requirement simply an attempt to NMED's authority for entry and inspection, 
impose ftu1her requirements that HWB has no intent on and for collecting split san1ples, as 
participating in? Regulation cannot be by policy nor be authorized under St:(:tion 7 4-4-4.3 of the 
arbitrary a11d capricious. HWA and 40 C.F.R. ~ 270.30(i) of the 

HWMR. 

Most NMED tt:(:hnical staff, including HWB 
technical staff. ru·e trained and qualified to 
collect split srunples. Although HWB 
personnel have not recently col!t:(:ted water 
samples from Facility wells, the Permittee 
Call rest assured that said personnel have 
recently collt:(:ted srunples at other RCRA 
facilities in the state. 

For meeting any of the notification 
requirements under the final Permit, the 
Pem1ittee should notify HWB as described 
under Section 1.36 of Permit Part I of the 

-
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar)' of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

final Petmit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

124 45 4.1.4 Rdea.~es KAFB In the second line. insert "that" after "and". Part 4, Section 4.1.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6. 1.4 of the final 
Permit. 

NMED ha.~ revised the sentence by adding 
the word "that'" as recommended in the 
comment. The word "and" will be deleted 
as it is unnecessary in this case. 

Permit Modification: NMED has n:vised 
the first sentence of Section 6.1.4 of Permit 
Part 6 of the final Permit to read: 

The Pt:!nnittee slzallnotif.\: the Dt:!partment 
omllv. 1vithin 24/iours o{di.1·cm·ery. rfanv 
release of" hazardous waste or haza rdnus 
constituent that has the potential tn migrate 
heyond the Facilitv houndarv or has 
migrated hemnd the Facility houndwy . 

.. 

125 45-120 Part 4-6 KAFB Take out except where specifically related to the Parts 4-6 of the draft Permit are now 
treatment of hazardous wa.~te at the OB/OD unit. combined into Part 6 of the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #I 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit haw been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#1. 

The conecti ve action requirements found in 
Parts 4-6 of the draft Permit have not been 
removed from the final Permit (see N MED 
response to Comment #I). 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
-------r-----· 

126 46 4.1.5 KAFB Recommend changing language to read: "All OB and Part 4. Section 4.1.5 of the draft Permit is 
OD corrective action-related ... for review and now in Part 6. Section 6.1.5 of the fin e~l 

.. 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

approval.'' Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations 
for the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment#l. 

The recommended revision was not made in 
the final Petmit as the section does not 
pertain only to the OD Unit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

127 46 4.1.5 KAFB Does 1'\MED intend on reviewing the Quarterly Patt 4. Section 4. I .5 of the draft Penn it is 
Reports? It appears that the reports submitted are not now in Part 6, Section 6.1.5 of the final 
being reviewed as evidenced by a 47% error rate in Penn it. Table 4-2 of the draft Petmit is 
Table 4-2. If KAFB is being charged for the review of now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
these documents. it would be appreciated if NMED Permit. 
reviews them. The NMED does not charge fees for 

documents that it does not review. 
Furthermore, NMED has always realized 
that what is now Table l-3 of the final 
Permit would need updating prior to 
issuance of the Permit. as permit 
modifications of the existing permit were 
being processed at the same time the draft 
Permit was being prepared. 

NMED did not make a 47% error rate with 
respect to the SWMUs and AOCs listed in 
the table: instead, the NMED actually made 
few etTors. It is apparent from the comment 
that the Permittee does not understand when 
a SWMU or AOC has been granted 
Conective Action Complete (No Further 
Action) status. 

Submitting a Corrective Action Complete 
petition does not constitute a final agency 
approval. Until such time that a SWivfU or 
AOC is approved for Corrective Action 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMEI> Response 
No. Name 

Complete by means of the completion of a 
Class 3 permit modification request, 
including the public participation process, 
the SWMU or AOC remains listed on Table 
I-3. 

Permit Modification: None. 
-----·-- -· 

128 46 4.1.5 Work Plans, KAFB Should Section 1.35 read 1.34? Part 4. Section 4.1 .5 of the draft Permit is 
etc. now in Part 6. Section 6. I .5 of the final 

Penn it. 

NMED has corrected the error. The correct 
citation is now Section I .38 of Permit Part I 
of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: Section 6. I .5 of Part 
6 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

All work plans. schedules. reports, am/ other 
delivem/Jle docunwnts that the Permirtee is 
required to prepare under this Parr (~'i) shall 
he submitted to the Departmentfrir reriew 
and approwll as detailed in Permit Section 
1.38. 

129 46 4.1.7 Paragraph I KAFB Paragraph indicates that Corrective Action is required Table 4-2 of the draft Permit is now Table 1-
for all SWMU's and AOCs identified in Table 4-2. 3 of Attaclm1ent I of the final Permit. 
Table 4-2 contains sites that do not appear appropriate The comment does not specify exactly what 
for inclusion under a RCRA corrective action program SWMUs and AOCs are believed to he, in 
(i.e. sewage treatment facilities. storm sewers and septic the opinion of the commenter, regulated 
systems) and should be deleted from the table. outside of RCRA. Storm sewers and septic 

systems arc listed in Table I-3 of 
Attachment I of the final Permit. These 
types of sites C<m be regulated under I(CRA 
Subtitle Cas SMWUs because of pokntial 
or known disposal of solid and/or hazardous 
wastes to these systems, especially at times 
prior to the enactment of RCRA. Swrm 
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Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. I Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

sewers and septic systems are being 
regulated under RCRA at other RCRA. 
facilities in the state, for example, Sandia 
National Laboratories. Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, tmd Holloman Air Force Base. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~---------r-----------r-----------r-----------r------------~-------------------------------------------r----------------------------.. ----~ 

130 46 

131 46 

4.1.7 

4.1.7 

Pw·agraph 2 

List of 
SWMUs 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Delete Paragraph 2. in that New Mexico has adopted the 
Military Munitions Rule and newly discovered 
SWMUs, AOCs, and releases are covered in Sedion 
4.1.8. The Military Munitions Rule specifically 
addresses munitions used in testing and training 
activities and excludes them from the definition of solid 
waste. 

There is no Figure 4-1 in the draft permit. 

Page 84 of 282 

Pwt 4, Section 4.1 . 7 of the draft Permit is 
now in Pmt 6. Section 6.1. 7 of the final 
Pem1it. 

The Permittee would have to submit the 
same information as part of a RCRA Facility 
Assessment (RFA). NMED included the 
subject language in the final Permit as an aid 
to conducting RFAs to determine if any new 
SWMUs or AOCs have been potentially 
created at the Facility that may need to be 
subject to conective action. 

The Military Munitions Rule may have little 
or nothing to do with some SWMUs or 
AOCs. as the rule only applies to munitions 
subject to certain conditions. After 
munitions are abandoned. they become solid 
and hazardous waste. Also, as most SWMUs 
and AOCs m·e inactive sites, the munitions 
rule will not normally apply for purposes of 
conducting corrective action. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Figure 4-1 of the draft Permit is now Plate I 
of the final Permit. 

The subject map is large map and was kept 
sepw·ate from the main body of the text. If 
KAFB personnel could not locate their copy 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar~· of Comment No. Name 

132 46 4.1.8 KAFB How can a SWMl! he both. an AOC or release or other? 

··-· 
13.1 46 4.1.8 KAFB 30 days other than 15 days as indicated in the la~t 

paragraph 

Page 85 of 282 

NMED Response 

of the map. they could have requeste' 
another copy from the NMED. No s1. 
request was made. 

Permit Modification: As indicated; 

Part 4. Section 4.1.8 of the draft Pern 
now in Pmt 6. Section 6.1.8 of the fin 
Permit. 

SWMl!s, AOCs. and releases are not 
same thing. They are defined in Secti 
of Permit Pmt I of the final Permit fa 
Section 1.6 of Permit Pati I of the dr;: 
Permit). 

SWMUs and AOCs are potentially su 
to corrective action, as well a~ any otl 
form of release that could endanger h 
health or the environment. 

A release may or may not be present 
given SWMlJ or AOC. 

Permit Modification: l\'one. 

Part 4, Section 4.1.8 of the draft PenT 
nov.: in Part 6. Section 6.1.8 of the fin 
Permit. 

NMED did not increase the number c 
for submittal of the written notificati( 
newly discovered SWMU, AOC. orr 
as 15 days is reasonable for reporting 
information. The information reporh: 
require immediate action to protect h1 
health or the environment. including 1 
possibility of implementing interim 
corrective measures. 

The 15-day reporting requirement i.~ 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

common to other RCRA permits issued in 
New Mexico. 

Permit Modification: None. 

134 46 4.1.8 Paragraph 4 KAFB The 15 day written report requirement is a repeat from Part 4. Section 4.1.8 of the draft Permit is 
Para I of the section. Plea~e define the criteria for now in Part 6, Section 6. l .8 of the final 
instigating further investigation and/or an RFI Penn it. 

The 15-day written notification in paragraph 
4 concerning previously unknown releases is 
not the same as that in paragraph l, which 
concerns newly discovered SWMUs or 
AOCs. See NMED responses to Comments 
#132 and 133. 

The need for conducting further 
investigation will be site specific. and will 
depend on inforn1ation contained in the 
SWMU Assessment Repmt or the report on 
a previously unknown release, whichever is 
applicable. In general, such reports do not 
contain sufficient information to justify 
granting corrective action complete (no 
further action) status for the SWMU or AOC 
or release. In such cases. NMED will order 
fmther investigation and. if necessary. 
remediation. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

135 47 4.1.9 KAFB ''ba~ed upon review of the Permittee's request for a Part 4. Section 4.1. 9 of the draft Permit is 
permit modification .. :· NMED should be subject to now in Part 6. Section 6.1. 9 of the final 
review (i.e. 30 days). Penn it. 

See NMED response to Comment #6 

Permit Modification: None. 
-

136 47 4.1.9 Paragraph 3 KAFB Delete- same a5 paragraph 4. Pmt 4. Section 4.1.9 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.1. 9 of the final 

.. 
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Page No. Set1ion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Pennit. The 3"1 and 4'11 paragraphs in the 
draft Pennit are now the 2"d and 3'd 
paragraphs of Section 6.1. 9 of Part 6 of the 
final Permit. 

Contrary to the comment. the requirements 
of each paragraph differ. Paragraph 2 (final 
permit) concerns continued or periodic 
monitoring of environmental media even if 
Corrective Action Complete status has been 
granted for a SW MU or AOC. Paragraph 3 
(final Permit) is broader and concern:,, in 
addition to monitoring of media, other 
studies, other sampling (which could be one-
time sampling events), and remedial actions. 
Paragraph 3 (final Permit) also indicates that 
the NMED may require further corrective 
action after a SWMU or AOC is granted 
Corrective Action Complete status if new 
information suggests that there is a release 
or likelihood of a release from a SWMU or 
AOC at the Facility that could pose a threat 
to human health or the environment 

Permit Modification: None. 
-

137 47 4.1.9 KAFB Insert: .. Permittee may petition NM ED for a No Further Part 4, Section 4.1. 9 of the draft Permit is 
Action on sites where long-term monitl)ring and now in Part 6. Section 6.1.9 of the final 
maintenance will be continued (i.e. landfills)." Permit. 

NMED did not inst~rt the recommemkd 
language into the final Penn it. SWM Us and 
AOCs that require long-tenn monitoring and 
maintenance can only be approved for 
Corrective Action Complete status w1th 
Controls. At this time, NMED will not 
approve Corrective Action Complete status 
with Controls for any SWMU or AOC 
located at KAFB because the Air Force has 
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Comment 
No. 

138 

Page No. 

48-49 

Section No. Subsection 

4.1.10 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summarl of Comment 
NMED Response 

not entered into any agreement to ensure 
that controls will be implemented into the 
future no matter who owns or controls the 
land. 

Permit Modifications: None. 

Delete Section 4.1.1 0. A Health and Safety Plan is not Part 4, Section 4.1.1 0 of the draft Permit is 
required under RCRA or the HMA: it is required by now in Part 6, Section 6.1.1 0 of the final 
Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) regulations. As Penn it. 

a result, this Plan is modified to retlect new OSHA NMED requires that the Permittee have a 
requirements, not waste management requirements. Health and Safety Plan pursuant to 40 
There is no regulatory authority to have the requirement C.F.R. * 264.601 which states. in part, 
for a Health and Safety Plan in the hazardous waste "Permits for miscellaneous units are lo 
permit. Having it in the hazardous waste permit contain such tem1s and provisions as 
requires additional recordkeeping unrelated to safety necessarv to protect human health and the 
and health. It appears that this reference may be a relict environn;ent ... ·•. A Health and Safety Plan 
from a very early permit. For example. the 1985 is critical for protecting human health and is 
NIOSH guidance referenced in this section wa~ a key document for contingency planning 
eventually promulgated at 29 C. F. R. * 1910.120: the and for safe implementation of corrective 
EPA Orders listed also are very old. actions. 

The Permit only requires that the Permittee 
have a plan, that the plan meets the 
minimum requirements for content that is 
specified in the Permit. and that the plan is 
in accordance with certain guidance, the 
Contingency Plan, and applicable laws and 
regulations. NMED does not believe this 
represents an undue or excessive burden to 
the Permittee. 

NMED would have considered any 
suggested updates to the guidance 
documents and EPA orders listed in the draft 
Permit, but none were offered by the 
Permittee in its comments. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----~------~--------~------~------~------------------------------L____________________ 
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~--------r---------~----------~--------~----------~----------------------------------------+--------------------------
139 49 4.1.11 3 KAFB Delete this item. KAFB"s public repository and reading Part 4, Section 4.1.11 of the draft Permit is 

room (AR/IR) is already complete and is available at the now in Part 6. Section 6.1.11 of the final 
CNM Montoya Campus. Petru it. 

NMED assumes that the comment applie$ to 
Jtem #4 instead of Item #3 under Section 
4.1.11 of Pem1it Part 4 of the draft Permit. 

NMED did not delete the requiremenl under 
Item #4. Current compliance with a permit 
requirement is not a valid rationale for 
deleting the requirement from the final 
Pem1it. 

Even if the comment actually refers to Item 
#3. NMED did not make the requestt,d 
revision. Web sites are becoming 
increasingly popular as a convenient means 
to provide searchable infOJmatton to lhe 
public. This assists the public in 
participating. especially, in the corredive 
action process. 

Permit Modification: None. 
r-----------+------------+------------+------------+---------------r-----------------------------------------------+---------------------------------------~ 

140 49 4.1.11 5&7 KAFB Delete subsection 5. Public tours of the KAFB. OD 
treatment units. SWMC's. and the corrective action 
process are not practical due to security and safety 
ISSUeS. 

Part 4, Section 4.1.11 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.1.11 of the final 
Pem1it. 

The Permittee can. and in the past has 
conducted safe public tours of KAFB 
SWMUs and AOCs. These tours may be of 
great benefit to both the public and the: 
Facility in trying to communicate and 
resolve concerns. Therefore. the NMED did 
not delete this requirement from the final 
Permit. The Permittee can not hide behind 
security requirements to avoid public 
participation under RCRA. 

Permit Modification: None . 
.__ ____ .t.._ ______ _L _____ .__ ____ __L_ _____ ____i _____________________ .L__ ________________ _j 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response I No. Name 

141 49-50 4.1.12 KAFB What is the name of EPA's pilot institutional controls Part 4. Section 4.1.12 of the draft Permit is I 

dat:< base and tracking system? now in Part 6. Section 6.1.12 of the final 
Pe1mit. 

The EPA's database is called the 
''Institutional Controls Tracking System''. 
NMED has deleted the requirement to notify 
the U.S. EPA of land transfers to include 
information, as appropriate into the 
database. Instead. the NMED is to be 
notified of such transfers. This revision was 
made because the EPA Institutional Controls 
Tracking System is not yet ready to accept 
data for RCRA facilities. 

Permit Modification: The last sentence of 
Section 6.1.12. Part 6 of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

For any deed tram:fi:rring titlefi·orn the 
Permittee that contains a restriction on 
fiaure land use, the Permittee shall, >vithin 
90 days of' tram:fi:'r of the property. notify the 
Department of"the transfer and identify .frn· 
the Department the location of'the property 
that is the subject u{the transf"er. 

142 50 4.1.13 KAFB Delete section. This is regulated under NMED's Liquid Part 4. Section 4.1.13 of the draft Permit is 
Waste Disposal System Regulations and does not fall now in Part 6, Section 6.1.13 of the final 
under the purview of the HW A or HW MR. Pem1it. 

The subject text was not deleted from the 
final Permit. Most septic systems at the 
Facility that the NMED is aware of fall 
under the HWA and HWMR as SWI'vtUs 
because of the likely or known disposal of 
solid and/or hazardous wastes into these 
systems in the past. Properly closing 
abandoned septic systems is a necessary step 
to protect human health and the 

.. 
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environment; hence, the requirt~ment to 
close said systems in accordance with 
20.7.3.307 NMAC. 

See also NMED's responses to Comments# 
7 and 129. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

143 :'i0-51. 53, 4.2. Title KAFB Please define "Special Information .. and the underlying Pmt4, Sections 4.2, 4.2.3. 4.3.2.2, 4.12.7. 
55, '57 4.2.3. regulatory drivers (citations). and 4.3.4.2 of the draft Permit are now Part 

4.3.2.2, 
6. Sections 6.2, 6.2.1.3. 6.2.2.2.2, 6.2.2.2.7, 
~mel 6.2.2.2.12.2 of the final Permit, 

4.3.2.7. If required, more than 90-days will be required for respectively. Sections 4.2.4 and 4.2.:'i of 

4.3.4.2 
submittals due to the Department of Defense budgeting Part 4 of the draft Permit have been deleted 
process. Programming and budgeting is typically from the final Permit. Items# 2, 4, and 5 of 
completed in the spring for funding in late Ql or early Section 4.2.2 of Permit Part 4 of the draft 
Q2 of the next Federal FY. Pem1it have been deleted from the final 

Petmit. Items# 2-7 of Section 4.2.3 of 
Penn it Patt 4 of the draft Permit have been 
deleted from the final Permit. 

Special Information is a catch-all title used 
in the Pem1it for information requirements 
that are other than that related to specific 
SWMUs or AOCs. It is usually information 
that is general in nature about the Facility or 
stmounding ~u·eas. 

The regulatory drivers for requiring the 
information in Section 6.2.1 of Permit Pmt 6 
of the final Permit (and subsections thereto) 
me found in the first paragraph of Section 
6.0 of Permit Part 6. General and specific: 
information on the Facility, groundwnter. 
surface water, the location of SWMLs and 
AOCs. contaminant pathways. and potential 
receptors are mnong the data needed to 
adequately complete required cmTective 
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actions. 

CME. CMI, and Interim Measures Work 
Plans are key components of planning for 
remediation of contaminated sites. These 
plans have 60 or 90-day due dates. NMED 
did not change these due dates a~ they 
represent a reasonable an1mmt of time for 
the Facility to prepare these types of plans, 
especially for an interim measures work plan 
where time is of the essence. A lack of 
funding is not adequate justification J~x 
failing to prepare such plans in a timely 
manner. 

Permit Modification: None. 

144 50 4.2.1 KAFB Delete. This information has been previously submitted Part 4, Section 4.2.1 of the draft Permit is 
to NMED in conective action documents and well now in Part 6, Section 6.2.1.1 of the final 
completion report-;. The information is also maintained Pem1it. 
by and available from the NM State Engineer. Some of NMED did not delete what is now Section 
the requested information is already contained in the 6.2.1.1 of Permit Part 6 of the final Permit. 
Draft Permit Application (i.e. Figure 4-1 showing 

NMED finds that basic facility information 
locations of SWMU's and AOC's). 

needs to be updated periodically. For 
exan1ple, some surveyed well locations that 

If retained, the 30-day reporting period is unreasonable have been provided to the NMED by the 

and should be extended to at least 90-120 days, and this Permittee in the past are known to contain 

requirement should be deleted for SWMU's and AOC's errors that have not been conected by the 

without identified lateral boundaries. in that site Pennittee. W ater-tevel map:-; submitkd in 

investigations need to be completed (Table 4-2 should the past by the Petmittee are also known to 

be appropriately modified). contain errors and often are inconsistent 
with those of adjacent sites or regional water 
level maps. 

NMED will not request information from 
the State Engineer that is the Permittee's 
responsibility to provide to the NMED. The 
St..'lte Engineer does not administer the 

-- L_ -- , __ -- ------------ -- ----------- ---- -------- -- -- ------------- ----------------------
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RCRA program for the State of New I 

Mexico. 

The rep011 can indicate which SWMUs and 
AOCs currently do not have defined 
boundaries. and can show on a map the 

I 
known or suspected extent of the boundary 
of these ~ites as currently understood by the 
Permittee. 

NMED did change the due date for the first 
such report from 30 to 90 days of the 
effective date of the Permit in the interest of 
comity. 

Permit Modifications: The first sentence 

I 
of Section 6.2.1.1 of Pem1it Part 6 of the 
final Pennit has been revised to read: 

The Pennittee shall submit in a report to the 
Department, within 90 davs of' the e.f1;:'Ctive 
date of this Permit. theji;/{nwin;.; 
in/(' rmatirm: ... 

NMED also revised the due date for the 
report in Table 1-2 of Permit Attachment I of 
the final Penni! to: 

Within 90 days from e.ffecti\·e date ujthi.1· 
Pern1it and aruwallv therer!fter hy Murch 31 
if update needed. 

'-----·--

145 50 4.2.2 KAFB Need to specify a submission date/time-frame. Part 4. Section 4.2.2 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.1.2 of the final 
Permit. 

NMED ha~ revised the final Permit sn that it 
specifies a due date for the report. 

Also, items 2, 4 ami 5 have been deleted 
from the final Permit. 

'---· ---· .. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Also, the first sentence of the first paragraph 
of Section 6.2.1.2 of Patt 6 of the final 
Pem1it has been modified to read: 

The Permittee shall. within 90 days of'the 
effective date of this Pennit, suhmit a report 
to the Department describing human 
populations that are susceptible to 
contaminant expusure.fi·nm the Facility. 
NMED has also revised the due date for the 
report in Table 1-2 of Permit Attachment f of 
the final Permit to state: 

Within 90 days from e,jj'ective date (~f thi.1· 
Permit and no later than March 31 (!( 

subsequent years if an update is needed. 
-

146 50 4.2.2 l(b) KAFB This information is maintained by and available from Patt 4. Section 4.2.2 of the draft Permit is 
the NM State Engineer. now in Part 6. Section 6.2.1.2 of the final 

Pem1it. 

NMED will not request infom1ation from 
the State Engineer. See NMED response to 
Comment#l44. 

Permit Modification: None. 

147 50 4.2.2 Potential KAFB Table 1-1 of Part I requires this report within 30 days of Part 4, Section 4.2.2 of the draft Permit is 
Receptors the effective date. This requirement should be included now in Pmt 6, Section 6.2.1.2 of the final 

in this section if this permit condition remains in the Pe1mit. 
permit. See NMED response to Comment #145. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment 145. 

-
148 50 4.2.2 2 KAFB For consistency with the other requirements in 4.2.2, Part 4. Section 4.2.2 of the draft Permit is 

recommend chm1ging the language to reacl: ·· ... waters now in Pmt 6, Section 6.2.1.2 of the final 
adjacent to the Facility." Permit. 

Item #2 of Part 4. Section 4.2.2 of the draft 
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Comment 
No. 

149 

Page No. 

'il 

Section No. Subsection 

4.2.4 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAPB 

Summary of Comment 

Is this requirement for cotTective action or for the OB­
OD Treatment Unit~? Docs the required information 
pertain to sites undergoing corrective action or to the 
particulate/gaseous eftluent being emitted by the facility 
as a whole'? 

(This section is vague and would be difficult to know 
how to comply with. Remediation ~u·eas that activdy 
generate air emi:-;sion strc:ams (such as SVE unit'>), do 
track this type of information and should already be 
reported in the context of the amount of contamination 
removed. Most other types of remediation do not 
generate air cntissions in regulated quant1tit?s, and \VC do 
not maintain this type of information, again because the 
City of Albuquerque does not require: such activity 
through their permits. 

NMED Response 

Pennit has been deleted from the final 
Penn it. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Part 4. Section 4.2.4 of the draft Permit has 
been deleted from the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED agrees that the requirement is too 
vague. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

~----------+------------+------------+-----------~--------------~----------------------------------------------~--------------------------------------~ 

l'iO 52 4.2.4 3 KAFB Delete "radiologicar· in that RCRA does not regulate 
radiological constituents. 

Part 4. Section 4.2.4 of the draft Permit has 
been deleted from the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #149. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #149. 

~----------+------------+------------+-----------~--------------~-----------------------------------------------~--------------------------------------~ 

151 'i2 

152 :'il 

4.2.4 

4.2.4 Air 
Contaminatio 

n 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Need to specify a submission date/timc-fi·ame. Part 4. Section 4.2.4 of the draft Permit has 
heen deleted from the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #149. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment# 149. 

Table l-1 of Part I requires this report within 30 days of I Part 4. Section 4.2.4 of the draft Permit has 
the effective date. This requirement should be included heen deleted from the final Permit. 
in this section if this permit condition remains in the 

L_ ________ _L __________ _L __________ _L __________ -L------------~-------------------------------------------L----------------------------·-----~ 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response ' 

No. Name 

permit. See NMED response to Comment #149. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #149. 

.. 

153 52 4.2.5 KAFB Delete section. This requested information is Pai1 4. Section 4.2.5 of the draft Permit has 
documented in applicable individual site repot1s. been deleted from the final Permit. 

NMED agrees that this information i:; best 
presented in individual investigation reports. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

!54 52 4.2.5 Subsurface KAFB Table 1-1 of Part I requires this report within 30 days of Pat1 4, Section 4.2.5 of the draft Petmit has 
Gas the effective date. This requirement should be included been deleted from the final Permit. 

in this section if this permit condition remains in the See NMED response to Comment #153. 
permit. 

Permit Modifications: See NMED 
response to Comment #153. 

!55 52 4.3 KAFB Recommend changing the 2"<1 sentence to read: .. If there Part 4, Section 4.3 of the draft Permit is now 
has been a release of hazardous wa5te or hazardous in Pmt 6, Section 6.2.2 of the final Permit. 
constituents into the environment and couective action NMED has made a similar revision to the 
is necessary to protect human health or the environment final Permit to that requested in the 
from the relea'le. corrective measures will be conducted comment. Note that the term "corrective 
at the contaminated site to remove or isolate the action·· includes site chat'acterization. 
contaminants that pose the human health or 

Permit Modification: The second sentence 
environmental contamination risk."' 

of Section 6.2.2 of Permit Pat't 6 of the final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

If' there has been a release oflwzardous 
waste or hazardous constituents into the 
environment and corrective action is 
necessary to protect human health or the 
environmeflf from the release, corrective 
measures shall he conducted at the 
contaminated site to remove or isolate the 

-------- -------- --- ---- - --------------- ------------- -- --- ------
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Se<.1ion No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

contaminants that puse the human he1lith or 
environmental risk. 

-+--------~---r-----------+---------_,------------~-----------------------------------------+-------------------------------~ 

156 :12 4.3.1 KAFB 

157 52 4 .. i.1 '1 KAFB 

1---,----t---
J)g 52 4.3.1 .2 KAFB 

Numerous sites listed in Table 4.2 are already in NFA 
status and need to be deleted from the Table. 
Recommenu changing the language to read: "The 
Pe1mittee shall conduct a silt' investigation. in 
accordance with the provisions of 4.3.1.1. for each 
SW MU or AOC listed on Table 4.2 of this Permit. 
excluding those listed sites with ~m unexecuted 
approved work plan or a filed petition for NFA status. 
The Department ... is needed. it will notify the 
Pennittee in writing within 45 clays of receiving the 
Permittee's site investigation repo11." 

Part 4. Section 4.3. I of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.2.2.1 of the final 
Permit. The one sentence making up 
Section 4.3. I .2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit 
was moved to Section 6.2.2.1 of the final 
Pe1mit. 

NMED did not make the revisions requested 
in this comment. Sec NMED Responses to 
Comments #6 and 127. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above, 
the following text was moved to Part 6. 
Section 6.2.2.1 of the final Penn it as the 
second .paragraph of the Section. 

The Pennitree shall perf(mn the site 
im·estigarions only in accordance with 
apprti\'ed Investi;!,atirm Work Plans. 

Why would an AOC need an RFI': If an AOC warrants I Part 4. Section 4.3.1.1 of the draft Permit is 
further investigation under RCRA wouldn't it become a 
SW MU? Recommend changing the language to read:'· . 
. . for each SWMU needing further investigation. 
excluding those listed in Table 4-2 of this Part (4) with 
an unexecuted approved work plan or a filed petition for 
NFA status. An individual RFI Work Plan may cover 
several SWMU's. The RFI Work Plan ... RFI Report 
for background information. " 

Delete this section, in that it should be moved to and 
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now in Part 6. Section 6.2.2.1 of the final 
Pennit. The one sentence of Section -Ll1.2 
of Pa11 4 of the draft Permit was mov·,~d to 
Section 6.2.2. I of the final Permit. See 
NMED response to Comment #156. 

See NMED response to Comment# i 32. An 
AOC need not be designated as a SWMU 
for the NMED to require investigation and 
corrective measures for the AOC. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment# 156. 

The one sentence of Section 4.3.1 .2 of Part 4 
of the draft Permit was moved to Seclion 
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.----------.-----------.-----------.----------.-------------,--------------------------------------------.----------------------------------. 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name SummarJ of Comment 

discussed in Section 4.3.1 of the same title. 

NMED Response 

6.2.2.1 of the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #156. 

Permit Modifications: See NMED 
response to Comment #156. 

~--------~----------1-----------1-----------4-------------4-------------------------------------------~----------------------------··----~ 

159 53 

160 54 

4.3.2.3 

4.3.2.5.2 Implement­
Ability 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Incorporate footnote into se{;tion. Recommend 
changing language to read: '· ... selecting a remedy, 
which may encompass several separate actions." 

What if this is not supp01ted by public comment? 
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Pmt 4. Se{;tion 4.3.2.3 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.2.2.2.3 of the final 
Pem1it. 

NMED has incorporated the footnote into 
Section 6.2.2.2.3 of Part 6 of the final 
Pem1it. 

NMED did not change the language in the 
footnote because the NMED believes the 
clarity of the original language is better than 
the recommended language. The original 
language, in particular. indicates that the 
NMED selects the remedy. 

Permit Modification: The footllote at the 
bottom of page 53 of the draft Permit has 
been inserted into Section 6.2.2.2.3 of Pmt 6 
of the final Permit as the 2nd paragraph. The 
text reads: 

In selectinK a remedy, the Department may 
select a remedy fen· a particular SWM U or 
AOC that encompasses several separate 
actions. The use of' the term "remedy., 
refers to all such actions. 

Patt 4, Sedion 4.3.2.5.2 of the draft Permit 
is now in Part 6, Section 6.2.2.2.5.2 of the 
final Petmit. 

The Permittee must defend their analysis of 
the criteria listed in what is now Part 6. 
Section 6.2.2.2.5.2 of the final Penn it. If 
that defense is deemed by the NMED to be 
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r--.. -------,-----·---,---------,---------,---------,---------------------------,------------------ ------, 

Comment 
No. 

161 

162 

Page No. 

5:' 

:'i:' 

Section No. 

--1--
4.:1.2.6 

,ll.2.6 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

S..cction 4.:1.2.6 does not include language about 
Department approval of the CMS report. Suggest 
adding language stating this. 

Selection of a remedy should include Permittee input. 
Recommend changing 2'"1 sentence to reacl: ··1 f the 
Department proposes a different remedy from that 
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NMED Response 

unjustifiable. as demonstrated by public 
comment or by the NMEIYs own analysis. 
then the NMED may not agree with the 
Pem1ittee · s recommended remedial 
alternative. 

After consideration of public comment and 
the remedy recommended by the Permittee, 
NMED will select the remedy or require that 
the Permittee repeat the CME process. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 4. Section 4.:1.2.6 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.2.2.6 of th•c final 
Penn it. 

The NMED does not approve CME (CMSJ 
reports. so the NMED did not make the 
requested revision. CME reports are not 
approved because the public has the right to 
comment on the proposed remedy and other 
aspects and results of the report. 

Instead. the NMED decides whether aCME 
is complete or incomplete. CME Reports 
are deemed complete if the NMED bdieves 
that it contains enough information t<·, seek 
public comment on the remedies evaluated 
therein. If the NMED deems aCME Report 
incomplete, the Permittee will he instructed 
to evaluate additional remedies and/or 
provide information to correct the 
deficiencies. 

Permit Modification: None. 
-----

Part 4. Section 4.:1.2.6 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.2.2.6 of tho:: final 
Pem1it. 
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-
Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

recommended by the Permittee in the CMS Report, the The Permittee recommends its preference 
Pennittee and Depattment will mutually develop a for a remedy in the CME Report (see 
remedy satisfactory to both."' and the 5111 sentence to Section 6.2.2.2.6 of Part 6 of the final 
read: "'As provided in 20.4.1.90l(A)(5)(a)-(cl, the Permit). Thus, the Permittee has input into 
Department will provide ... ·· the decision to select a remedy. After 

consideration of public comment, and the 
Permittee's recommendation, the NMED 
selects the remedy. 

If the Permittee disagree.~ with the remedy 
selected by the NMED. the Permittee may 
request a public hearing and/or appeal the 
final decision for a remedy through the New 
Mexico Court of Appeals as provided under 
the HWA. 

Regarding the fifth sentence. NMED made 
the requested revision, but has also added a 
reference to 20.4.1.90 l(B )(5 ), as this action 
constitutes a Class 3 permit modification. 

Permit Modification: The fifth sentence of 
Section 6.2.2.2.6 of Permit Part 6 of the final 
Pem1it has been revised to read: 

As provided in 20.4.1.90/(A)(5J(a) through 
(c) and 20.4.1.90J(B!(5}, the Department 
will pmvide an opportunit_v.fiJr a puhfic 
hearing on the proposed remedy. at which 
all interested persons will he given a 
reasonahle chance to suhmit data, views or 
arguments orally or in v.'l'iting and to 
examine witnesses testifying at the hearint;. 

-
163 55 4.3.2.7 CMI Work KAFB 1st pm·agraph, 5th line. Should Section 1.35 read 1.34? Pat1 4, Section 4.3.2. 7 of the draft Permit is 

Plan now in Part 6. Section 6.2.2.2. 7 of tht: final 
Permit. 

NMED has cotTected the citation error. 

Permit Modification: The second sentence 
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..------,------.------.-------.---------,--------------------,--------------··---, 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. 

---+---~--+-

164 n/a 

Section No. Subsection 

n/a n/a 

Commenter's 
Name 

n/a 

Summar)' of Comment 

n/a 

NMED Response 

of the first paragraph of Section 6.2.2.2. 7 of 
Penn it Part 6 has been revised to read: 

Till! CHI Work Plan shall he suhmittul to 
the DepartmentfiJr review in accordance 
with the requirements in Permit Section 
1.3R. 

Comment# I 64 requires no response. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~------~----------~----------~----------~------------~------------------------------------------~----------------------------··----~ 

165 55 

166 56 

4.:U.7 KAFB 

4J.2.10 KAFB 

The first sentence references "ninety (90) days" Part 4, Se{;tion 4.3.2.7 of the draft Permit is 
whereas previous section~ only li~t "90 days". Reformat now in Part 6, Section 6.2.2.2. 7 of the final 
"pennit" to be consistent. Pe1mit. 

The first sentence references "ninety (90) days" wherc~ts 
previous sections only list "90 days". Reformat 
"pennit" to be consistent. Recommend changing report 
submission date from 90 days to 120 days. 

The 1\MED has made the requested r-.wision 
for Section 6.2.2.2. 7 of Permit Part 6 of the 
final Permit. 

Permit Modification: The first senll:nce of 
Section 6.2.2.2. 7 of Part 6 of the final Permit 
has been revised to read: 

Within 90 da-vs after the Department '.1· 

selection of" a .final remedy, or as oth,·twise 
.lpec!fied by the Department in writing. the 
Permitlee shall submit to the DepartmentfiJr 
approval a Correct ire l'vfeasure.1· 
Implementation (CMl! Work Plan 
descrihint; the desit;n. construction. 
operation. maintenance. and perjillmllnce 
monitoring.fiJr the selected remedy. und a 
sc1zedulef(ll" its implementation. 

Part 4. Section 4.3.2.1 0 of the draft I\~rmit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.2.2.1 0 of the final 
Permit. 

The NMED has made the requested 1\ovision 
to refonnat the reference to "90 days"" 

___1._ ------' 
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Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

NMED did not revise the submission date to 
120 days, as 90 clays after remedy 
completion should be adequate time to 
complete a CMI Report for most projects. 

If necessary, the Permittee may request a 
time extension. 

Permit Modification: The first sentence of 
Pat1 6, Section 6.2.2.2.1 0 of the final Penn it 
has been revised to read: 

Within 90 da.vs after completion of' a 
remed,v. the Permittee shall suhmit tu the 
Departmentforapproval a CMI Report. 

167 56-57 4.3.3.1 KAFB Section 4.3.3.1 states that the Permittee may implement Pat14, Se{;tion 4.3.3.1 of the draft Permit is 
an Accelerated Corrective Measures in lieu of the now in Part 6, Section 6.2.2.2.1l.l of the 
process stated in Section 4.3.2. If this is the case then final Permit. 
why are CMI reports (Section 4.3.2) required to be The NMED requires the submittal of a 
submitted as required in Section 4.3.3.3? Conective Measures Implementation (CMI) 

Report regardless of whether the corrective 
measure was accelerated or done through the 
normal RCRA process. The results of a 
cleanup must always be reported to the 
NMED in the form of a CMI Report so that 
the N MED can determine whether the 
cleanup was successful in adequately 
reducing the risk of contaminants to human 
health and the environment. 

Aclclitionally, any CMJ Report clone through 
the normal RCRA process, or through the 
accelerated corrective measure proce~;s will 
also be subject to public comment tlu·ough a 
Class 3 permit modification request. Based 
on public comment it is possible that 
additional cleanup or other remedial 
alternative could be ordered by the NMED 

------------------
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,--------.----------r·---· 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

Secretary. 

Permit Modification: None. 
--r----------4~---------4~---------4~-----------1--------------------------------------------r----------------------------·-----~ 

168 56 4.:1.3.2 KAFB Section 4.3.3.2 refers to Part I. Section 1.34 for ACM 
report disapproval. In accordance with the permit 
language in Part I, Pati I only refers to the OB/OD 
units and not corrective action. What is the required 
review and approval schedule for an ACM work plan? 

Part 4. Section 4.3.3.2 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.2.2.11.2 of the 
final Pe1mit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

Like that of the draft Permit. Patt I of the 
final Permit is not limited in scope to the 
OD Lnit. See NMED responses to 
Comments #I and 6. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~--------~----------4-----------4-----------4-------------~------------------------------------------~--------------------------------~ 

169 57 

170 58,61 

171 58 

4.3.3.3 

4.4 

4.4.1 

Cleatwp 
Levels 

KAFB 

KAPB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Why is the reference to CMI reports in this section'? It 
should be discussed in Section 4.3.2. 7. 

Section 4.4 contains a reference to Section 4.3 for 
clemmp. This should be changed to Section 4.4. 

Should 14.3) read (4.4)') 

Part 4, Section 4 .. 1.3.3 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.2.2.1 1.3 of the 
final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #167. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 4. Section 4.4 of the draft Permit is now 
in Part 6, Section 6.2.3 of the final Pumit. 

NMED has con·ected the citation. 

Permit Modification: The first scnh:nce of 
Section 6.2.3 of Permit Pati 6 has bc1::n 
revised to read: 

The Permittee shall adhere to the 
recjuirement.l' !~fthis Permit Section (!''.2.3) 
.fii!· implementing and completing cleunup nf' 
gmtmd1vater. stu1(Jce warer. and soil ar all 
SWMUs ami AOC.1· ar rhe Facilitv. 

Recommend changing the language to read: ..... Safe I Part 4. Section 4.4.1 of the draft Permit is 
Drinking Water Act (4:2 U.S C. ** 300f to 300j-26). In now in Part 6. Section 6.2.3.1 of the tina! 

~----------L-----------~------------~----------~---------------L----------------------------------------------~-------------------------------··------~ 
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.----------r-----------.-----------.-----------.------------.--------------------------------------------r----------------------------··-----. 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 

those circumstances where the groundwater background 
concentrations exceed the established WQCC or EPA 
concentration levels. the groundwater background 
concentration shall become the established 
concentration level for terms of the Permit.·· 

NMED Response 

Pem1it. 

NMED does not have the authority to 
change the New Mexico Water Quality 
Control (WQCC) standards or EPA tviCLs. 
(See also NMED's response to Comment# 
172). Thus. NMED did not include the 
recommended language in the final Permit. 

Should this situation in regard to a WQCC 
standard occur. the Permittee may seek a 
variance as described under Section 6.2.3.8 
of Permit Part 6 of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 
r---------~---------r--------~r---------~----------~----------------------------------------r-------------------------------~ 

172 58 4.4.1 KAFB 

173 58 4.4.2 KAFB 

Recommend changing KAFB' s clean-up level to an 
industrial standard, in that there is no foreseeable 

Part 4, Section 4.4.1 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.2.3.1 of the final 

change in KAFB 's mission. activities or BRAC related I Permit. 

closures. NMED did not make the recommended 
revision. Groundwater having a TDS 
concentration of less than I 0,000 mg/L is 
considered to be drinking-water. and the 
cleanup of drinking water must be ba,'ied on 
a residential-use scenario. 

(I) Change to read "'24 ~tg/L (ppb)."' as per EPA ·s 26 
Jan 2006 ''Assessment Guidance for Perchlorate" 
memorandum. That memo established 24.5 Mg/L (ppb) 
as the prelimimu·y recommended remediation goal for 
perchlorate, ~mel the guidance in Section 4.4. I above. 

(2) Under cutrent DoD policy. DoD samples for 
perchlorate as required by the National Contingency 
Plan (NCP). Where sampling indicates perchlorate 
concentrations in water exceed the level of concern (24 
~giLl DoD components are directed to conduct site-
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See also N MED response to comment # 171. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Patt 4. Section 4.4.2 of the draft Pemlit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.3.2 of the final 
Pem1it. 

The 4 ~-tg/L value that is found in the draft 
Penn it is not a remediation goal: instead the 
value triggers when the Permittee must 
conduct a risk assessment to propose a 
remediation goal. NMED did not modify the 
final Petmit to accept the EPA preliminary 
remediation goal of 24.5 ug/L for 
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,-------r------.-----,-------,--------,-----------------------,------------------, 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name 

SummaQ· of Comment 

specific risk a~sessments in accordance with CERCLA. 
the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP), and/or the NCP to evaluate the extent of actual 
or potential exposures. If a site specific risk assessment 
indicates perchlorate concentrations could potentially 
result in adverse health effects. DoD components will 
prioritize the site for appropriate risk management. 

(3) While New Mexico has listed perchlorate as a toxic 
pollutant(* 20.6.2.7(WW) :--IMAC). it has failed to 
promulgate an applicable concentration standard for 
contamination(~ 20.6.2.31 03 NMAC). Therefore, 
KA FB believes the DoD policy and EPA· s 
concentration standard of 24 ~tg/L to be more than 
adequate. 

(4) Additionally, before using 4 ~tg/L as the State 
perchlorate concentration st~mdanl for permits. NMED 
must follow the rulemaking procedures set forth in the 
New Mexico Administrative Procedures Act,(** 12-8-1 
to 12-8-25 NIVISA. 1978). 

·--------L-----------~------------~--------------L---------
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NMED Response 

perchlorate, as this level may be too high to 
adequately protect human health and the 
environment. State law takes preced,.•nce 
over DoD policy in this matter. 

NMED's authority derives from the New 
Mexico Hazardous Wa5te Act (HWA), 
NMSA 1978 ** 74-4-1 to 74-4-14; the 
federal Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act. 42 U.S.C. ** 6901 to 6992k; 
and the New Mexico Water Quality Act 
(WQA). NMSA 1978. ** 74-6-1 to 17. 

The NMED can require corrective action in 
a pem1it or in an administrative order to 
remediate a contaminant in groundv,:ater if 
such contaminant is a "'hazardous wa~'te, .. 
either as defined in the regulations issued 
under the HW A and RCRA (the regulatory 
definition) or as defined in the HWA and 
RCRA statutes themselves (the statutorv 
definition). 

Perchlorate meets the regulatory definition 
of hazardous wm;te. A waste is a 
"'hazardous waste" if it exhibits any of the 
characteristics of hazardous waste identified 
in part 261, subpmi C of the federal 
regulations. [20.4.1.200 NMAC 
(incorporating 40 C.F.R. ~ 261.3UIJ(2)(i))]. 
Subpm·t C identifiel' four characteristics of 
hazardous waste: ignitability. corrosivity. 
reactivity. and toxicity. [20.4.1.200 NMAC 
(incorporating40C.FR. *~ 261.21-
261.24 )J. Perchlorate exhibits the hawrdous 
chm·acteristic of ignitability under tht:se 
regulations. Si'e. f.g .. Castaic Lake \.Vater 
Agencv v. Whittaker Corp., 272 FSupp.2d 
1053. I 059-61 (C. D. Cal. 2003). Thus. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

perchlorate is a hazardous wa..'ite as defined 
in the regulations at section 20.4.1.200 
NMAC (incorporating 40 C.F.R. ~ 261.21 ). 

Perchlorate meets the statutory definition of 
hazardous waste. The HWA. NMSA 1978. 
~ 74-4-3(K), broadly defines the term 
'"hazardous waste'' as: 

•· ... any solid waste or comhination r~f"solid 
wastes tvhidz hecause 4their quanti.ry. 
concentration or plrvsicul, chemical, ur 
in{ectious characteristics may: ( l) cause or 
sipzificantly contribute to an increase in 
mortality or an increase in serious 
irreversihle or incapacitating illness, or (2} 
pose a substantial present or potentiul 
hazard to human health and the environment 
when improperly treated, stored, 
transported, disposed r~f"or otherwise 
managed." 

Section I 004(5) of RCRA contains an 
almost identical definition of "'hazardous 
waste." 42 U.S.C. ~ 6903(5). 

Thus, perchlorate is subject to the Nl\'fED's 
corrective action authority both because it 
meets the regulatory definition of 
"hazardous waste," and because it meets the 
statutory definition of "hazardous waste.'' 

Thus, the NMED can impose a requirement 
that the Permittee must propose a cleanup 
level for perchlorate based on a risk 
assessment just as for it could for the relea..<;e 
of any other hazardous waste or hazardous 
constituent. 

Permit Modification: None. 
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Comment 
No. 

174 

Page No. 

:'\8-59 

Seetion No. Subsection 

4.4.3 

Commcnter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

Recommend changing KAFB' s clean-up level to an Pa11 4, Section 4.4.3 of the draft Permit is 
industrial standard consistent with its past. present and now in Part 6. Section 6.2.3.3 of the final 
future industrial land use. There are no foreseeable Pem1it. 
changes in KAFB ·s mission. activities or BRAC related 
closures. 

N MED did not make the requested revision. 
NMED cannot ensure that future land use 
will not be contrary to the level of ckanup 
achieved at a site. and therefore, will be 
protective of human health and the 
environment. Thus, cleanups must rt~sult in 
the site being acceptable for unrestricted 
residential land use. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----------~-----------+------------+------------+--------------~-----------------------------------------------+-------------------------------··----~ 

175 )9 4.4.4 KAFB 

176 )9 4.4.:'i KAFB 

This section requires KAFB to propose PCB cleanup 
levels based on a residential land use scenario. This is 
contrary to AF Performance Based Cleanup Policy for 
basing cleanup decisions ba.>ed on current and 
reasonable anticipated or realistic future land use (ref: 
SAFIIEE ltr. 27 Oct 04). Recommend changing 
KAFB · s clem1-up level to an industrial standard 
consistent with its past. present. <mel future industrial 
land use. The Department's use of a policy paper. Risk­
based Remediation of Polychlorinated Biphenyls at 
RCRA Correctiw Action Sites, to set contaminant 
concentration levels does not comport with NMSA * 
12-8-3 (1978). 

Since the OB and OD units, SWMLJ"s and AOC's are 
not residential property or child occupied sites. 400 
mg/kg is inappropriate. Recommend 1200 )..tg/g (ppm) 
as a concentration levd (sec 40 C. F. R. Part 745 ). 

Page I 07 of 282 

Part 4. Section 4.4.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.3.4 of the final 
Pcm1it. 

See NMED response to Comment #I 74 
concerning the requirement to assess risk 
under a residential land-use scenario. 
Additionally. the Permit gives the option of 
using 1.00 mg/kg as the cleanup level or 
doing a risk assessment assuming a 
residential land-use scenm·io. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 4, Section 4.4.:'i of the draft Permit is 
now in Pru"t 6. Section 6.2.3.5 of the final 
Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See !\MED response to 
Comment# I. 

NMED did not make the recommended 
revision in the allowable concentration level 
for lead contamination in soil. The EPA· s 
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

residential cleanup level for lead is 400 
mg/kg. See NMED response to Comment 
# 174 conceming the analysis of risk using a 
residential land-use scenario. 

Permit Modification: None. 
r----------r-----------r-----------r----------1-------------1--------------------------------------------r----------------------------.. ----~ 

177 59 4.4.6 KAFB 

178 59 4.4.7 KAFB 

179 59 4.4.8 KAFB 

Delete this section. Surface waters are regulated by the I Part 4, Section_ 4.4.6 of the draft Permit is 
WQCC. now in Part 6. Section 6.2.3.6 of the final 

Penn it. 

The NMED did not delete Section 4.4.6 as 
recommended in the comment. The Water 
Quality Act(** 74-6-l et seq., NMSA 1978) 
establishes the Water Quality Control 
Commission (WQCC) and specifies its 
duties and powers. The NMED enforces the 
State water quality regulations for surface 
water, not the WQCC. See also NMED 
response to Comment #8. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Recommend clarifying that ecological risk be evaluated Part 4. Section 4.4. 7 of the draft Pemtit is 
at SWMUs or AOCs only when there is a potential for now in Part 6. Section 6.2.3.7 of the final 
ecological receptors Pe1mit. 

Part of evaluating ecological risk is 
detem1ining whether or not there are 
ecological receptors and pathways thereto. 
If there are no receptors or pathways, then 
ecological risk may be assumed to be 
insignificant. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Recommend changing the language to read: ... _ . If a Pa11 4. Section 4.4.8 of the draft Permit is 
WQCC standard is involved, the Permittee may request now in Part 6, Section 6.2.3.8 of the final 
an alternative abatement standard from the NMED Pennit. 
Groundwater Quality Control Board in accordance ... ·· The requirement referenced in the comment 

L_ ________ _L __________ _L __________ _L __________ -L------------~-------------------------------------------L----------------------------------~ 
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Comment 
Page No. Sed:ion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

was not changed in the final Permit. There 
is no such entity (NMED Groundwater 
Quality Control Board). 

A request for an alternative abatement 
standard is made with the WQCC as 
explained in 20.6.2.4103.F NMAC and as 
set f01ih in S"-x:tion 6.2.3.8 of Part 6 of the 
final Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

180 60 4.5 Line7 KAFB Since the Department already reviews all submissions Pmi 4, Section 4.5 of the draft Permit is now 
for compliance, delete sentence: ''All work plans and in Pmi 6. Section 6.2.4 of the final Permit. 
reports shall be prepared with technical ;mel regulatory This requirement was not deleted from the 
input from the Depmiment. ·· final Permit. The intent of the subject text is 

to convey that the Pe1mittee will corr.oct 
deficiencies identified by the NMED by 
revising work plans and reports according to 
NMED comments. 

Permit Modification: None. 

181 60 4.5.1 I through 8 KAFB Delete this item. The re<:JuiTed laboratory data Part 4. Section 4.5.1 of the draft Permit is 
summaries would be an excessive mnount of material now in Pmt 6. Section 6.2.4.1 of the final 
included in the quarterly report. Furthermore, data Pem1it. 
summaries are presented in association with site reports. This requirement was not deleted from the 
Data should not have to be further summm·ized ;mel final Pem1it. Only one of the 8 items 
reported in the quarterly report document. concerns laboratory data summaries. The 

NMED expects that the required summaries. 
including that of laboratory data, that are to 
be presented in quarterly reports would 
normally be brief statements, and that the 
details would be presented in periodic 
monitoring rep01is or other type of site-
specific reports. 

Permit Modification: f\one. 
.. 
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Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

182 60 4.5.1 6 KAFB KAFB does not currently include discussions of prqject Pmt 4, Section 4.5.1 of the draft Permit is 
personnel in the quarterly repmt. now in Part 6, Section 6.2.4.1 of the final 

Permit. 

Just because the Permittee doesn't discuss 
changes in key personnel now in their 
quruterly repotts does not mean that this 
practice should continue. Under the final 
Permit, the Permittee is required to include 
discussion of any key personnel changes in 
quarterly reports. 

This requirement helps all pmties with 
respect to the Permittee's concern expressed 
in Comment #2. 

Permit Modification: None. 

183 60-61 4.5.2 KAFB How does the general discussion of the RFl work plan Part 4, Section 4.5.2 of the draft Permit is 
requirements relate to the NMED suggested format for now in Part 6. Section 6.2.4.2 of the final 
previously issued RFI work plans? Also. figures and Penn it. 
tables should be included with the text of the document, Investigation Work Plans (RFI Work Plans) 
not sepm-ated into its own section. submitted prior to the effective date of the 

final Petmit do not have to be resubmitted in 
the format required by the final Permit. 
However. NMED may ask the Permittee to 
provide additional infmmation conceming 
an older submittal for a SWMU/AOC 
undergoing corrective action if the submittal 
lacks any of the information required by the 
final Permit. 

NMED has added a sentence at the end of 
Pmt 6, Section 6.2.4.2 allowing figures and 
tables to be included in the text sections of 
the work plan. 

Permit Modification: The following 
sentence has been added to the end of 
Section 6.2.4.2 of Pmt 6 of the final Permit: 

-
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Comment 

No. 

184 

185 

Page No. 

62-63 

63 

Section No. 

4.5.4 

4.5.5 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar)· of Comment 

Please specify if the periodic monitoring report is for 
the OB and OD Treatment Units. specific SWMU's or 
AOC's. or is a facility wide report. What monitoring 
and reporting frequency is required? 

NMED Response 

The Pomittel! may insert.fiRurl!s and tahles 
within the text sections of' a work rtan 
instead of' in u Sl!parate Sl!ctirm. 

Part 4. Section 4.5.4 of the draft Pem1it is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.2.4.4 of the final 
Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Pem1it. See NMED response to 
Comment#!. 

The monitoring report required in thi:,. 
Pe1mit Section applies to any SWMU or 
AOC undergoing corrective action. 

The frequency of monitoring and reporting 
will be ~>pecified in approved work plans and 
sampling and analysis plans on a site-by-site 
basis. 

It also applies to Facility-wide projects when 
such projects are needed to support data 
needs for correcti vc action. 

Monitoring requirements for the OD Unit 
(currently not requiring corrective action) 
are specified elsewhere in the final PL·nnit 

Permit Modification: None. 

Line No. 2-Consistency? 4 . .5,2-Executive Summary v~>. I Part 4, Section 4.5.5 of the draft Permit is 
4.5.J-Executive Summary (Abstract). now in Part 6, Section 6.2.4.5 of the final 

Permit. 

Page I I I of282 

NMED has made the revision for 
consistency. 

Permit Modification: Item 2 in Permit Part 
6, Section 6.2.4.2 of the final Pcm1it has 
been changed to read: 

2. Executive Summary (Abstract). 
, __ _ 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

186 63 4.5.5 KAFB Recommend removing the requirement that "page Pat1 4. Section 4.5.5 of the draft Permit is 
numbers" be included for references citing other reports now in Part 6, Section 6.2.4.5 of the final 
or clarify that specific citation details can be presented Permit. 
in a formal reference se~tion of the document. This requirement regarding page numbers 

for references is intended to assist NMED 
reviewers by reducing the time that must be 
spent to find supporting information if a 
Risk Assessment Repot1 is not appended to 
or combined with aCME Report or 
Investigation Report. Thus, NMED did not 
delete the requirement from the final Permit. 

NMED ha~ added a sentence stating that 
page numbers for references may be 
presented in a formal reference section. 

Permit Modification: After the 6th sentence 
of paragraph 2, Section 6.2.4.5 of Permit 
Pat1 6 of the final Permit, the following 
sentence has been added. 

Page numhersfor references made tn other 
reports may he presented in a forma{ 
reference section ~~t a risk ussessmenr 
report. 

.. 

187 65 4.5.7 CMS Report KAFB Section 4.5. 7 twice refers to Section 4.2.2.4, which does Part 4. Section 4.5. 7 of the draft Permit is 
not exist. First Item 10 and second Item 12. There is no now in Part 6, Section 6.2.4. 7 of the final 
Section 4.2.2.4. Permit. 

The NMED ha~ com.'Cted the citation. 

Permit Modifications: The citations in 
Section 6.2.4. 7 of Permit Part 6, I >t list, item 
# 1 0, and 2"d list, item # 12 have been 
corrected to read: 

Section 6.2.2.2.5.2 u{Permit Part 6 

188 66 4.5.8 KAFB Sentence I -change ''CMS" to ''CMJ'' Part 4, Section 4.5.8 of the draft Permit is 
now in Patt 6, Section 6.2.4.8 of the final 

-------
,_ 

---------------- ------------------
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

Permit. 

NMED has corrected the error in the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: Sentence l of Permit 
part 6, Section 6.2.4.8 of the final Permit ha~ 
been changed to read: 

The Permittee shall prepare a CM! Work 
Plan using thefimnat setf(nth heloH 

.. 

189 4.5.8 CMI Work KAI-'B Item 5 reads "construction and construction". Correct as Part 4, Section 4.5.8 of the draft Permit is 
Plan appropriate. now in Part 6. Section 6.2.4.8 of the final 

Permit. 

NMED has corrected the error in the rinal 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: Item 5 of Section 
6.2.4.8 of Permit Part 6 of the final Permit 
has been revised to read: 

A construction qualitv assu ranee plan 
.. 

190 67 4.5.11 KAFB Insert citation: "'40 C.F.R. * :.uO.II( dl(l l .. Pm14. Section 4.5.11 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.2.4.11 of the final 
Penn it. 

NMED has added the regulatory citahon as 
recommended. 

Permit Modification: The first sent<::nce of 
Section 6.2.4.11 of Penn it Part 6 of the final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

Pursuant to 40 C. FR. ~ 270./ lrdi(/ i. all 
corrective action docwnents shall inciude a 
certification. signed hy a reSflollsihle official 
oftlze Facility. stating: ... 

-
191 68 4.6 KAFB Since NMAC * :20.4.2 identifies both !\fA's and Part 4. Section 4.6 of the draft Permit is now 

"'corrective action complete without Controls." please in Part 6. Section 6.3 of the final Permit. 
Table 4-3 of the draft Permit is now Table 

··-· 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

clarify on Table -1--3. K-1 of Attachment K of the final Permit. 

NMED has made the requested revision. 

Pennit Modification: The title of Table K-
I of Attachment K of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS 
(SWMUS). AND AREAS OF CONCERN 
!AOCS! FOR WHICH CORRECTIVE 
ACTION IS COMPLETE WITHOUT 
CONTROLS !GRANTED NO FURTHER 
ACTION STATUS! 

192 69 Table -1--1 Annual KAFB Delete Annual Report Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
Reports now Table I-2 of Attachment I of the final 

Permit. 

NMED did not delete the requirement to 
submit the annual report for testing and 
training activities. See NMED response to 
Comment# 130. 

Permit Modification: None. 

193 69 Table 4-l Quruierly KAFB Delete Qmu"terly Perchlorate Screening Report- There Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Petmit is 
Report~ is no regulatory requirement for this repmi. now Table l-2 of Attachment I of the final 

Permit. 

NMED did not delete the requirement from 
the final Pennit to submit a quarterly 
screening report for perchlorate monitoring. 

Perchlorate is known to be a contaminant in 
groundwater at EOD Hill Well and the 
Schoolhouse Well and may be present at 
other areas at KAFB given that the 
Permittee uses military devices constructed 
with perchlorate compounds. Perchlorate is 
listed a~ a toxic pollutant in the NMWQCC 
Regulations (20.6.2.7 NMAC). It is ;tlso a 

.. 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

hazardous waste (see NMED response to 
Comment #173). Thus. the NMED can 
require the monitoring and reporting of 
perchlorate to protect human health and the 
environment (40 C.F.R. ~ 264.601). 

See also NMED responses to Comments 
#173 and 259. 

Permit Modification: None 
-

194 69 Table 4-1 KAFB Under Quarterly Perchlorate Screening Reports. change Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
5.14 to 5.1.4. now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 

Permit. 

N MED has corrected the citation in the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: The type of 
submittal Quarterly Perchlorate Screening 
Reports of Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the 
final Permit has been corrected to read: 

Quartalv Perchlorate Screening Reports 
!Permit Section 6.4. 1.4 J 

" 

195 69-71 Table 4-1 KAFB Please increase the submission dates for all reports that Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
do not have a 90 day submissi'm period now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 

Pem1it. 

The NMED does not completely agrcc with 
Comment #195. Some reports, for ell.ample, 
verbal reports. must have shorter submission 
due elates in order to be timely for N!\1ED 
consideration or to ensure protection of 
human health and the environment. 
Notifications of field sampling/aeti vi ties. 
newly discovered relea5es. interim measures 
work plans, and emergency interim 
measures work plans also require short 
submission dates to be timely. 
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Commenter's 
SummaQ· of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

However, in the interest of comity NMED 
has increased the submittal due dates for 
SWMU Assessment Reports to 90 days, and 
has clarified that CME Work Plans have 90 
clay submittal due elates. 

Permit Modifications: ln Table 1-2 of 
Attachment I of the final Permit, the 
submittal clue date for SWMU Asses~ment 
Report has been revised to read: 

Within 90 days ajter suhmitting written 
notification of' a ne>vly-discovered 
SWMU!AOC 

The clue date for Conective Measures 
Evaluation (CME) Work Plan has been 
changed to read: 

Within 90 days of' notification hy the 
Department. 

Also, the first sentence of the 2"" paragraph 
of Section 6. 1.8 of Part 6 of the final Permit 
has been revised to read: 

Within 90 days (~fter suhmitting such written 
notification, the Pennittee shall suhmit to 
the Departmentf(Jr approval a SWMU 
Assessment Report (SAR)foreach newly 
identified or suspected SWMU or AOC. 

196 69 Table 4-1 Other KAFB delete "Offsite Access" Report. . See response to Comment I. Table 4-1 of 
Reports Pmt 4, Se(~tion 4.6, is now Table 1-2. 

Attachment I. 

NMED did not delete this requirement. If a 
release has extended onto land not 
controlled by the Permittee, and access to 
conduct corrective action is denied to the 
Pennittee by the other prope11y owner, this 
fact needs to be reported a~ soon as possible 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

to the NMED so that the NMED can attempt 
to intervene between the pat1ies. 

NMED did correct the due date of such 
reports. 

Permit Modification: The due date for 
"Offsite Access" Report was conected to: 

lmmediatelv upon di.,·cnvl:'t)' 

197 69 Table 4-1 Other KAFB Field Sampling Activities- change 2"d column to read: Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it i:; 
Reports ''Within 24 hours or as soon a:; practical after release no\v Table I -2 of Attachment I of the final 

discovery." Permit. 

The comment appears to be referring to 
another part of the table for the due date for 
verbal notification of newly-discover,:d 
releases. Either way. the NMED doc.•; not 
agree with the comment. 

Information on the discovery of a new 
release is important and potentially time 
critical to ensure protection of huma11 health 
or the environment. 

N~1ED requires notification at least 15 days 
prior to sampling and other field activities so 
that the N\1ED has the opportunity to 
schedule staff for collecting split samples or 
observing field activities. 

Permit Modification: None. 
r----- .. 

1')8 70 Table 4-1 KAFB Under CMS Work Plan. should this read 4.3.2.2? Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Penni! i.~ 

Under Accelerated Corrective Measures. is this a Work now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 
Plan·) Permit. 

The comment is correct on both counts. 
N \1ED h~L' corrected the errors. 

Permit Modifications: In Table 1-2 of 
Attachment I of the final Permit. under 
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Commenter's 
SummarJ of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Corrective Measures Evaluation (CME) 
Work Plm1. the citation has been com:cted to 
read: 

Corrective Measures Evaluation (CME) 
Work Plan (Permit Section 6.2.2.2.2) 

Under Accelerated Corrective Measures. the 
text has been revised to indicate that this is a 
work plan: 

Accelerated Corrective Measures (ACMi 
Work Plan (Pennit Section 6.2.2.2.lf.2) 

199 70 Table 4-1 Other KAFB Risk Assessment Report- this can also be submitted Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
Reports with the RFL as stated in Section 4.5.5. now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 

Permit. 

NMED has corrected the error in the final 
Penn it. 

Permit Modification: In Table 1-2 of 
Attachment I of the final Permit. the due 
date for a Risk Assessment Report has been 
revised to read: 

Appended to or in combination with u CME 
ur Investigation Report, ur as otherwise 
specified in a vvork plan or hy the 
Department in writin~-: 

200 70 Table 4-1 Other KAFB CM I Work Plan - The 90 clay timeframe may not be Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1it is 
Reports met; a fund request must be submitted after the final now Table 1-2 of Attadnnent I of the final 

remedy is selected that could require up to a year to be Permit. 
funded. NMED considers 90 days to generally be 

adequate time to prepare a CMl Work Plan. 
The Permittee can always request an 
extension of the 90-day due date for good 
cause. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 
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Comment 
No. 

201 

202 

Page No. Section No. 

70 Table 4-1 

70 Table 4-1 

Subsection 

Other 
Reports 

Other 
Reports 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar)" of Comment 

The 60 day timefrarne may not be met; a fund relJuest 
must be submitted after notification is received that 
could require up to a year to be funded. 

Change a1160 and 90 day submission periods to 120 
days (9 of them). 

NMED Response 

Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1it is 
now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 
Permit. 

NMED assumes this comment refers to 
Interim Measures Work Plans. Interim 
Measures m·e generally needed to stop rapid 
migration of contaminants. NMED expects 
the 60-day time frame to be met because 
time is of the essence to protect human 
health and the environment when interim 
measures are warranted. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
now Table l-2 of Attachment I of the final 
Pctnlit. 

See NM ED re.sponses to Comments # 19). 
200, and 201. In general. 90 days shuuld be 
sufficient to generate most work plan:; or 
reports. The Permittee can always request 
additional time if a project takes longer than 
expected and for good cause. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----------~----------~------------+------------+--------------4------------------------------------------------+------------------------------- .. ----~ 

203 70 Table 4-1 Other 
Reports 

KAFB There appears to be no difference between the CMI, 
ACM, CMl, 1M and ElM n:ports- please clarify the 
differences. 

Page I 19 of282 

Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 
Permit. 

The rcpot1s are the same in that they 
describe the remedy that was implem·.:nted 
by the Permittee to clean up a given site and 
that they document the outcome of the 
remedy implementation. 

The repmis differ only by whether ckanup 
was conducted under a Corrective [Vkasures 
Implementation (CMI) Plan (the normal 
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Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summar)· of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

RCRA process) or under a plan for another 
cleanup process (Accelerated Clerumps, 
Interim Measures, and Emergency Interim 
Measures). Each of these cleanup processes 
is explained in Part 6 of the Permit. On! y an 
Emergency Interim Measure may be 
implemented by the Permittee without prior 
approval of a plan from the NMED. 

A cleanup conducted under a CMI Plan is 
nom1ally considered a final remedy 
(provided the remedy succeeds). 
Accelerated Cleanups, Interim Measures, 
and Emergency Interim Measures may or 
may not be accepted as the final remedy for 
a SWMU or AOC. 

Permit Modification: None. 
-

204 71 Table 4-1 Other KAFB Delete first three table items on this page: Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
Report~ The CMI Report for Landfills LF-001, LF-002 and LF- now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 

008 were previously submitted to NMED for review. Pe1mit. 

The CMI Report for LF-008 was approved by NMED in The submittals Landfills LF-00 I, LF--002 
a letter dated May 4, 2006 from James Bearzi. CMI and LF-008 CMI Report (Pru15, Section 
Report<> for LF-001 and LF-002 were submitted to 5.2.1 ): Landfills 001, 002 and 008 Qumterly 
NMED for review on August I 0, 2006. and Febru~u-y· Progress Reports (Part 5, Section 5.2.2); and 
28, 2007 respectively. The current requirement for CMI Long-Tem1 Monitoring and Maintenance 
report submissions is 180-days from the completion of Plan for Landfills LF-00 I, LF-002 and LF-
the CMI. The landfill CMis were submitted to NMED 008 (Part 5, Section 5.2.3J have been deleted 
within 180-days. As Table 4-1 (page 71 of 236) or moved to Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the 
specifies 90-days for CMI submission, NMED appears final Pennit as explained below. 
to want this requirement to be retroactive. This portion The requirement to submit CMI Reports for 
of Table 4-1 should be deleted since it is not applicable. 

Landfills LF-00 I and LF-008 have been 
deleted from the final Permit as this 

The CMI Quarterly Progress Repmts are inapplicable in requirement has already been met by the 

that the 3 landfill CMI's are completed. Pennittee. The requirement to submit a CMI 

The Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance Plan was 
Report for Landfill LF-002 has been moved 
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Comment 
No. 

205 

Page No. 

71 

Section No. 

Tahlc 4-1 

Subsection 

Ciosure 
Report 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar} of Comment 

submitted to NMED on 3 November 2006. 

Change 60 day submission period to 120 days. 

First entry. per Section 5.2.1 of P~ut 5. 90 days should 
be 180 days. 

Page 121 of 282 

NMED Response 

to Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Pem1it. The CM I Report for LF-002 has not 
been approved by the NMED becausG the 
sewer line has not been relocated. 

The requirements for Quarterly 
Progress Reports for all three landfilL•; have 
been deleted from the final Permit. 

The requirements for Long-Term 
Monitoring and Maintenance Plans for all 
three landfills have been moved to Table 1-3 
of Attachment I of the final Permit. "l11ese 
plans, although submitted. have not been 
approved by the NM ED. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

Table 4-1 of Part 4 of the draft Pe1mit is 
now Table 1-2 of Attachment I of the final 
Pem1it. 

With regard to the 60-day due date for 
Closure Rerort. NMED has removed from 
Table 1-2 the submittal Closure Rep1nt, as 
this type of report is not normally 
considered a corrective-action rdatecl 
document. The Closure Report forth~ 00 
Unit is addressed elsewhere in the Permit 
(such as Part 4 and Attachment H). NMED 
did not change the 60-day requirement to 
submit the report. which is a requirement of 
40 C.F.R. * 264.115. 

Regarding the due dates for the submittal of 
CMI Reports for Landfills LF-001, LF-002. 
and LF-003. sec NMED response to 
Comment #204. TI1e due date for tht: CMI 
Report for LF-002 has been changed in 
Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final Permit 
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to reflect that it has already been submitted 
to the NMED. 

Permit Modifications: as indicated above. 

206 72 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-1 KAFB SWMU 6-1, LF-001, Landfill# I, the required Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
submittal, Remedy Completion Report (Corrective now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Measures Implementation Repon). due 6/13/06, has Pem1it. 
already been submitted, the Corrective Measures The N:YIED has updated what is now Table 
Implementation (CMI) Report, Aug-06. AR Docs# I-3 of Attachment I of the final Pem1 it. The 
3037 & 3038. Please delete this submission listings for SWMUs and AOCs officially 
requirement. approved for Corrective Action Complete 

(No Fm1her Action) have been transferred to 
Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
Permit. 

Any submittal that has not received official 
approval from the NMED prior to issuance 
of the final Permit will not be removed from 
Table 1-3 regardless of whether or not the 
document has been formally transmitted to 
the NMED. However. instead of a due elate. 
Table 1-3 has been revised to indicate that 
such a submittal has been already provided 
to the NMED. 

See also NMED response to Comment# 
127. 

The requirement to submit a CMI Report for 
LF-001 has been deleted from the fin.:tl 
Permit. The document has already been 
approved by the NMED. 

Permit Modification: a~ indicated above. 

207 72 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-1 KAFB SWMU 6-1, LF-00 I, Landfill# 1. the required Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
submittal, Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance now Table l-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Plans, due 180 days after Remedy Completion Report Penn it. 
approved, has already been submitted, the Long Term The requirement to submit a L TM Plan for 

----- ------- -
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

' . 

Maintenance (LTM) Plan, LF-001, LF-002, LF-008, LF-001 is now referenced on Table 1-3 of 
Nov-06. AR Doc #3095. Please delete this submission Attachment I of the final Permit as 
requirement. submitted. See NMED response to 

Comment #206. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

208 72 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-1 KAFB The SW MU 6-1 the Quarter! y Progress Reports were Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1i1 is 
previously submitted and the CMI remedy is completed. now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Please delete this submission requirement. Permit. 

The requirement has been deleted. See 
NMED response to Comment #204. 

Permit Modification: See NMED n:sponse 
to Comment #204. 

209 72 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-2 KAFB SWMU 6-2, Lf-002, Landfill# 2. the required Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
submittal, Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance now Tabie i-3 of Attachment I of the finai 

I Plans, due 917/06, has already been submitted. the CM I Permit. 
Report, Feh-07. AR Docs# 3127 & 3128. Please delete The requirement to submit a L TM Plan for 
this submission requirement. LF-002 is now referenced on Table J .. j of 

Attachment I of the final Permit as 
submitted .. See NMED response to 
Comment #206. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

210 72 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-2 KAFB SW MU 6-2, LF-002, Landfill# 2. the required Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permil is 
submittal. Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance now Table I-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Plans, due 180 days after Remedy Completion Repor1 Permit. 
approved. has already been submitted. the L TM Plan. See NMED response to Comment #209. 
LF-001, LF-002. LF-008. Nov-06. AR Doc #3095. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
Please delete this submission requirement. 

to Comment #209. 

211 T2 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-2 KAFB The SWMU 6-·2 the Quarterly Progress Reports were Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Pennil is 
previously submitted and the CMl remedy is completed. now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Please delete this submission requirement. Permit. 

The requirement has been deleted. St::<~ 
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Comment 

No. 

212 

213 

214 

215 

Page No. 

72 

73 

73 

73 

Section No. Subsection 

Table 4-2 SWMU 6-3 

Table 4-2 SWMU 6-4 

Table 4-2 SWMU 6-4 

Table 4-2 SWMU 6-4 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

SWMU 6-3. LF-007. Landfill# 3. the required 
submittal, Remedy Completion Report (Corrective 
Measures Implementation Repot1), due 12/31/07, has 
already been submitted and in Response to KAFB 
Corrective Measures Implementation (CMI) Report, 
Sep-06, a No Further Action Approval letter. 5-Jan-07. 
AR Doc #3118 was received from NMED. Please 
delete this submission requirement. 

SWMU 6-4, LF-008, Landfills 4, 5, and 6, the required 
submittal. Remedy Completion Report (Corrective 
Measures Implementation Repot1). due 3/31!07, has 
already been submitted, CMI Report, LF-008, 5-Jan-06, 
AR Doc #3025; NMED Approval of Report 4-May-06, 
AR Doc # 2985. Please delete this submission 
requirement. 

SWMU 6-4, LF-008, Landfills 4. 5, ancl6. the required 
submittal, Long Term Monitoring and Maintenance 
Plan, due 180 days after Remedy Completion Report 
approved, has already been submitted, Nov-06, AR Doc 
#3095. Please delete this submission requirement. 

In addition to the due elates for the Selenium 

NMED Response 

NMED response to Comment #204. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #204. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Petmit is 
now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Petmit. 

The CMI Report for LF-007 has been 
approved. NMED has deleted the 
requirement in the final Permit. The listing 
for LF-007 has been moved to Table K-1 of 
Attachment K of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penni! is 
now Table l-3 of Attachment 1 of the final 
Penn it. 

The CMI Rep011 for LF-008 has been 
approved. Thus. the NMED has deleted the 
requirement in the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penni! is 
now Table I-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Penn it. 

The requirement to submit a L TM Plan for 
LF-008 is referenced on Table 1-3 of 
Attachment 1 of the final Permit as 
submitted .. See NMED response to 
Comment #206. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
Investigation Plan and Reports having past. the Plan and I now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
report are not necessary - selenium concentrations in Penuit. 

L_ ________ _L __________ _L __________ _L __________ ~------------~-------------------------------------------L----------------------------------~ 
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Commcnter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 

both the perched and regional aquifers have been below 
the UTL determined for SWMU 6-4 in the KAFB Long­
Term Groundwater Plan and the MCL from September 
2002 to the most recent monitoring event, September 
2006. Please delete these 2 submission requirements. 

NMED Response 

The Upper Tolerance Limit (UTLl reported 
for selenium in the KAFB Long-Tenn 
Groundwater Plan has not been appwved by 
the NMED as a background concentration 
for selenium. The Permittee is required to 
use the approved background concentrations 
for the KAFB area. 

The concentrations for selenium exceed the 
approved background level. indicating 
possible groundwater contamination. Thus, 
the NMED did not delete the requirements 
to investigate the potential selenium 
contamination. 

See also NMED response to Comment #206. 

Permit Modification: In Table 1-3 of 
Attachment I of the final Penn it. the due 
date for the Investigation Work Plan was 
revised to 3/31/11. The due date to submit 
an Investigation Report was deleted from the 
final Permit and will be establishedin the 
future in a schedule to be included in the 
Investigation Work Plan, as approved by the 
NMED. 

~--~----~----+-----+------4---------------------1---------------~ 

216 7
~ 

·' Table 4-2 SWMU 6-11 KAFB SWMU 6-1 L LF-044, Fill Area SE of Sewage Lagoons. 
The required submittal Remedy Completion Repoti, due 
12/31/07. has already been submitted, I 6-Mar-06. 
NMED Approved of KAFB's VCM Imp Report. LF-
044, 23-Sep-O:'i. AR Doc #2925: NMED NFA'd. 26-
0ct-06. AR Doc #:1093. Please delete this submission 
requirement. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Penn it. 

The CMI Report for LF-044 has been 
approved. NMED has deleted the 
requirement from the final Permit. The 
listing for LF-044 h<L~ been moved to Table 
K-1 of Attachment K of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 
~--------~----------~----------~----------4-------------4--------------------------------------------r----------------------------.. ----~ 

217 .., ... 
I ~"l Table 4-2 SWMU 6-19 KAFB SWMU 6-19. OT-029 EOD Range. for the required Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penni1 is 
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Commenter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 

submittaL Investigation Report, due 12/28/07, one 3-
Aug-06, KAFB 's Request for Class 3 IV1od for 16 
SWMUs, OT-29 was requested to be administratively 
removed from Table A, AR Doc #3040- it is an active 
site not a SWMU. Please delete this submission 
requirement. 

NMED Response 

now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Penn it. 

According to information provided in an 
October 25, 2006, letter from Carl Lanz, 
Restoration Section Chief, to John Kieling, 
Permits Management Program, NMED 
HWB, a potentially contaminated site occurs 
within the boundary of the OB and OD 
treatment units. Corrective action must be 
conducted at this site to investigate potential 
relea~es. 

NMED has changed the requirement to 
submit an investigation Work Plan to 
submitting an Investigation Report to 
accelerate cotTective action on this site. The 
Pem1ittee has been informed many times 
that this site needs investigation and has 
failed to take action. 

See also NMED response to Comment #206. 

Permit Modification: In Table 1-3 of 
Attachment I of the final Permit, the due 
date for the Investigation Report was 
established as 12/28/11. 

~--------+---------~----------~--------~-----------4----------------------------------------+-------------------------------~ 

218 73 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-22 KAFB For SWMU 6-22. OT-046, the required Remedy 
Completion Report, due 12/31/07, on 27-Jul-06. AR 
Doc #3012. NMED Approved the YCM, OT-046, May-
06; NMED NFA'd OT-046 on 26-0ct-06, AR Doc 
#3093. Please delete this submission requirement 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
now Table I-3 of Attachment 1 of the final 
Pem1it. 

The Cl\11 Repmt for 6-22 has been 
approved. NMED ha~ deleted the 
requirement from the final Permit. The 
listing for 6-22 has been moved to Table K-
1 of Attachment K of the final Permit 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 
~--------r---------~---------4~--------4-----------~----------------------------------------r-------------------------------~ 

219 .~ 

I·' Table 4-2 SWMU KAFB VCM Work Plan to investigate TCE in the Manzano Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
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220 

Page No. 

73 

Section No. Subsection 

MBG 

Table 4-2 SW\!IU 6-24 

Commenter's 
~ame 

KAFB 

Summar_y of Comment 

Base area was submitted in April 2006. The report is 
scheduled for June 2007, as outlined in the Work Plan. 

A RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) was submitted to 
f\iMED on June 13. 2006 and approved by NMED on 
July 27, 2006. Why is there a requirement for an 
additional RFI? Nothing in the July 27. 2006letter to 
KAFB mentions a need for more RFis. The agreed to 
pl<m for WP-16 was to initially install one monitoring 
well and sample it for Appendix IX constituents. If the 
results dictated the need for an additional monitoring 
vvell( s) then the lcx:ation of the additional well would be 
determined. Nothing in the new monitoring well or <m 
existing monitoring well indicate the need for more 
wells. Please delete this submission requirement. 

NMED Response 

now Table 1--3 of Attachment I of the final 
Penn it. 

The investigation is not complete. See 
NMED response to Comment #206. 

NMED ha.~ removed the requirement to 
submit an Investigation Rep011. but has 
retained the requirement to submit ail 

Investigation Work Plan. The due date to 
submit an Investigation Report was deleted 
from the final Permit and will be established 
in the future in a schedule to be included in 
the Investigation Work Plan, as approved by 
the NMED. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Also. Table 1-3 of Attachment I oftlk· final 
Pem1it has been revised to change the due 
date for the Investigation Work Plan to 

3/31/11. 

Table 4-2 of Pa.rt 4 of the draf1 Permit is 
now Table 1-3 of Attaclm1ent I of the final 
Penn it. 

Groundwater at this site has not been 
adequately characterized at this time. 
NMED has removed the requirement to 
submit an Investigation Work Plm1, but has 
retained the requirement to submit an 
Investigation Report to accelerate corrective 
action on this site. The due date for the 
Report is listed as '"submitted". 

See also NMED response to Comment #206. 

Permit -""lodification: as indicated above. 
~--------t-----------r----------r----------r------------4-----------------------------------------+---------------------------------~ 

221 73-74. 76 Table 4-2 10-2-C KAFB The required Investigation Report. clue 12/3 1/0<J. was 
submitted as a Request for NFA. :'i-Feb-07. AR Doc 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1it is 
now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

____ L_ ________ _L ____________ L---------------------------------------~-------------------------·-------~ 
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SMWU ST- #3122. Please delete these submission requirements Petmit. 
220 SWMUs 10-2-C and 10-2-D have not yet 

10-2-D been investigated. Investigation reports are 

SWMU ST- still required for these SWMUs (see Table 1-

329 3 of Attachment I of the final Permit). 
However, NMED has revised the due dates 

10-21-A for these reports as ''submitted''. 
SWMU ST- The remaining SWMUs have been gr:mted 
287 Conective Action Complete status and have 

10-21-B been deleted from Table l-3. Other than 

SWMU ST-
SWMUs 10-2-C and 10-2-D, the listings for 
all of the SW MUs mentioned in this 

290 
comment have been moved to Table K-1 of 

SWMU ST- Attachment K of the final Permit. 
292 Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

10-21-C 

SMWU ST-
295 

10-21-D 

SWMU ST-
297 

10-21-E 

SWMU ST-
300 

10-21-F 

SWMU ST-
301 

10-21-G 

SWMU ST-
302 

10-21-H 

SWMU ST-
-~ 
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NMED Response 
No. Name 

303 

10-21-1 

SWMU ST-
304 

10-21-J 

SWMU ST-
305 

10-21-AA 

SWMC ST-
342 

10-21-BB 

SWMU ST-
346 

222 75 Table 4-2 l0-21-K KAFB The required Investigation Report. due I 2/31/09, was Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penn ilD 

SWMU ST- submitted as a Request for NFA. 5-Feb-07. AR Doc now Table 1-3 of Attachment l of the final I 

307 #3122. Please delete these submission requirt:ments. Penmt. 

SWMU ST- The SWMUs addressed by this comment I 

have been granted Corredive Action i 
315 

Complete status m1d have been deleted from 
10-21-L Table 1-3. The listings for the SWMUs have 

SWMC ST- been moved to Table K-1 of Attachm·~nt K 
308 of the final Penn it. 

10-21-T Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

SWMU ST-
317 

10-21-W 

I 
SWMU ST-
.120 

1 0-21-X 

SWMU ST-
- -

Page 129 of 282 



July2010 

.. 

Comment 
Page No. SedionNo. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

323 

10-21-Y 

SWMU ST-
324 

223 75 Table 4-2 SWMU ST- KAFB KAFB has sent a letter to NMED requesting NFA for Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
340 this site. now Table I-3 of Attachment I of the final 

Pem1it. 

SWMU ST-340 remains listed on Table I-3 
of Attachment of the final Permit. See 
NMED response to Comment #206. 
However. NMED has revised the clue elate 
for the report as "submitted". 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

224 76 Table 4-2 SWMU ST- KAFB These projects ru·e regulated by the Groundwater Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
70-1 Quality Bureau and ru·e not subject to the KAFB RCRA now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

SWMU ST- permit. Please delete these submission requirements. Permit. 

73 All of these SWMUs require corrective 

SWMU ST- action and will remain listed on what is now 

106 Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Pem1it. Due elates have been revised to 

SWMUDP- indicate that Investigation Reports are clue 
088 by specific elates or listed as '"submitted'', as 

SWMU WP- applicable, with the exception of SW \tlU 
026 ST-106. See NMED response to Comment 

#129. 

ST -1 06 has been combined with SS- Ill and 
listed together as the ''Bulk Fuels Facility 
Spill. The submittal and due elate for the 
aforementioned SWMUs have been revised 
to ··cME Report" and '"180 days after 
NMED approves site characterization", 
respectively, to reflect re\.:ent direction by 
the N MED provided to the Permittee by 

.. 
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-:1 -~ , . . . Commenter's . NMEI> Res onse 
Page No. Set110n No. SubsectiOn N Summan of Comment p 

1 ame • 

letter of 4/2/10. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

~ ------+---------~r----------+------------1-----------------------------------------~-------------------------------~ 

225 76 Table 4-2 

226 76 Table 4-2 

227 76 Table 4-2 

228 77 Table 4-2 

'----

SWMU ST-
70-E 

SWMU ST-
70 

A-D and F-1 

SWMU WP-
26 

SWMU 8-l:'\ 

SWMU ST-
64 

SWMU ST-
108 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

The due date is in conflict with previous direction from 
NMED. An Interim Corrective Measure work plnn is 
being developed in compliance with a November 7, 
2006, 1\'MED approval of a response to a Notice of 
Deficiency. The approval does not have a compliance 
date. 

A VCv1 report was submitted on I Sep 2006 that 
addressed investigation of ST 70 A-1 with the exception 
of ST -70 E. The due date is in conflict with previous 
direction from NMED. An Interim Corrective Measure 
work plan is being developed in compliance with a 
November 7, 2006. NMED approval of a response to a 
Notice of Deficiency. The approval does not have a 
compliance date. 

Unclear as to \Vhat the work plan should address. A 
Combined RFI report, addressing both the Sewage 
Lagoons and the Golf Course Main Pond will be 
submitted by I Aug 07. as approved by NMED. The 
report will require review by NMED prior to 
determination of whether or not an Investigation Work 
Plan is required for further investigation. Due date for 
the report cannot be established until NMED completes 
the review of the Combined RFI report to determine if 
an Investigation Work Plan and Report are required. 

These submissions have been completed and NMED 
has deemed them appropriate for NFA. which is 
currently pending. 

Page 131 of282 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penni! is 
now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Permit. 

NMED has revised the due date for ST-70-E 
Investigation Report to ··submitted''. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permil is 
now Table I-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Permit. 

N MED ha.<; revised the due date for the 
Investigation Reports for each of the1;.: 
SWMUs to '"submitted". 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penni; is 
now Table 1-~ of Attachment I of the final 
Permit. 

NMED h<t~ deleted the requirement for an 
Jnvestigation Work Plan and indicated that 
the Investigation Report has been submitted. 
(1l1us, the clue date for the Investigation 
Report has been revised to '"submit1ed"). 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Permit. 

The SWf\·1Us addressed by this comment 
have been granted Corrective Action 
Complete status and have been deleted from 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

Table I-3. The listings for the SWMUs have 
been moved to Table K-1 of Attachment K 
of the final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

229 77 Table 4-2 SWMUTAG KAFB CME should be conected to CMS. based on Section Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Petmit is 
5 .1.3 .1 of draft permit. now Table l-3 of Attachment I of the final 

No basis for CMS due date; NMED has not responded Petmit. 

to the TAG investigation Report submitted in As indicated in NMED's response to 
November 2005, which will be the basis for the CMS. Comment #1, Conective Measures 

Evaluation (CME) is now the prefem:d term 
and has been used throughout the final 
Permit in lieu of the tetm ''CMS''. 

NMED has indicated that the Investigation 
Report has been submitted. (1l1us, t11e due 
date for the Investigation Report has been 
revised to ''submitted''). 

NMED has deleted the due date for a CME 
Report as the Department has not made the 
decision to require such a report at this time. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

230 77 Table 4-2 SWMU SS- KAFB In an April II, 2007 letter from NMED/HWB, Mr. John Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1it is 
78-B Kieling issued the public for an intent to Approve the now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

SWMU SS- sites for an NFA. Please delete the submission Permit. 

78-C requirement. The SWMUs addressed by this comment 

SWMU SS- have been granted Conective Action 

78-D Complete status and have been deleted from 

SWMU ST-
Table 1-3. The listings for the SWMUs have 
been moved to Table K-1 of Attachment K 

64 of the final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above . 
.. 

231 77 Table 4-2 SWMU 6-32 KAFB For SWMU 6-32 FT-014 Manzano Fire Training Area, Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
required Investigation Report due l2/3l/IO, NMED now Table 1-3 of Attachment l of the final 

-
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Comment 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Approved ofKAFB's VCM Imp Report, FT-014, Sep- Permit. 
05, and AR Doc #3153; NMED NFA.'d the site on 26- The SWMU addressed by this comment has 
Oct-06, AR Doc #3093. Please delete the submission been granted Corrective Action Complete 
requirement status and ha~ been deleted from Table 1-3. 

The listing for the SWMU has been moved 
to Table K- I of Attaclm1ent K of the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 
·-

232 77 Table 4-2 SWMU 10-2- KAFB For SWMU 10-2-E. SS-063 Jet Engine Test Cell, Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
E required Investigation Report clue 12/31/10, KAFB now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

submitted a RFI. Nov-05, AR Doc #2898 and NMED Penn it. 
Approved the RFI and found the site Suitable for NFA, The SWMU addressed by this comment has 
27-Jul-06, AR Doc# 3010: NMED NFA'd the site on been granted Corrective Action Complete 
26-0ct-06. AR Doc #3093. Please delete this status and has been deleted from Table 1-3. 
submission requirement The listing for the SWMU has been rnoved 

to Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

')~~ 

.:..1.1 77 Table 4-2 SW.'VIL; ST- KAFB Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1it is 
348 For SWMU ST-348 Building 610 Septic Tank. required now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

Investigation Report due 12/31110, on 1-Nov-0:1. Permit. 
NMED's Response to the KAFB 20-May-05 Response. 

The SWM U addressed by this comment has 23-Feb-05 RSI 23-Nov-04 Response toRSI Release 
been granted Corrective Action Complete 

Assessment Report (SAR). NMED approved No Fm1her 
status and has been deleted from Table 1-3. 

Action petitions for ST-347, ST-348. ST-349, ST-350, 
The listing for the SWMU has been lltoved 

ST-351. ST-352. ST-::153. ST-354. ST-355. ST-356, AR 
Dl1C #2785; NMED NFA'd the site on 26-0ct-06, AR 

to Table K- I of Attachment K of the final 

Doc #301J3. Please delete this submission requirement. 
Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

234 77 Table 4-2 SWMU ST- KAFB For SWMU ST-341) Building 626 Septic Tank. required Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1i1 is 
341) Investigation Report due 12/31 I 10. on 1-N ov-05, now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

NMED's Response to the KAFB 20-May-05 Response, Penn it. 

23-Feh-05 RSI 23-J'\ov-04 Response toRSI Release The SWMU addressed by this comment has ! 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

Assessment Report (SAR). NMED approved No Further been granted Corrective Action Complete 
Action petitions for ST-347, ST-348, ST-349. ST-350. status and has been deleted from Table 1-3. 
ST-351, ST-352, ST-353. ST-354, ST-355, ST-356, AR The listing for the SWMU has been moved 
Doc #2785; NMED NFA'd the site on 26-0ct-06, AR to Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
Doc #3093. Please delete this submission requirement. Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

235 77 Table 4-2 SWMU SS- KAFB For SWMU SS-077 Abandoned Railroad Spur, required Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Petmil is 
077 Investigation Report due 12/31/ I 0. on KAFB NFA now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

Proposal. Jan-0 I, AR Doc# 191; NMED Approved the Pem1it. 
NFA Proposal, 25-Jul-06, AR Doc# 3004; NMED The SWMU addressed by this comment has 
NFA'd the site on 26-0ct-06. AR Doc #3093. Please been granted Corrective Action Complete 
delete this submission requirement. status and has been deleted from Table 1-3. 

The listing for the SWMU has been moved 
to Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

236 77 Table 4-2 SWMU ST- KAFB For SWMU ST-1 07 Hospital Demolition Debris. Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
107 required Investigation Report due 12/31/10. on 21-0ct- now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

05, NMED found the site suitable for NFA in Response Permit. 
to 15-Feb-05 Response to 17-Dec-04 RSI. 7-0ct-04 The SWMU addressed by this comment has 
Response to 13-Jul-04 ST-64 VCM Apr-03 AR Doc been granted Corrective Action Complete 
#2781; NMED NFA'd the site on 26-0ct-06, AR Doc status and has been deleted from Table 1-3. 
#3093. Please delete this submission requirement. The listing for the SWMU has been moved 

to Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
Penn it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above . 
.. 

237 77 Table 4-2 SWMU ST- KAFB For SWMU ST-1 08 Abandoned JP-4 Fuel Line (ST- Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
108 I 08) required Investigation Report due 12/31/10, on 1- now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 

Nov-05, NMED Response to KAFB 8-Sep-05 to 11- Permit. 
May-05 RSI: Supp RFI Report. ST-108, Jan-05, AR The SWMU addressed by this comment has 
Doc #2786; NMED NFA'd the site on 26-0ct-06, AR been granted Corrective Action Complete 
Doc #3093. Please delete this submission requirement. status and has been deleted from Table 1-3 . 

.. 
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Comment 
No. 

238 

239 

Page :"1/o. 

77 

78 

Section No. 

Table 4-2 

Table 4-3 

Subsection 

SWMU ST-
356 

Comments 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

For SWMU ST-:156 Skeet Range Septic Tank 
(Domestic Sewage). required Investigation Report due 
12/31/10, on 1-Nov-05. NMED's Response to the 
KAFB 20-May-05 Response, 2:1-Feb-05 RSI 23-Nov-04 
Response toRSI Release Assessment Report (SAR). 
NMED approved No Further Action petitions forST-
347, ST-:148, ST-:149. ST-350. ST-351. ST-352. ST-
353, ST-354. ST-355, ST-356. AR Doc #2785: NMED 
NFA'd the site on 26-0ct-06. AR De~: #3093. Pkase 
delete this submission requirement. 

NMED Response 

The listing for the SWMU has been moved 
to Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Table 4-2 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
now Table 1-3 of Attachment I of the final 
Permit. 

The SW M U addressed by this comment 
does not require Corrective Action and has 
been deleted from what is now Table 1-3 of 
Attachment I of the final Permit. The listing 
for this SWMU has been moved to Table K-
1 of Attachment K of the final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Why is there a reference to the 2004 AUA"~ Is Table 4- I Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
3 an old table'? now Table K -I of A ttachrnent K of the final 

Penn it. 

References to the 2004 AUA should not 
have been included in the Table. as the 
information is not useful for the purpose of 
the table (which is tracking SWMUs. and 
AOCs not requiring corrective action). Thus 
all references to the 2004 AUA have been 
deleted from what is now Table K-1 of 
Attachment K of the final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 
1-----t------+-----f-----+-------t--------------------+-------------··---l 

240 78 Table 4-3 Table 
Heading 

KAFB Plea:-;e change to read:" ... is Complete Without 
Controls (i.e. NP'Af' 

Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
now Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
Permit. 

-
_L· 1 ~--L I NMED ha-; revised the title of Table K-1 similar to what was recommended in the 

comment. 
L____ -·- -· ··--__J 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
SummaQ· of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

Permit Modification: The title of Table K-
J of Attaclunent K of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

TABLEK-1 
SOLID WASTE M.4.N.4.GEMENT UNITS 
(SWi\1/US), AND .4.REAS OF CONCERN 
(AOCS) FOR lfHICH CORRECTIVE 
ACTION IS COMPLETE WITHOUT 
CONTROLS (GRANTED NO FURTHER 
ACTION STATUS) 

241 78 Table 4-3 SWMU 6-8 KAFB These sites have been deemed appropriate for NFA, Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 

SWMU 6-14 which is still pending. The VCM Completion report now Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
that addresses remedy completion was submitted in Pem1it. 

SWMU 6-22 May 2006. NMED has determined. that based on the NMED has updated Table K-1 of 
SWMU 6-29 report, they are appropriate for NFA. Attachment K to include all SWMUs and 
SWMU 6-31 AOCs that have been approved for 

Conective Action Complete status. 

The SWMUs addressed by this comment 
have been granted Conective Action 
Complete status. The listings for the 
SWMUs have been moved to Table K-1 of 
Attachment K of the final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

242 79 Table 4-3 SWMU 10-1- KAFB SW MU I 0-1-F ST -283 Sanitary Sewer System F is Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Petmit is 
F missing. Please add this site to the table. now Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 

Petmit. 

NMED has added SWMU 10-1-F to Table 
K-1 of Attachment K of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

243 79,90 Table 4-3, SWMU 10-1- KAFB SWMU 10-1-G ST-284 Sanitary Sewer System is Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1it is 

5.2.4 G mislabeled as I 0-1-F. Please correct. now Table K- J of Attachment K of the final 
Permit. 

-
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commcnter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

NMED has con·ected the error in the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: Table K-1 of 
Attachment K has been corrected to list 
SWMU 10-1-G as ST-284. Sanitary Sewer 
System. 

--~------ >--~---~-

244 79 Table 4-3 SWIML' 10- KAFB SWMU 10-1-H ST-327 Manzano Sanitary Sewer Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Penn it is 
1-H System is mislabeled as I 0- I -G. Please correct. now Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 

Permit. 

NMED ha> con·ected the error in the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: Table K-1 of 
Attachment K has been corrected to list 
SWMU 10-1-H as ST-327. Manzano 
Sanitary Sewer System. 

.. 

24:'i 81 Table 4-3 LP-268 KAFB Inclusion in table is incorrect. The site is :Ul active C&D Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Pem1it is 
Landfill and corrective action has not been now Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 
implemented. Permit. 

LF-268 accepts solid ww;te, and therefore is 
aSWMU. 

The purpose of Table K-1 of Attachment K 
of the final Permit is for tracking SWMUs 
and AOCs that do not require or no longer 
require corrective action. It doc~n 't matter 
that corrective action ha~n't been required in 
the past for LF-268. 

Permit 1\fodification: None. 
·- ---- , ____ 

246 S' (- Table ..J. .. J SWMU ST- KAFB SWMU ST-072. the ~itc named is listed incorrectly as Table 4-3 of Part 4 of the draft Permit is 
072 30146. Please correct it to f\·IWSA Security Garage now Table K-1 of Attachment K of the final 

Oil/Water Separator Bldg . .'10146). Permit. 

NMED ha> conected the error in the l'inal 
Penn it. 

------··--
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SummaQ· of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

Permit Modification: The description of 
SWMU ST-072 in Table K-1 of Attachment 
K of the final permit has been corrected to 
read: 

MWSA Security Garage Oil/Water 
Separator. Bfdg 30146 

247 84 5.0 KAFB For any remaining landfills that would require a CMS, Part 5. Section :i.O of the draft Permit is now 

(5.1.1) the 180 day timeframe for submittal of the CMS may in Part 6. Section 6.4.! of the final Permit. 
not be met; a fund request must be submitted that could Part 5. Section 5. I . I of the draft Perm it is 
require up to a year to be funded. now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.1 of the final 

Permit. 

Section 6.4.1.1 of Permit Part 6 of the final 
Pem1it allows the Permittee 180 days to 
submit aCME Work Plan, or twice as long 
as normally required for CME Work Plans 
to be submitted (see NMED response to 
Comment #I about the term ''CME" versus 
the term "CMS''). Therefore. the Permittee 
already has been granted additional time for 
these landfill-related cases in the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

248 84 5.1.1 KAFB Section 5.1.1 references Section 4.2.2.2. There is no Part 5. Se{;tion 5. l. I of the draft Pem1 it is 
Section 4.2.2.2. Section also states that Permittee has now in Pmt 6. Section 6.4.1.1 of the final 
180 days after the effective date to submit a CMS work Pem1it. 
plan for each landfill. Does this mem1 current closed The NMED did not delete the last sentence 
landfills or future landfills? CMS work plans have of Section 6.4.1.1 of Permit Part 6 of the 
already been submitted and corrective actions have been final Petmit. The NMED has cotTeckd the 
taken at current landfills. erroneous citation. 
Ple<Lse delete la5t sentence. This section refers to any landfill at the 

Facility where the contents of the landfill are 
to remain in place. If the Permittee ha5 
already submitted aCME (CMS) Work Plan 
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Comment 
No. 

249 

Page No. 

84 

Section No. 

:'\.1.2 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Please delete this Section. Military munitions on 
KAFB' s ranges that are used for their intended purposes 
fall under the \1ilitary Munitions Rule, as adopted by 
New Mexico. and are not "discarded.' Therefore. they 
are not solid vvaste as defined in§ 74-4-3(1Vl) NMSA 
1978:40 C.F.R. ~~ 261.2 and 266.202. The MMRP is a 
CERCLA program and doei' not fall under the 
regulatory authority of the NMED/HWB. 

The MMRP Comprehensive Site Evaluation Pha~e I 
document (which contains substantial portions of 
Section 5.1.2) is complete and has been offered to HWB 
for their review. To date. there has been little interest in 
the document hy H\VR. HWB indicates it will not 
officially re\ icw it since they have no fee mechanism in 
place for the MMRP. 

L__ "--"-

Page I 39 of 282 

NMED Response 

for a particular landfill that requires one 
under this Section of the Permit, then the 
Pennittee has complied with the Permit for 
that particular landfill. 

Nonetheless. NMED has clarified in the 
final Permit that the Permittee will n<>t have 
to submit aCME Work Plan for any landfill 
where a plan has been previously 
transmitted to the NMED. 

Permit Modifications: The lm;t senknce of 
Section 6.4.1.1 of Permit Part 6 of the final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

Within 1?10 days 4ter the effixtive dote of 
this Permit, the Permittee shall suhmit to the 
Department for approval in accordance with 
Pemut Section 6.2.4.6 a CtfE Work Plan.fiJr 
each such lane/fill unless a Clv/E Work Plun 
has !Jeen prt'viouslv suhmitteJ to tht' 
Departmt'ntfor tht' lam/fill. 

Part 5. Section 5.1.2 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.2 of the final 
Penn it. 

Section 6.4.1.2 of Part 6 of the final Permit 
was not deleted. All active and inactive 
ranges will eventually be closed. and all 
closed ranges are fully subject to RCRA 
corrective action requirements. 
Furthermore, any munitions that ;u·e :'.olid 
wastes (see 40 C.F.R. ~ 266.202(b-d)l are 
subject to RCRA. 

The final (and draft) Permit states 
specifically that this section applies kt 

munitions that meet the definition of :'olid 
waste as defined in NMSA 1978. 74-4-3(M) 
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Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

regardless of whether or not they meet the 
definition under 40 C.F.R. § 261.2. 
Munitions that are solid wastes ru·e likely to 
be hazardous wastes. 

The use and storage of munitions may cause 
contamination of environmental media. It is 
NMED's position that the cleanup of such 
contaminated environmental media will be 
completed under RCRA, not the CERCLA. 

As implied in Comment #249, the MMRP 
Comprehensive Site Evaluation Phase I 
Report does not contain all of the 
information required under what is now 
Section 6.4.1.2 of Prut 6 of the final Petmit. 
Thus, the MMRP Comprehensive Site 
Evaluation Phase 1 Report apparently will 
not satisfy all of the requirements of the 
final Permit on a site by site basis. The 
Permittee will have to submit an 
Investigation Report with the required 
content for every site that requires one. 

Permit Modification: None. 

250 85 5.1.3 KAFB What technical criteria were used in establishing that the Part 5, Section 5.1.3 of the draft Permit is 
listed sites have the potential to contaminate ground now in Pru't 6, Section 6.4.1.3 of the final 
water? Groundwater investigations for the Manzano Permit. 
Storage Complex have not led to the detetmination that The contaminants of concern for each area 
an impact has occurred at that site. Thus it is necessru·y are specified in Section 6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of 
to understand how the NMED is defining "potential to the final Petmit. Sections 5.1.3.1 through 
contaminate ground water.'' It is also important to have 5.1.3. 7 of Part 5 of the draft Permit provided 
this information to properly design RFI' s where details as to why these areas were selected 
appropriate. for groundwater investigation. These areas, 

including now EOD Hill, were and ru·e 
known to have groundwater contan1ination 
or suspected to have groundwater 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

contamination bw;ed on repotts and other 
information made available to the NtvlED by 
the Permittee or Sandia National 
Laboratories. NMED reviews site history. 
geology. hydrogeologic conditions, climatic 
conditions. the types and quantities of 
hazardous waste and hazardous constituents 
that were known or suspected to have been 
managed at a site. and the mechanisms of 
migration (for example, vapor or aqm:ous 
transport) to determine whether there is a 
potential to contaminate groundwater. 

The Manzano Storage Complex was not 
identified as an area with groundwatt:r 
contamination in either the draft or final 
Pem1its. The draft and final Permits cite the 
Manzano Landfill area and the Manzano 
Sewage Treatment Facility as areas with 
known or suspected groundwater 
contamination, respectively (see also NMED 
response to Comment #251 concerning the 
::u·ea near the Manzano Landfilll. 

Section 6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit 
was revised to indicate that the groundwater 
-related submittals required for some of the 
nine ru·eas in Table 1-3 of Attachment I are 
not investigation work phms, but instead are 
other types of documents. 

Permit Modification: EOD Hill was added 
as Item #9 to the first paragraph of St::ction 
6.4. I .3 of the final Permit. 

Also the first sentence of the last pru·agraph 
of Section 6.4. I .3 of Part 6 of the fin;JI 
Permit was revised to read: 

Tlw Permittee slzull complete an 
.. 
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Investigation Work Plan. InvestiKation 
Report. or CME Report j(1r each oft he nine 
areas of" groundwater contarnination in 
accordance with the compliance schedules 
in Tahle I-3 of' Permit Attachment/ . 

.. 
251 85-86 5.1.3.5.I.:U. 3 KAFB Manzano Landfill LF-020 (SWMU 6-29) was approved Part 5. Section 5.1.3 of the draft Permit is 

5.1.3.4 for NFA status by NMED on 21 September 2005. now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.3 of the final 
Submittal has been completed. A YCM work plan to Penn it. 
investigate TCE in the Manzano Base area wa5 Part 5. Sections 5.1 .3. I through 5. 1.3. 7 of 
submitted to NMED in April2006. NMED has not the draft Permit have been deleted from the 
responded to the proposed work plan. The plan has final Pennit. 
been implemented and the report is scheduled for June 

LF-020 was granted Corrective Action 2007, as outlined in the work plan. The YCM 
Completion report that addresses remedy completion Complete (NFA) status in September 2005, 

was submitted in May 2006. NMED has determined that and OT-046 was granted Corrective Action 

OT-046 is appropriate for NFA based on the report. Complete status in July 2007. SWMUs LF-

Additionally, the concentrations ofTCE have remained 020 and OT-046 are not the subject of the 

below the MCL since September 1999. Please delete referenced requirements in Sections 5. I .3, 
5. 1.3.3. and 5. 1.3.4 of Part 5 of the draft this item. 
Pem1it. Why SWMU OT-046 is a topic of 
the comment is unclear to the NMED given 
the sections of the draft Permit that are 
referenced. 

Both the draft and final Permits refer to 
groundwater contamination in the area near 
LF-020, not at LF-020 itself. 

The requirement to investigate contaminated 
groundwater near LF-020 was not deleted 
from the final Permit (although the name of 
the groundwater area has been changc.•:d from 
LF-020 Area in the draft Pem1it to M~mzano 
Base Groundwater (MBG) in the final 
Penuit). TCE has been detected in 
groundwater samples in a well located 
upgradient from landfill LF-020. The 

------
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Commenter's 
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No. Name 

252 85 5. I . .3 5 KAFB Delete 

I 

253 85 5.1.3 6 KAFB Delete. This well is not KAFB"s responsibility. 

Page I 4.3 of 282 

NMED Response 

~ 
source of the TCE near LF-020 h:L' n' 
determined, and characterization of tl 
contamination remains incomplete. 

See also NMED response to Commet 

Permit Modification: As indicated.: 

Part 5. Section 5.1.3 of the draft Pem 
now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.3 of the I 
Penn it. 

N MED did not delete item #5 ( Manz; 
Sewage Treatment Facility) of Sectio 
6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 
Industrial wastes may have been disci 
to this sewer system and its associate' 
surface impoundments. Thus, there is 
significant potential for groundwater 
contamination which needs to be 
investigated as explained in Section ~; 

of Pati 5 of the draft Permit. 

Permit :Modification: None. 

Part 5. Section 5.1.3 of the draft Pem 
now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1 .3 of the 1 
Permit. 

NMED did not delete item #6 (Monit 
well WY0-4 areal of Section 6.4.1 .3 
6 of the final Permit. 

The well is located on the Permittee':: 
property (at the Facilityl. As explain• 
Section 5.1.3 .6 of Part 5 of the draft I 
groundwater contamination has been 
detected in water .samples retrieved ft 
well. The source of the cont:uninatio 
unknown. Characterization of the 
groundwater has not been accomplis! 

lt been 
e 

t #206. 

.bove. 

it is 
ina! 

mo 

wrged 
I 
a 

.1.3.5 

it is 
ina! 

.xing 
of Part 

~d in 
'ermit. 

om this 
l l.S 

cd. 
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No. Name 

Permit Modification: None 
.. 

254 86 5.1.3.1 2"d Paragraph KAFB What specific action does '' ... Permittee shall cooperate Part 5, Sedion 5.1.3.1 of the draft Permit 
with Sandia National laboratories and the Department. . has been deleted from the final Permit. 
."require KAFB to perform? This is overly broad. Since issuance of the draft Permit, Nrv1ED 
Also, there is no basis for requiring KAFB to submit has approved the TAG Investigation Report. 
this CMS Report. NMED has not responded to the 

There is evidence that the Permittee has TAG investigation report submitted in November 2006. 
contaminated groundwater in the TAG area which will be the basis for a CMS. 
(for example. TCE concentrations exceeding 
the MCL of 5Jlg/L at the WY0-4 Well area 
and known extensions of perched 
contaminated groundwater). This is the 
basis for conducting the CME. 

Permit Modification: Pm15, Section 
5. I .3.1 of the draft Permit has been deleted 
from the final Permit. but the requirement to 
submit aCME (if remediation is needed) 
remains in the final Permit under Section 
6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 

255 86 5.1.3.2 KAFB This Section is not necessary. Selenium is being Part 5, Section 5.1 .3.2 of the draft Permit 
monitored as pat1 of the KAFB Long-Term has been deleted from the final Permit. 
Groundwater Plan (L TMl. Concentrations of selenium See NMED' s response to Comment #215 
in both the perched and regional aquifers have been regarding the selenium UTL for SWMU 6-4. 
below the UTL determined for SWMU 6-4 in the LTM 

See NMED's response to Comment #229 and the MCL from September 2002 to the most recent 
monitoring event, September 2006. regarding the submittal of the TAG 

Investigation Report. As the commenr 
indicates. TCE is a contan1inant. 11ms. 

Characterization ofTCE is also not necessary. TCE is characterization of the contamination is 
being monitored as part of the L TM and has been necessary to protect humm1 health and the 
detected in the perched aquifer since monitoring was environment. 
initiated in 1996. All of the detections have been below Permit Modification: Part 5, Section 
the MCL; the greatest detections ofTCE have occurred 5. I .3.2 of the draft Permit has been deleted 
in the up-gradient well (TJA-2) indicating an up- from the final Permit, but the requirement to 
gradient source (evaluation of the detections of TCE at submit aCME (if remediation is needed) 

-
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Comment 

No. 

256 

257 

Page No. 

86-87 

87 

Section No. Subsection 

5.1.3.5 

5.1.3.6 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

SW M U 6-4 has been reported in the KAFB L TM ). TCE I remains in the final Penn it under Section 
was detected one time (2004l in the regional aquifer: the 6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 
detection was considered the results of mixing of the 
perched and regional aquifer that merge in this area. The 
TAG Investigation report submitted to NMED in 
November 2005 addressed the detections ofTCE at 
SWMU 6-4. Due date inaccurate. KAFB/SNL TAG 
Investigation Report submitted to NMED in November 
2005. 

Delete this Section. KAFB is already complying with a 
path forward on this site per communication with HWB. 
Several monitoring wells have been installed and 
sampled for Appendix IX constituents in and around 
WP-16 (SWMU 6-24). To date there are no indications 
of groundwater contamination in the aren of WP-1 () 
(SWMU 6-24). Therefore. the requirement to conduct 
another RFI (several have been conducted already) and 
install more monitoring \Veils is arbitrary and has no 
scientific basis for spending more taxpayer money on 
the site. Funding will not be provided by Air Staff for a 
project that has no scientific merit. Geologists and 
Scientists from several prominent local engineering 
companies have reviewed all WP-16 (SWMU 6-24) 
data and have come to the conclusion that the site is not 
a contributor to groundwater contamination and 
therefore does not wan·ant further investigation. HWB 
appears to ignore any recommendations. 

The soil at WP-16 (SWMU 6-24l ha~ been sampled to a 
depth of 18-feet with littk or no contamination present. 

Pat1 5, Section 5.1.3.5 of the draft Permit 
has been deleted from the final Permit 

There is evidence of reducing conditions in 
groundwater near the former lagoons. which 
is indicative of potential groundwater 
contamination. 

The Permittee ha~ heen unable to convince 
the NMED that the large data gaps 
associated with the characterization of 
groundwater at this SMWU should bt• 
considered evidence of a lack of a preoblern. 
Additional wells are needed to determine if 
contamination is present in the groundwater. 

See also N M ED response to Comment #252. 

Permit Modification: Part 5. Section 
rmit has been ddeted 

from the final Permit. but the requirement to 
submit aCME (if remediation is needed) 
remains in the final Permit under Seclion 
6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 

Please delete this Section. Monitoring well WY0-4 is a I Pa11 5. Section 5.1.3.6 of the draft Permit 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) well and should be has been deleted from the I mal Penmt. 
included in SNL's penn it. See NMED response to Comment #253. 

I Permit Modification: Part 5, Section 
----' 
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Comment 

No. 

258 

Page No. 

87-88 

Section No. Subsection 

5.1.3.7 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Delete this section. Since the Department has indicated 
that the nitrate plume originates from up-gradient wells 
off of KAFB and has deemed SWMU OT-28 suitable 
for NFA, KAFB should not have to address this issue in 
its nitrate abatement plan. Also, this site is not a 
SWMU and does not fall under NMED regulatory 
authority. This incident has no connection to the Nitrate 
groundwater plume. 

NMED Response 

5.1.3.5 of the draft Permit has been deleted 
from the final Permit, but the requirement to 
submit aCME (if remediation is needed) 
remains in the final Permit under Sec! ion 
6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 

Part 5, Section 5.1.3.7 of the draft Permit 
ha~ been deleted from the final Permit. 

The Permittee has not determined the source 
of the nitrate plume or demonstrated that the 
contan1inant plume originates off-site of the 
Facility. Nitrate sources include septic 
systems and sewage lagoons. 

Furthermore, regardless of the status of OT-
028 a'S a SWMU or AOC. the NMED has 
the authority to regulate all groundwater 
contamination in New Mexico under RCRA 
or the NMWQCC regulations, or both. 

Nitrate sources include, but are not limited 
to, septic systems and sewage lagoons. See 
also NMED response to Comment# 129. 

Permit Modification: Part 5, Section 
5.1.3. 7 of the draft Permit has been deleted 
from the final Permit. but the requirement to 
submit aCME (if remediation is needed) 
remains in the final Permit under Section 
6.4.1.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 

r----------r-----------r----------,_ __________ ,_ ____________ ,_ __________________________________________ -r----------------------------·-----~ 
259 88 5.1.4 KAFB Amend to read 24 ~tg/L (ppb). as per EPA's 26 Jan 2006 

.. Assessment Guidance for Perchlorate" memorandum. 
That memo established 24.5 ~g/L (ppb) as the 
preliminary recommended remediation goal for 
perchlorate. Under cuJTent DoD policy, DoD samples 
for perchlorate as required by the National Contingency 
Plan (NCP). Where sampling indicates perchlorate 
concentrations in water exceed the level of concern (24 
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Part 5, Section 5. I .4 of the draft Pemtit is 
now in Prut 6, Section 6.4. 1.4 of the final 
Pem1it. 

See NMED's responses to Comments #173 
andl93. 

NMED has made revisions to the first and 
second pru·agraphs of this Section to dru·ify 
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.. 

Comment Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
Page No. Se<.1ion No. Subsection 

Name No. 

~tg/L) DoD components are directed to conduct site- the requirements and make them more 
specific risk assessments in accordance with CERCLA. consistent between the Consent Orders for 
the Defense Environmental Restoration Program Sandia National Laboratories and Los 
(DERP), and/or the NCP to evaluate the extent of actual Alamos National Laboratory. 
or potential exposures. If a site specific risk assessment NMED did not revise this section of the 
indicates perchlorate concentrations could potentially Pem1it so that groundwater is san1pled only 
result in adverse health effects, DoD components will once for perchlorate. NMED does nut want 
prioritize the site for appropriate risk management. to rely on only one water sample result for a 
While New Mexico has listed perchlorate as a toxic given well, as laboratory results are not 
pollutant(~ :W.6.2.7(WWJ NMAC). it has failed to always accurate. 
promulgate an applicable concentration standard for 

The Permittee did not indicate why the cited 
contamination(~ 20.6.2.3103 NMAC). Therefore, 

wells are no longer available for sampling. 
KAFB believes the DoD policy and EPA's 

lf the wells have been abandoned, then 
concentration standard of 2-J. flg/L to he more than 

replacement wells may need to be installed. 
adequate. 

Permit Modifications: Section 6.4.1.4 of 
Additionally. before using 4 ~tg/L as the State Part 6 of the finai Permit has been revised to 
perchlorate concentration standard for permits. N MED read: 
must follow the rulemaking procedures set forth in the 

Monitoring fi'r perchlurare is requiredf(n New Mexico Administrative Procedures Act(~~ 12-8-1 
to 12-8-25 NMSA, 1978 ). eight consecutive quarrers in grnwulivater 

monitoring v.-·ells insral!ed ar rhe Fanlity 
Change this requirement to read that newly installed after rhe effective dare (~trhi.1· Permir •md in 
monitoring wells will be sampled for perchlorate for one rhefi,lfowing existing wells or their 
event. In ~ldition, delete wells KAFB-1 00 I, replacemenrs: KAFB-1001 rhrnugh RAFB-
1002.1003,1004,1005. and KAFB-1901, 1903. 1007 (McCormick Ranch/Range H-·el/s). 
Perchlorate sampling has been conducted 2 different KAFB-1901 throuxh KAFB-1904 (Lake 
time periods in LTJ'vl wells (most recently in 2006) with Clzrisrian vvells !. and EOD Hill well. 11ze 
minimal or no exceedances of 4 ug/L. Wells listed are Deparrment reserves rhe rigltr to incl11de 
no longer ahle to he sampled. additimwl wells fiir perchlorate mmntoring. 

The Perm irree shall repo rr a! lnum irn ring 
results on January 31. April 30. Ju!v 31. and 
Ocruher 31 of' each _vearfor at feasr 8 
cunsecurive quarters rn rhe Deparrmcnr. 
unless rhe Deparrmenr agrees in wriri11g to a 
longer repurring period. 
The Permirree shalf derermine rhe nature. 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

extf!nt, and rate !d. mig ration of' any 
perchlorate contamination in groundwater 
at the Facility and, if' necessary. down 
gradient of'the Facility. The detection limit 
frJr the monitoring !!(perchlorate in 
groundwater shall not exceed ljtg!L 
lf'perchlorate is detected in a g rnund·,vater 
at a concentration greater than or eq1wl to 1 
ug/L in a groumf>~:ater monitoring well. 
monitoring 4perchlorate in such well must 
continue at a frequenc,v detemzined hy the 
Department. Thefi·equency shall not exceed 
one year. 

260 88 5.2.1 I, 2. 3, and 5 KAFB Delete items I. 2, 3 and 5. The CMI report has already Part 5. Section 5.2.1 of the draft Permit has 
been completed for LF-001. LF-002. and LF-008 and been deleted from the final Permit because 
the CMI completion report for SWMU 6-4 was the CMI Reports for the three landfills have 
submitted to NMED in January 2006. Samples can no been submitted to the NMED. The reports 
longer be collected from groundwater monitor wells for LF-001 and LF-008 have been approved. 
KAFBs-1001-1005 (McCormick Ranch/Range) due to The CMI Report for LF-002 has not been 
declining groundwater levels and from KAFB-1903 approved by the NMED because the ,sewer 
(Lake Christian) a~ the well has been removed. line has not been removed from the landfill 

and is addressed in Section 6.4.1.5 of Part 6 
of the final Permit. See also NMED 
response to Comment #262. 

Regarding wells KAFB-1 00 I through 
KAFB-1 005 (McCormick Ranch!R<mge) 
and KAFB-1903 (Lake Christian), see 
NMED response to Comment #259. 

Permit Modification: Part 5, Section 5.2.1 
of the draft Permit has been deleted from the 
final Pe1mit, except the requirement to 
report on the removal of the sewer line. 

A sentence has been added to the end of 
Section 6.4.1.5 of Part 6 of the final Pem1it 
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

that reads: 

A.ffer cmnplerion of the work. the Permittee 
shaft augment the CMI Reportfi>r LF-002 
hy descrihing the rl:'moval or ahandonmellf 
of' the sewer line. 

r------t-------+-------lt--------t--------t--------------------+-------------··---l 
261 89 5.2.1 4 

262 89 5.2.1 

1-----1------
263 89 5.2.2 

1---- --+-
264 89-90 5.2.3 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Delete this item. Groundwater monitoring data collected 
during implementation of the CM I was submitted a<; 
part of the Groundwater Monitoring System (NMED­
GWQB) and Long-Term Groundwater Plans fNMED­
HWB). 

Part 5. Section 5.2. I of the draft Permit has 
been deleted from the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #260. 

Permit Modification: See NMED n~sponse 
to Comment #260. 

The LF-002 sanitary sewer line is owned by the City of I Part 5. Section 5.2.1 of the draft Permit has 
Albuquerque. Therefore. any demand to remove the 
sanitary sewer line shall he directed to the City of 
Albuquerque. Also, studies have been completed by 
engineering companies that support leaving the LF-002 
sanitary sewer line in place with appropriate leak 
detection devices in place. NMED/HWB does not have 
the engineering expertise on staff to determine whether 
the sanitary sewer line needs to be removed. It is 
constructed of vitrified clay pipe which is stronger and 
not susceptible to crowning corrosion like concrete pipe. 
Delete this provision. 

been deleted from the final Permit. The 
sanitary sewer line is included in what is 
now 6.4.1.5 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 

NMED did not delete the requirement to 
remove the sewer line. The Permittee owns 
and controls the land on which the landfill 
and sewer line are located, and is 
responsible for the landfill. The sewer line, 
a major source of water. does not belong 
within or should he located too close to the 
landfill because of its potential to cause 
groundwater contamination in the future 
should the sewer line leak. 

See also NMED's responses to Comments 
#265-288. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Delete this Section. Since construction at the.\ landfills Part 5. Section 5.2.2 of the draft Permit has 
is complete and in the \II& M Phase. progress reports are been deleted from the final Permit. 

not longer needed. Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbow. 

Delete this Section. The LTM&M Plan was submitted Part 5. Section 5.2.3 of the draft Permit has 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
SummaQ' of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

to the NMED on November 3, 2006. been deleted from the final Permit. 

The Long-Term Monitoring and 
Maintenance Plan has not been approved. 
See NMED's response to Comments #206 
and 255. 

Permit Modification: Section 5.2.3 of 
Permit Part 5 of the draft Permit has been 
deleted from the final Permit. 

265 Paragraph Albuquerque The Water Utility Authority commits to regularly Pmt 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo inspect the sewer line and make repairs to identified now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1 .5 of the final 

(Sanitary County Water defects that may cause leakage. Penn it. 
Sewer Line) Utility N MED doubts that the sewer line is 

Authority regularly inspected. NMED is aware of a 
massive spill from this sewer line 
downstream and not far from the landfill 
that apparently resulted from a leak lasting 
over a period of perhaps several months. 
During this time, it seemed apparent that the 
sewer line was paid no attention. 

The issue is not how often the sewer line is 
inspected or the quality of the Sanitary 
Sewer Line. Rather, the issue is the threat to 
human health and the environment posed by 
leaving a major water conveyance device 
within a RCRA-regulated landfill containing 
hazardous and other solid waste. Landfills 
must be closed in a numner that will be 
protective of human health and the 
environment into perpetuity with little or no 
maintenance. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

266 Paragraph Albuquerque The sewer line does not contact the landfill. This is Pmt 5, Section 5.2.4 of the draft Pemtit is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo because the landfill was removed during construction now in Part 6, Section 6.4. 1.5 of the final 

------~ L_~- -----------
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
No. Name 

(S~mitary County Water 
Sewer Line) Utility 

Authority 

267 Paragraph Aihuquerque 
5.2.4 Bernalillo 

(S[mitary County Water 
Sewer Line) Utility 

Authority 

... 

Summar)· of Comment 

within the sewer pipe trench and the trench was 
replaced with clean fill. 

The sewer system and the system performance arc 
regulated under the Clean Water Act through EPA 
Region 6. 
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~ 
NMED Response 

Penn it. 

The sewer line is emplaced within the 
landfilL installed within bedding and 
material that contacts the landfilL WI 

fill 
1ether 
aste is 
he 

or not the pipeline directly contacts w 
immateriaL Any leaking water from 1 

sewer pipe can move from the beddin g and 
fill within the trench to the waste in t! e 
landfilL 

The sewer line lies uphill of most of 1 1e 
landfill's contents, a situation which ( an 

al potentially maximize the environmen1 
dan1age from a leak. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Penr 
now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the I 
Pem1it. 

The landfill is a SWMU regulated un' 
HWA and the HWMR. 20.4.1 NMA( 
Leaving the sewer line in place woul( 
meet the intent of the performance st' 
for the closure of hazardous waste lar 
expressed in 40 CF.R. ~ 264.31 O(a), 
includes the standards "'Provide long--
minimization of migration of liquids· 
the closed landfill". "'Function with 
minimum maintenance"', '" ... minimiz 
erosion and abrasion'", and accommo1 
settling and subsidence so that the int 
of the cover is maintained". N 1\1 ED 1 

these performance standards to addre 
corrective action at landfills that are 
SWMLJs under RCRA. in addition to 
operating units . 

iris 
nal 

ler the 

fail to 
nd~mi.s 

dfills 
\.vhich 
term 
hrough 

ate 
eoritv "' " 
ses 

,.s 
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Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

Permit Modification: None. 
~--------~--------~----------~--------~----------~----------------------------------------+--------------------------··----~ 

268 

269 

Paragraph 
5.2.4 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Paragraph 
5.2.4 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Albuquerque 
Bernalillo 

County Water 
Utility 

Authority 

Albuquerque 
Bernalillo 

County Water 
Utility 

Authority 

We appreciated the oppo11unity on July 12,2007 to hear 
the NMED presentation to the Water Quality Protection 
Advisory Board. It was helpful to finally hear a 
discussion of the rea<>ons for NMED's position. We 
continue to welcome and request fm1her discussion with 
NMED. A compliance schedule may be a part of these 
further discussions. 

We request the opportunity to review and make copies 
of the various documents acquired by NMED that 
support the requirement to move the sewer. We 
specifically request any engineering studies acquired by 
NMED. 
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Part 5, Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
Permit. 

NMED is willing to discuss a compliance 
schedule with the Permittee at the 
Pem1ittee · s request. However, the 
Albuquerque/Bemalillo County Watt:r 
Utility Authority is not the Permittee 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 5, Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
Pennit. 

The regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 264.101 
requires corrective actions at SWMUs to be 
protective of human health and the 
environment. See also NMED response to 
Comment #267 for the regulatory citation 
for closure perfom1ance standards. I\ MED 
will make available to the Water Utility 
Authority copies of these regulations. 

The NMED will make available to the 
Water Utility Authority the engineering 
study completed by the Permittee on the 
sewer line. However, this engineering study 
does not address in any appreciable or 
detailed manner the environmental 
consequences to the landfill surface and 
groundwater should there be any serious 
leak from the sewer line. 

The Permittee has documented known 
breaks in sewer lines at KAFB in 1983. 
1994, and 2002. NMED will make available 
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Comment p N , . N S b . Commenter's S f C NMED Response 
N 

·age o. Section o. , u sectiOn N ummary o omment 
~ 1 ame 

to the Water Uti lily Authority these reports. 

Please contact Ms. Pam Allen of the NMED 
Hazardous Waste Bureau at telephone 
number 505-4 76-6064 to make 
arrangements to review these records. 

Permit Modification: None. 
. 

270 Pm·agraph Albuquerque We will be pleased to assist in the relocation of the Pa11 5, Section 5 .2.4 of the draft Permit is • 
5 .2.4 Bernalillo sewer if the N M ED funds this work. now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1 . .'i of the final 

(Sanitary County Water Permit. 

Sewer Line) Utility Removing the sewer line is the Penmttee·s 1 

Authority responsibility. not the NMED's. I 

Permit Modification: None. ____j 
271 90 5 .2.4 Albuquerque That the comment period for this section be extended to Pmt 5. Section 5 .2.4 of the draft Permit is I 

Bernalillo the end of August. 2007. now m Part 6. Section 6.4.l..'i of the 1mal I 
County Water ~ Permit. I 

Quah~y The comment period was extended until 1· 

Protection August 12. 2007. to allow more time for 
Advisory Board public comment on the sewer line issue. 

Permit Modification: None. 

272 90 S.2.-l Albuquerque That NMED respond to the Utility's concems and Pa11 5, Section 5.2.4 of the draft Pem1it is 
Bernalillo present this information to our Board. now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1 . ." of the final 

County \Vater Pem1it. 

Quality NMED presented its position on the sanitary 
ProtectiOn sewer line to the Albuquerque Bernalillo 

Advisory Board County Ground Water Quality Protection 
Advisory Board on July 12. 2007. 

Permit Modification: None. 

273 Paragraph Albuquerque The existing Interceptor is in excellent condition. Part 5. Section .'i.2.4 of the draft Permit is 

5.2.4 Bernalillo a) Based on closed circuit television (CCTVl now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
iS~mitary County Water . inspections. there are no indications of current Pemlit. 

Utility 
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Comment 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Sewer Line) Authority problems with the pipe line. leakage or The sewer line may be in good condition 
otherwise. The Interceptor has been now, but vitrified clay pipe (essentially 
independently inspected twice in the last four pottery) is brittle and su~ject to failure. For 
years and no defects have been found. Both example. the Old Acid Waste Line at SNL, 
inspections were performed by an independent made of vitrified clay pipe. and installed in 
consultant contracted to KAFB. 1948-1950, was demonstrated to haw a 

b) We recognize the concem caused by failures in number of broken sections along its length. 

downstrean1 portions of the Tijeras Interceptor. All sewer lines eventually will fail. 

These failures were in the concrete portion of The fact remains that if the sewer line 
our sewer system and were caused by remains a significant water source that can 
biologically occurring sulfuric acid that reacts mobilize contaminants from the landfill. 
with and destroys concrete pipe. See also NMED's response to Comment 

C) The Tijeras interceptor Phase II was #267. 

constructed with Vitrified Clay Pipe (VCP), a Permit Modification: None. 

different pipe material that is impervious to 
sulfuric acid corrosion. 

d) We recognize the impact sulfuric acid 
corrosion has on our system and are working 
diligently to rehabilitate the concrete pipe 
portion of our system. preferably before 
collapse. 

274 Paragraph Albuquerque The sewer was carefully studied by an independent Part 5, Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo consultant contracted by KAFB. The recommendation now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 

(Sanitary County Water was to ''leave the existing 21-inch V CP in place and Pem1it. 
Sewer Line) Utility continuing to monitor for future signs of distress.·· See NMED responses to Comments #267 

Authority and 273. NMED does not agree with the 
Pem1ittee' s consultant. who admit-, that 
certain information necessary to assess the 
future reliability of the sewer line, 
particularly concerning the data available to 
estimate settlement, was lacking. TI1is lack 
of information does little to support the 
comment's statement that the sewer "was 
carefully studied" . 

·- --------------- ---------- ------------------------------- . 
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Comment 
Page ~o. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Permit Modification: None. 

27'5 Paragraph Albuquerque This Interceptor is anticipated to have [Ul extremely long Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo useful life. Useful life is based on the performance of now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 

(Sanitary County Water the asset and the condition of the asset, and is not based Permit. 
Sewer Line) Utility on m1 arbitrary number of yem·s the as;;et has been in See NMED's response to Comment #273. 

Authority servtce. 
Monitoring of the landfill will probably not 

a. This concept of "useful life" is promoted by last forever. Should the line fail after 
the lJSEPA. in their training entitled, monitoring ceases. the consequences to the 
"Advancing Asset l\1mwgement in Your environment could be disastrous. 
Utility: A "Hands-On Workshop." This Permit Modification: None. 
training is presented across the country and has 
been presented for mm1y years. Recently. the 
ABCWUA was the sponsor for this two-day 
workshop in Albuquerque. 

h. In this Workshop. the LJSEPA contends that an 
asset's life is not dictated by a specific ''design 
life'' in terms of years. 

I. As an alternative. the asset has 
reached the end of its useful life when 
it has failed via one of four 
mechanisms. as follows: 

II. Capacity- The asset no longer has the 
physical size: the asset is not capable 
of meeting the capacity demands (may 
occur due to growth) 

iii. Level of Service -The asset is not 
able to provide the requirements the 
system places on it imay occur if the 
noise, odor. or other conditions arc 
not acceptable) 

IV. M011ality- The consumption of the 
asset reduces the performance below 
an acceptable minimum level (may 

Page 155 of 282 



July 2010 

-

Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

occur due to physical degradation) 

v. Efficiency- The performance of the 
asset may be fine. but the cost of 
operation exceeds that of other 
alternatives (may occur if the cost of 
repair exceeds the cost of a new asset) 

c. As long as the asset has not deteriorated due to 
one of the conditions above. the asset is 
considered to be within its useful life and 
should remain in service. 

I 

d. To detem1ine if the asset has met any of the I 

failure mechanisms above. the asset is 
periodically reviewed in terms of performance 
and periodic condition inspection. The 
condition can be plotted on an anticipated 
''asset decay curve" to estimate how much 
useful life the asset has. Where the asset is on 
the decay curve is not based on the age of the 
asset. but rather the condition of the asset. 

e. Theoretically, if a Facility shows no significant 
deterioration approaching failure and none of 
the other three failure mechanisms have 
occuned or approaching occunence, the 
Facility will remain in service infinitely. 

276 Paragraph Albuquerque The Interceptor pipe material and construction methods Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Pern1it is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo are the best available. now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 

(S<mitary County Water a. The landfill was recognized at the time of Permit. 
Sewer Line) Utility design and the design accounted for the See NMED's response to Comments #266 

Authority landfill. and 273. 

I. The trench removed and disposed of Permit Modification: None. 
the landfill under the pipe and to each 
side. This removal was made below 
the bottom f the landfill. See the 

.. 
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Comment , . 
Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
N Page No. SectiOn No. Name o. 

attached excerpt from the record 
dra\Ving. 

II. High quality bedding \Vas provided 
that will provide a high degree of 
support to the installed pipe. As 
verified through video inspections. 
settling of the pipe is not noted, 
confirming the high quality of 
construction. 

b. The pipe material is Vitrified Clay Pipe (VCP), 
which is an extremely high quality material and 
is the best available for this application. 

j_ Please see the attached letter from the 
National Clay Pipe Institute. 

i! We will let this letter speak for itself. but 
note that in it Mr. Michael Van Dine. PE. 
President of the National Clay Pipe 
Institute notes that VCP has performed for 

I 
thousands of years and that VCP defects 
are expected within the first two years 
after construction. 

277 Paragraph Albuquerque No credible failure mechanisms related to Mortality Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo exist for the Interceptor. now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 

(Sanitary County Water a. The characteristics of VCP are such that the Permit. 
Sewer Line) Utility following failure mechanisms are anticipated: The comment implies that the sewer line is 

Authority 
Damage during construction. 

expected by the Water Utility Authmity to 
I. 

last forever. See NMED's response to 
II. Settling caused by poor bedding. Comment #273. 

111. Damage by contractors installing NMED believes that the sewer line i~ 
other utilities. subject to at least these failure mechanisms: 

b. None of these t~1ilure mechanisms apply to this I.) subsidence and 
installation. 2.) damage caused by construction activities 

(which may or may not be related to 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

utilities) or other activities involving l1eavy 
equipment. 

Permit Modification: None. 

278 Paragraph Albuquerque Sewer inspection technology has rapidly improved and Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo the pipe condition can be asce1tained with even more now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 

(Sanitary County Water accuracy than was previously possible. Permit. 
Sewer Line) Utility a. A combination inspection consisting of closed See NMED's responses to Comments #265 

Authority circuit television (CCTV). laser and sonar is and 273. 
now available. Through this process interior If the invert of the pipe is placed under 
pipe conditions below and above the water excessive stress. the part of the pipe located 
surface can be evaluated. below the water level can crack and thus 

b. Please note the NCPI opinion that VCP cracks faiL 

will propagate above the water surface and Permit Modification: None. 
therefore be detectable. The lack of observable 
cracks is therefore proof that cracking has not 
occurred. 

.. 
279 Paragraph Albuquerque Interceptor leakage would be of low impact and would Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 

5.2.4 Bernalillo be detectable at the next inspection. now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
(Sanitary County Water a. The only credible cracking of the Interceptor Permit. 

Sewer Line) Utility would be small and would allow negligible See NMED's responses to Comments #265. 
Authority leakage. The installed bedding is gravel that 266, 267 and 273. 

will allow significant leakage to flow down by Water cm1 migrate from the bedding into the 
gravity to the minimum I 0-feet wide by six- landfill. 
inch deep bedding area below the landfill. This No one can guarantee or predict with 
will allow percolation of substantial Interceptor certainty that the damage to a sewer line 
leakage prior to overflow into the landfill. pipe will be insignificant if the line fails. 

b. This cracking would be detected at the next Permit Modification: None. 
inspection cycle. 

280 Paragraph Albuquerque Trenchless no-by-pass repairs are commercially Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Pem1it is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo available in the event that a crack and leak occurred. now in Pmt 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 

(Sanitary County Water both anticipated to be very small. An exan1ple is the Permit. 
Sewer Line) Utility Max Patch point repair system in which a carrier within See NMED's responses to Comments #265. 

'------------ ·-'--·--· ------- ----L__ ______ --------------
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Summar)· of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Authority the interceptor would allow repair while the flow 267, 273 and 279. 
continued. Alternate approaches such as epoxy The failure may be so severe that trenchless 
packing. again with carrier allowing flow through. repairs may not work. 
would be considered at the time repair is required. 

Permit Modification: None. 
..----

2Rl Paragraph Albuquerque While the existing sewer is not an imminent threat to the Part 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Pemlit is 
5.2.4 Bernalillo environment. the realigned sewer will have now in Part 6. Section 6.4. 1.5 of the final 

(S<mitary County Water environmental concerns during the process of Penn it. 
Sewer Line) Utility constructing the r..:aligned sewer. Construction phase The sewer line is a threat to the landfill and, 

Authority concerns include: thus. the environment. That the line is 
a. Removal of the pipe may disturb some of the currently in good condition allows time to 

existing landfill. properly plan for and execute removal and 

b. We may run into currently unknown landfill. relocation of the sewer line. 

requiring a progressive realignment of the sewer Nothing is mentioned in the comment that 

during the construction phase. degrading the would be an insurmountable problem with 

constructed product and escalating the costs. respect to removing and relocating the sewer 

c. Sewage spills may occur during the construction. 
line. No landfills arc known to exist along 
the sewer line outside of LF-02. 

d. By-pass pumping will he required to connect the Furthermore. NMED is confident that there 
realigned sewer on each end. By-pass pumping are contractors available that could 
operations are by their nature difficult and can accomplish removal and relocation or the 
experience significant spills. sewer line without causing significant spills. 

I. The by-pass piping will be approximately 3000' Permit Modification: None. 
long. if this can be laid over the landfill. 

ii. If the by-pass piping cannot be laid over the 
landfill: 

1. Constructability issues may require the by-
pass piping to be run south of the landfill. 
needing an additional 3000" and laying 
across the active portion of the Tijeras 
Arroyo. 

2. If the force main can be run to the north, any 
spill will cross the landfill. 
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Comment 
No. 

282 

283 

Page No. Section No. 

Paragraph 
5.2.4 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Paragraph 
5.2.4 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

Albuquerque 
Bernalillo 

County Water 
Utility 

Authority 

Bruce M. 
Thompson 

Summary of Comment 

Our rate payers expect their funds to be spent in the 
most effective manner possible. We strive in our work 
to maximize protection of the environment. Examples 
of efforts that may face reduced funding to realign this 
sewer include: 

1. The environment will be better served by spending 
funds to extend service to areas that cunently do not 
have sewer service. 

2. We are recognizing the need for increased funding to 
rehabilitate deteriorating concrete sewers in advance 
of potential collapses. This will help us prevent 
repeats of the collapsed sewer downstream of 
Landfill LF-002. 

Although I am Chair of the Albuquerque Bemalillo 
County Water Quality Protection Advisory Board, this 
letter is being sent to express my personal views 
regarding requirement 5.2.4 of the Draft RCRA Permit 
to Ki11land Air Force Base. This section of the draft 
permit requires that the Tijeras Interceptor. the sanitary 
sewer line through LF-002, be removed. 

I generally agree with the NMED's position that over a 
time period measured in decades or longer this line may 
pose a threat to underlying ground water resources. 
However, I do not believe that the risk of leaving the 
line in place for the next five to l 0 years is sufficient to 
justify a requirement that it be removed immediately. 
Further, I think the Utility and KAFB should be allowed 
to explore options in which the line is abandoned 
instead of removed as abandonment may be a much 
more cost effective alternative to removal and yet done 
properly, can provide the same level of environmental 
protection. 

Therefore, while I support the requirement to remove or 
safely abandon the line, because of the method of 
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NMED Response 

Pm15, Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
Permit. 

Removing the sewer line from the lm1dfill is 
the Permittee's responsibility. 

Residents of Albuquerque a11d sunounding 
communities also want ground water\ their 
drinking water source) to be protected from 
hazardous and solid wastes disposed of in 
landfills. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 5, Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
Pem1it. 

Because the line is reported to be in good 
condition, NMED agrees that there is time to 
properly plan for and execute removal of the 
sewer line. However. the Petmittee is 
already in violation of the complianet~ 
schedule for removing/abandoning the sewer 
line and rerouting the line around the landfill 
as set forth in letters from NMED to Carl 
Lanz (July 16, 2004; September 13, 2004; 
and March I 0, 2005). NMED believes that 
it would be best if the sewer line is taken out 
of service within the next few years. 

N MED also agrees that abandonment of the 
existing sewer line in place would be 
acceptable, provided the sewage within the 
line is completely drained when it is 
abandoned. 

Permit Modification: Section 6.4.1.5 of 
------' 
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CmNnment Page No. Section No. Subsection ComNmenter's Summary of Comment NMED Response ··~ 
~ . arne 

~------~--------~-------+--------~--------~----------------------------------+-----------------------
construction, the materials used. ~md the current 
condition of the line as reported to the Board. I 
encourage the NMED to modify section :i.2.4 of the 
Draft Permit to allmv the Department to work with the 
Utility and KAFB to develop a generous 
impiemenration schedule that allows expioration of 
alternative alignments and strategies for the sewer line. 
and allows these entities to program funding for the 
project into future budgets. 

I do not have a specific recommendation as to when the 
line should he removed or abandoned, but suggest that 
this might he a product of the risk analysis 
recommended by the Water Quality Protection Advisory 
Board. Regardless of this analysis. I do believe it is 
reasonable to expect that the line he removed or 
abandoned before the RCRA pem1it expires or within 
I 0 years. whichever comes first. 

Pat1 6 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

The sanitary sewer line that passes through 
LF-002 shall he renwrecl in accordance with 
the Department's instructions (Jetter:, .fi"om 
NMED to Carl Lanz: Iuly 16. 2004; 
Septemher 13. 2004; and !ltarclz 10. 2005). 
Instead of' remul'ing the sanitary seH\~r line, 
the Permittee may abandon the sanitu rv 
sewer line in place, provided that the 
sewag<' within the line is completely drained 
whoz the lint' is ahandonecl. Tilt' sewer fine 
shall he takoz out o(sen·ice within tr1o 

_wars of the effi:ctive date u(rhis Pa1nit. 
Within 180 days after the effective dute of' 
this Permit. the Permittee shall suhmit to the 
Departmt'ntf(Jr appruwi/- in accurdunce 
H'itlz Pernzir Section 6.2.2.2. 7- a CMJ Work 
Plan with a scht'dulefi;r renwving or 
abandoning the sewt'r line. After 
cnmplt'timz of'the work. the Permittee shaU 
augment the CM! Report./(,,- LF-002 hy 
descrihing the rt'movul or ahandumnent of' 
rhe .1·ewer fine. 

~----------~-----------+------------+------------+--------------1------------------------------------------------+---------------------------------------~ 

28-l Paragraph 
).2.4 

(Sanitary 
Se\Wf Line) 

KAFB Video Analysis: Detailed review of the video provided 
for manhole runs II through 17 gave me only one 
indication that is of concem. In the video of the run 
from manhole 12 to manhole I I there was an interesting 
white deposit at the crown of the pipe at 177.3 n. as 
indicated in the display. This is really a very minor spot 
and not of any real consequence to the performance of 
the system especially since it is not within the hounclary 
of the landfill. The line is in excellent condition. 

Pat15. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Pemlit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.4. I 5 of the final 
Permit. 

See NMED"s response to Comment# 271. 

Permit Modification: None. 

L_____ ____ _J ____________ L-----------~-----------L------------~----------------------------------------------L----------------------------------~ 
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Comment 
No. 

:285 

286 

Page No. Section No. 

Paragraph 
5.2.4 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Paragraph 
5.2.4 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 

CH2MHill Report: T wa~ impressed by the thorough Pat1 5. Section 5.:2.4 of the draft Permit is 
report provided by CH2MHill. Many potential concerns now in Pat·t 6. Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
were raised and addressed. I found their calculations to Permit. 
be conservative but accurate. I would like to expand 
just a little on the nature and characteristics of Vitrified 
Clay Pipe to alleviate any concems related to this line 
and its continued performance. 

Longevity and Durability: The concem of the installed 
clay pipe being near the end of its design life is not 
accurate. Vitrified Clay Pipe is one of the only 
materials that have been used for over 4000 yem·s in 
civil engineering. It has been installed in the United 
States for over 150 years. Systems over I 00 years old 
m·e in service in municipalities across the country. The 
Army Corps of Engineers stated it this way; 

"Clay Pipe is perhaps the most inert of the common pipe 
materials in terms of corrosion. and it is very resistant to 
abra~ion. A 1 00-year service may be assumed for most 
clay pipe installations." 

From the ''Life Cycle Cost for Drainage Structures'', US 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

Vitrified Clay Pipe was given the longest life cycle of 
all the materials discussed in this report. The Canadian 
National Research Council's Institute for Reseat-ch in 
Construction (IRC), recently stated that the service life 
for Vitrified Clay Pipe was 130 years. Clay Pipe was 
also the highest rated material in this study. 

See NMED's responses to Comments #273 
and 274. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Pm15. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Patt 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
Petmit. 

See NMED's responses to Comments #267. 
273, 276, and 277. 

Permit Modification: None. 

r---------r----------r--------~r---------1------------+----------------------------------------~------------------------------~ 
287 Paragraph 

5.2.4 
KAFB Joint Perfomwnce and Integrity: Clay Pipe joints have 

designed not to leak. ASTM standard C 425 requires 
Part 5. Section 5 .2.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Pat·t 6, Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 

L---------L---------~--------~L---------~----------~----------------------------------------L_------------------------------~ 
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Section No. 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Paragraph 
5.2.4 

(Sanitary 
Sewer Line) 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

that the joint not leak in factory testing. This joint 
design and performance criteria have been used since 
1965. Since this system was installed in 1977, the 
current ASTM C 425 Standard would have applied to 
this line. Based on the videos that I have reviewed. 
there appears to be no leaking at the joints and no 
bedding migration into the pipe. I will send a copy of a 
recent report by the University of Houston that 
discusses the performance of modern clay pipe joints. 
This report is based on the same joints used on this 
system and found that this type of joint does not leak. 

Structural Failure Modes: Clay pipe is a rigid conduit. 
As such, cracking is the primary failure mode. Clay 
pipe will fail in tension not typically compression. As a 
result, cracks will occur in the crown first then the 
invert and finally at the spring line of the pipe. It would 
be extremely unlikely that the invert of a pipe would 
break below the waterline without also seeing visible 
distress at the crown. In all of the testing and analysis 
that NCPI has done over the years. the crown is the first 
area of the pipe to show a crack. In my seven years 
with the industry and after reviewing all the research on 
failure modes done in the last 20 years a crack in the 
invert would be proceeded by a crack in the crown. The 
videl\'> showed no evidence of any breakage m the 
crown and as a result, experience dictates there are no 
cracks in the invert 

Clay Pipe has and will continue to perform for well 
beyond I 00 years. The line I saw was already thirty 
years old and in excellent condition. Any defects that 
were the result of construction or foundatinn/bedding 
issues typically become evident during the first two 
years as the soils completely consolidate. \Ve m·e well 
past that threshold with this system. There is no reason 

NMED Response 

Pe1mit. 

See NMED's response to Comment #286. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Pan 5. Section 5.2.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.4.1.5 of the final 
Permit 

See NMED's responses to Comments# 278 
and '286. 

Permit Modification: None. 

L_ ________ _L __________ _L __________ _L __________ ~------------~-------------------------------------------L-----------------------------.. ----~ 
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

to expect that the work done above this line will 
compromise the integrity of the system. 

NMED Response 

r----------r-----------r-----------r----------1-------------4-------------------------------------------~---------------------------------~ 
289 91 6.0 I '1 Paragraph 

290 92 6' 10 

KAFB 

KAFB 

The specific methods and requirements listed in the 
various Permit sections should be the basis on which 
pem1it compliance is evaluated. The current language is 
very broad and open to interpretation. Recommend 
changing the language to read: "The investigation, 
remediation and monitoring activity methods contained 
in this Permit shall fulfill the requirements of this 
Permit; provide the accurate and representative data for 
evaluation of site conditions. the nature, concentration, 
rate of migration and extent of contamination and 
contaminant migration; and for remedy selection and 
implementation, where necessary.·· 

Part 6, Section 6.0 of the draft Permit is now 
in Part 6, Section 6.5 of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
Just because a method is listed in the Permit 
does not mean that the method is appropriate 
to use in all cases. For a given situation, the 
investigation methods actually used by the 
Pennittee will be the basis on which 
compliance is evaluated. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Recommend changing to read: "Field monitoring data." I Part 6, Section 6.2 of the draft Permit is now 
in Part 6, Section 6.5.2 of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the suggested revision. 
Monitoring of facility personnd or 
environmental factors may be required for 
some sites. 

Permit Modification: None. 
r---------~r------------+------------+------------+--------------~-----------------------------------------------+-------------------------------··----~ 

291 92 6.2.1 KAFB Delete items 4 and 5. KAFB basewide plans and 
implementation of best practices do not include the use 
of nitric acid or methru10l for decontamination due to 
the generation of hazardous waste. What will constitute 
"approval" of other decontamination methods by the 
Department and acceptance of a site work plan that 
specifies those procedures? What documentation and 
tracking process will be used? 
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Part 6, Section 6.2.1 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5.3 of the final 
Petn1it. 

Items 4 and 5 under what is now Section 
6.5.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit wa~; not 
deleted- note they are required only "if 
necessary''. The use of acids or organic 
solvent~ should be limited to those cases 
where soap and water are not expected to or 
will not provide adequate decontamination 
of san1pling equipment. 
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Page 165 of 282 

NMED Response 

NMED is aware of some guidance on this 
matter. For example: 

ASTM D 50XR-O. 1990. Standard Practice 
for Decontamination c~f' Field Equipmellf 
Used at Nonradioactive Waste Sites 
( http://www.astm.orfi}. 

USEPA. 1994. "Samplinfi Equipment 
Decontamination.·· Envimnmental 
Response Team SOP #2006. Revisiofl #0.0. 
Edisun, N.J (http:/!11·~\ >Lt'rt.nrg). 

USEPA. 1996. Environmental 
Im·estigations Standard Operating 
Pmcedures and Quality Assurance 1Hwzual 
( hlltJ:/!1\·\\ >1.epa.gol'l 
reg i on04hescl/eisr'J!Lfil nz!eisopqam. hrml ). 
Region 4. Science and Ecosystem Support 
Division. 1\thens. G/\. 

For decontamination of groundwater 
sampling equipment, see: 

USEPA. 1992. RCRA Ground-Water 
l'vfnnitnring: Draft Technical Guidann:. 
EPA/530/R-!.J3/00 7. Office of'Solid 11 aste. 
Washington, D. C. 

The NMED approves sampling and analysis 
plans (which may he part of Investigation 
Plans or other plans) on an individual basis 
for each SWMU or AOC. In such pLms, the 
Pennittee may propose alternative m•.:thocls 
for decontamination such as using 
disposable equipment for collecting e.:tch 
sample. or justify why it is unnecessary to 
incorporate steps ..f <mel 5 of the 
decontamination procedure rt:llUired in the 
Permit. Any variance from the approved 
procedure in the pl<m should be documented 
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Comment 

No. 

292 

293 

Page No. 

93 

93-94 

Section No. 

6.2.3.1 

6.2.3.1 

6.2.3.2 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar)· of Comment 
NMED Response 

in the Investigation Report (or other type of 
report documenting san1pling results). 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 6. Section 6.2.3.1 of the draft Permit is Nevv disposable gloves shall be used to collect each 
sample only if sample comes in contact with gloves. 
reason to change gloves if there is no contact. 
Recommend changing language to read: "New 
disposable gloves shall be used to collect samples. If 
any glove is contaminated by touching the sampled 
material, the glove will be replaced before taking 
another sample .. , 

No I now in Part 6, Section 6.5.5.1 of the final 
Permit. 

Recommend combining both sections and changing the 
language to read: 'The handling and shipment of all 
samples taken, as per the requirements of this Permit, 
shall comply with current industry standards and shall 
insure the chain of custody remains intact during the 
analysis process ... 
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N MED agrees in part with the comment. A 
phrase has been added to make it clear that 
there are other materials besides the medium 
being sampled that could contaminate or 
dilute a sample, and thus, compel a change 
of gloves. 

Permit Modification: The following has 
replaced item #1 in Section 6.5.5.1 of Part 6 
of the final Permit. 

l. Neoprene. nitrile. or other 
protective 15loves shall he worn 
when coltectinK samples. New 
disposahle Klovl:'s shall he used to 
collect samples. If any glove is 
contaminated hy touchinK the 
sampled material. or other nwterial 
that could contaminate or dilute the 
sample. the 15love shall he replaced 
he.fine takinK anuther sample; 

Part 6. Section 6.2.3.1 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.5.1 of the final 
Pem1it. Part 6, Section 6.2.3.2 of the draft 
Pem1it is now in Part 6. Section 6.5.5.2 of 
the final Pennit. 

Aside from handling and shipment of 
samples being two distinct topics, N!V!ED 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

No. Name 

294 94 6.2.:1 KAFB :ill' line -change to read: " ... federal. state ... " 

·-·------
295 9." 6.2.6 I '1 Paragraph KAFB Recommend changing the language to read: 'The 

horizontal ... location shall be determined in 
accordance with the State Plane Coordinate System ... 
The Petmittee shall prepare site maps certified as per 
61-23 NMAC (1978), presenting the surveyed locations 
and elevations of each monitoring well required by this 
Permit. including relevant site features and structures, 
for submission with each well's initial report to the 
Department. All subsequent reports for each well shall 
not require certification as per 61-23 NMAC ( 1978!." 

As per 61-23, Engineering and Surveying. NMAC 
( 1978). a professional engineer can provide and certify 
the requested information. if the professional engineer is 
designing the project. 

---'-·--· 
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NMED Response 

~ 
did not make the requested revision a sit 
lacks sufficient detail on proper hand 
and shipment of samples. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 6. Section 6.2.5 of the draft Pem 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5.7 of the fir 
Penn it. 

NMED has con·ected the grammatic< 

Permit Modification: The second-~ 
of Section 6.5. 7 of Part 6 of the final 
has been revised to read: 

All IDW shall he properly characteri 
disposed of 111 accordance >rith Perm 
Attachment C (Waste Analysis Plan) 
.federal. state, and local laws and 
rl:'gulationsfr>r .l'tnrugl:', laheling, hw 
transport, (md disposal of waste. 

Part 6. Section 6.2.6 of the draft Pern 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.8 of the fir 
Penn it. 

NMED assumes that the comment in 
to reference 61<~3 NMSA 1978. 

NMED has indicated that reference t• 
State Plane Coordinate System applit 
horizontal coordinates. The NMED I 
revised the text to allow for a registet 
engineer to determine and provide su 
information as requested in the comn 

Permit Modifications: The first sen 
of Section 6.5.8 of Part 6 of the final 
has been revised as follows. 

The hori;:,ontal and ratical coorclina 
t!zl:' top of' each nwnitl)ring well cas in 

ling 

·1it is 
al 

I error. 

entence 
Permit 

'ed and 
If 

and all 

dling, 

1it is 
al 

ended 

Hhe 
:s to 
1as also 
ed 
rveying 
lent. 

l.ence 
Permit 

1:'1' nf 
:; and 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

the ground sur.fcuoe elevation at each 
nwnitoring >velf location shall be 
determined frv a registered New Mexico 
professional land sun•eyor or licensed 
Professional Engineer. 

All references to "registered New Mexico 
professional land surveyor·· in Section 6.5.8 
of Pmt 6 of the final Permit have been 
revised to read "'registered New Mexico 
pr(){essional land sun,eyor or licensed 
Professional Engineer." These references 
occur in the first and last sentences of 
pm·agraph 1, and the first sentence of 
paragraph 2. 

The reference to Sections 500.1 through 
500.12 has been changed to" 12.8.2 NltJAC. 
Minimum Standards for Surveying in New 
Mexico." This reference is found in !he 
second sentence of paragraph 1 of Section 
6.5.8 of Part 6 of the final Permit. 

296 95 6.2.6 KAFB It appears that the reference to Sections 500.1 through Part 6, Section 6.2.6 of the draft Permit is 
500.12 is out of date (i.e. pre-NMAC). Please revise the now in Pmt 6. Section 6.5.8 of the final 
reference to include the most current NMAC. Pem1it. 

NMED has made the recommended revision 
as discussed in NMED"s response to 
Comment #295. 

Permit Modification: The third sentence of 
Section 6.5.8 of Part 6 of the final Permit 
has been revised to read: 

The sun•eys shall he conc/ucted in 
accordance with /2.8.2 NMAC --Minimum 
Stwulards/(1r Surveying in New Mex.rco. 

297 96 6.2.7 KAFB Since HSA or DPT drilling methods are only viable in Part 6. Section 6.2. 7 of the draft Permit is 
--·-
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summarl of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

the upper I 00-150'' of borings, recommend limiting this now in Part 6. Section 6.5.9 of the final 
requirement to borings< 150'. Also. what will Permit. 
constitute Department approval process for approval of The NMED did not provide depth limits on 
drilling fluids project work plans? drilling technologies. If a drilling method 

cannot achieve the desired depth, a different 
method must be used that can achieve the 
desired depth (and the objectives of the 
project). 

The NMED will consider the use of drilling 
lluids on a case-by-case basis. The 
Pem1ittee will have to demonstrate to the 
NMED that the use of drilling fluids is 
necessary to complete a borehole or 
monitoring well, and that if drilling fluids 
me used, the borehole or well can provide 

I 

representative and reliable infonnation for 
the intended purpose of the borehole or well. 
The approval process is through approval of 
work plans. 

Permit Modification: None. 
·-- f--· 

:?98 96 6.2.7 KAFB Please add Air Rotary Casing Hammer (ARCH) to the Part 6, Section 6.2. 7 of the draft Permit is 
list of approved methods. now in Part 6. Section 6.5. 9 of the final 

Pem1it. 

NMED has revised Section 6.5.9 of Part 6 of 
the final Petmit to include Air Rotary 
Casing Hammer, which is a variation of the 
air rotary drilling method. 

Permit Modification: Air Rotary Casing 
Hammer (ARCH) has been adele{) to the list 
of approved drilling methods as item #9 
under paragraph 3 in Section 6.5.9 of Part 6 
of the final Pem1it: 

"9. Air Rotan' Casing Hummer (ARCH)." 
.. 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

299 96 6.2.7 2"d Paragraph KAFB Referenced Se-etion 5.4.6 does not exist. Also, please Pat1 6. Section 6.2. 7 of the draft Permit is 
reference NM citation for proper well abandonment, as now in Pat·t 6, Section 6.5. 9 of the final 
well as the technical rational for doing so. Pem1it. 

NMED has corrected the erroneous citation. 

Well abandonment, as required under 
19.27.4 NMAC, is covered under Section 
6.5 .17. lO. 9 of Part 6 of the final Penr1 it. 
Wells that are not properly abandoned can 
act as conduits for surface contaillination to 
reach groundwater. 

Permit Modifications: The second 
paragraph has been conected as follows: 

Borings that are not completed as 
permanent groundwater or soil-vapor 
monitoring wells shall he properly 
abandoned. Borings completed as either 
groundwater monitoring or snit-vapor wells 
shall he completed in accordance 'rvith the 
requirements described in this Pennit 
Section (6.5. 9). 

The following sentence has become the first 
sentence of paragraph I of Section 
6.5.17.10.9 of Part 6 of the final Permit: 

Wells and piezometers shall be abandoned 
when they are no longer required to Gddress 
corrective action requirements or when they 
are damaged heyond repair; however, no 
well or piezometer shall be abandoned 
without prior approval hy the Department. 

The last sentence of paragraph I of Section 
6.5.17.10.9 of Permit Part 6 of the final 
Pem1it has been revised to read: 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

Wl!ll ahandonment must compl.Y >vith current 
State Engineer well ahandonment guidance 
( !9.27.4.30 and 31 NMAC). 

300 96 6.2.7 3'd Paragraph KAFB Item 1- the requirement should have a depth threshold, Part 6. Section 6.2. 7 of the draft Permit is 
unless the requirement is intended to require 25 feet of now in Part 6. Section 6.5.9 of the final 
additional drilling below all soil contamination. even at Pem1it. 
shallow depths. i.e., contamination terminating at a Adding a depth threshold is unnecessary. 
depth of five feet below grade surt~1ce. The Permit requires 25 feet of additional 

drilling below all contamination no matter 
the depth of soil contamination. unless 
nthenvise specified in the Permit or 
approvl:'d hv the Depa rtmellt in work 11lans 
as indicated in the 61

h paragraph of th,,~ 
subject Section. Thus. the Permittee may 
propose alternative drilling and sampling 
depths for NMED's consideration. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

301 97 6.2.9 KAFB Suggest specifying a numerical depth. Also. Since the Part 6. Section 6.2. 9 of the draft Permit is 
EPA specifies discrete samples to be collected for now in Part 6. Se<.:tion 6.5.11 of the final 
YOCs. not SVOCs, delete·· ... and semi volatile organic Permit. 
compounds (SYOCs) .. from the 2"d sentence in the 41

h Deep subsurface samples are those collected 
paragraph. at depths that generally require the use of 

power equipment. 

NMED has added a sentence to the 
beginning of Section 6.5.11 of Part 6 of the 
final Permit describing what constitulc:s 
deep subsurface samples. 

The NfVIED requires discrete samples for 
SYOC analysis because these compounds 
can be pat1ially lost through volatilization if 
samples were to be homogenized in the 
field. Thus. NMED did not make the 
suggested revision to remove SYOCs from 
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Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

the second sentence of paragraph 4. 

Permit Modifications: NMED has added 
the following sentence to the beginning of 
Section 6.5.11 of Part 6 of the final p,~m1it: 

Deep suhstu:fcu.·e samples are thuse ("!!fleeted 
at depths that generally require the use of' 
power equipment. 

NMED notes that SVOCs were 
inadvertently left out of the 2'"1 and 3"1 

paragraphs of what is now Se{;tion 6.5.12 of 
Pati 6 of the final Permit. The first sentence 
of Paragraph 2 of Section 6.5.12 of Part 6 of 
the final Petmit has been revised to read: 

Samples that are coflected.f(!l· analyses 
other than for VOCs or SVOCs shal!{Je 
obtained using a hand-held stainless .~feel 
coring device, Shelby tube. thin-wall 
sampler. or other device approved by the 
Department. 

Additionally, the first sentence of Paragraph 
3 of Section 6.5.12 of Part 6 of the final 
Pem1it has been revised to read: 

Samples ohtainedj(Jr VOC ur SVOC 
analysis shall he collected usinx Shelhy 
rubes, thin-wall samplers. or other device 
approved by the Department. 

302 98 6.2.9.1 KAFB Please define a depth range for ''shallow" Pati 6. Section 6.2. 9.1 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.12 of the final 
Petmit. 

Shallow sampling depths are those from 
which soil and sediment samples can be 
collected using hand-held sampling 
equipment. 

--------
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Comment , . . . Commenter's . , NMED Res onse .---~-~ I ··~ 
No. Page No. Se<.1IOn No. SubsectiOn Name Summary of Comment P . 

303 98 6.2.9.2 KAFB Please change to read: '"Samples shall be screened in the 
field for the prescnc\:' of contaminants. if required by the 
project specific work plan.·· Also. please provide a 
basis for using metals screening. in that it has a potential 
to lead to false results based on naturally occurring 
metals. 

Page 173 of 282 

Surface soil and sediment samples are those 
collected at depths of 0 to 6 inches. 

Permit Modification: Tvm sentences have 
been added to the beginning of Section 
6.5 .12 of Part 6 of the final Permit that state: 

Su;juce soil samples are those collected at 
depths n(O to 6 inches. Shallow suh.wujitce 
samples are those collected at depths that do 
not require the use o(fHJwer equipment. 

Part 6, Section 6.2.9.2 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5.13 of the final 
Penn it. 

NMED has made the recommended 
revision. as field screening should not be 
required at all sites. The revision refers to 
Investigation Work Plans or other sampling 
and analysis plans. 

XRF is the method that is to be used lo 
screen soil, sediment, and rock samples for 
the presence of metals. XRF can pro• ide 
reliable sample reBults: however thes·.·~ 
results will not be directly compru-abk to 
results using SW -846 methods. Thus. field 
measurements of samples at background 
locations will be required in addition to 
samples from the SWMU or AOC of 
interest. If any samples from the SW M C or 
AOC have metal concentrations that are 
significantly elevated above their 
background level, the results of the fi,~ld 
screening can help direct further 
investigation of the site. 

Permit Modification: The first senh:nce of 
Section 6.5.13 of Part 6 of the final p,~rrnit 

.. ___ _, 
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Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name Summar)' of Comment NMED Response 

has been revised to read: 

Samples shall he screened in thefield_t(Jr the 
presence r~t' contaminants, it' required hy the 
Investigation Work Plan or other swnpling 
and analysis plan. 

~-------+---------+---------+--------~-----------+------------------------------------~-----------------------··----~ 
304 99, 104 6.2.9.3 FieldQC KAFB 

6.3.1.4 GW Samples 

(I) 2nd paragraph. Why is there a requirement for 
equipment blanks if disposable sampling equipment is 
used? This should only be if non-disposable (i.e., 
reusable) equipment is used. 

(2) The frequency is stated as I 0% here: however, on 
page I 04, it is 5%. Typically the frequency is I in 20. 
or 5%. Revise for accuracy and consistency. 

(3) I st paragraph, 5th line. Should Section 6.2.3 read 
6.1.3.3? 

Part 6, Section 6.2. 9.3 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.14 of the final 
Permit. Pan 6. Section 6.3 .1.4 of the draft 
Pem1it is now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.5 of 
the final Pennit. 

(I) Disposable equipment is not always 
used. For example, the collection of 
groundwater samples is not generally done 
using disposable pumps. 

(2) NMED revised the frequency for 
collecting and analyzing equipment blanks 
for soil. rock, and sediment sampling from 
l 0% to 5%, to be consistent with that for 
groundwater. 

(3) For the 5111 line of Section 6.3.1.4 of Part 
6 of the draft Pem1it. the citation (6.2.3) was 
correct. 

Permit Modifications: The first sentence 
of Paragraph 3 of Section 6.5.14 of Permit 
Pan 6 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

The Permittee shall prepare and analyze 
equipment hlanksfrum all sampling 
apparatus at a frequency of' at least five 
percent of' the total numhe r of' samples 
suhmitteclf(Jr analysis. 

r------r----~r------+-----t------t-----------------+------------··---1 
305 100 6.2.9.4 KAFB Completion of logs should not be limited to geologists; Part 6, Section 6.2. 9.4 of the draft Permit is 

other physical scientists/engineers can be qualified to now in Part 6, Section 6.5.15 of the final 
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306 

Page No. Set1ion No. 

100 6.2.10 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFI3 

Summarl of Comment 

log soil. rock, and sediment samples. 

Suggest revising this entire section. Soil vapor is a fluid 
and should he purged and sampled in a manner similar 
to groundwater. The direction provided for purging and 
capturing a vapor sample in this section is not clear and 
does not seem to be the best technical approach. 

NMED Response 

Penn it. 

NMED disagrees with the comment. 

Geologists are trained to observe and record 
the information required in this section of 
the Permit. and are much better qualified 
compared to most other disciplines to 
identify and classify minerals, rocks, ::md 
other geologic features. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 6. Section 6.2.1 0 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.16 of the final 
Penn it. 

NMED agrees with comment that the text 
requires revision to improve clarity. 

Permit Modification: Section 6.5.16 of 
Part 6 of the final Perm it has been reYised to 
reacl: 

Samples of'suh.ltuj(Jce vapors shall he 
collec·tedfimn \·apnr monitoring points 
Khere required hy the Department. The 
Permittee shall, as required hy the 
Department, collect soil-vapor sampies.fiH 
jil!ld 11/l!asurement n{' 

I. Percent ox.vgen; 

2. Organic vapors (using a f'hotn­
ionizatiun dl'tectur with a l0.6 1!\' 
lamp. a cmnhustihle \'ilfJor 
il[(/icator ur otlwr mi!thod 
ap[Jm\·ed h.v the Department); 

3. Percent mrhrm dioxide; 

4. Static su/J,\'UJjilce pressure: and 

5. Other paranwters. such as car/lrm 
L--- .. __ _ 
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Comment p N S . N S b t' Commenter's S f C t NMED Response 
N age o. .._ ectlon o. .._ u sec IOn N ummary o ommen 
. o. arne • 

monoxide and hydrogen sulfide. 

The Permittee also shall collect soil-vapor 
samplesf(;r labomtol)' cmalvsis c;f'the 
_t(;/lowing: 

1. Percent moisture; 

2. VOCs; and 

3. Other analytes required hy the 
Department. 

When collecting soil-vapor swnplesf;>r 
laboratory orfield analysis. the Permittee 
shall continually monitor the concentrations 
of' soil vaporfi·om a given monitoring point 
v.:ith an appropriate .field instrument (e.g., 
photoionization detector). 71ze Permittee 
shall collect soil-vapor samples after the 
.field instrument readings have stabilized 
and after the sampling tubing and soil-vapor 
monitoring well have heen appmpriatelv 
purged to remove all stagnant vapor. Soil­
vapor samples f(;r laboratory analysis shalt 
he collected using SWvfMA canisters' or 
other sample collect ion me thud approved hy 
the Department. The samples shall he 
analyzedfiJr VOC concentrations by EPA 
Method T0-15 (as it may he updated) or 
equivalent VOC analytical method approved I 

hy the Department. , 
In the .field, soil-vapor measureme11ts. the '1 

date and time of' each measurement, ,mel the 
1 • I 

I The term "SUMMA" Canister is a trademark that refers to electropolished, passivated stainless steel vacuum sampling devices, such as TO canisters. SilcoCans, Mini Cans, ere, 
which are cleaned. evacuated. and used to collect whole-air samples for laboratory analysis 
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

tvpe and saial nwnherr~rfii!ld instruml!nt 
used shall he rl!curdeJ in a field log hook. 
Thl! met/wd usl!d to ohtain suil-vaporfield 
measuranents and samples must he 
apprr!l'ed hy the Departmou in \Vriting prior 
to rlze start of' monitoring. 
Soil mpor wells shall not he installr!d with 
the use of' any fluids. Soil vapor wells may 
he cumpletl!d hv hackfilling H ith natil'l! 
materials. If' a soil vapor well is instulll!d as 
a pe rrnanellf monitoring point. the Permittee 
shall not sample the \<."ell hr!/(ne the 
expiration oj"the 24-lwur equilihration 
periodj(;[lowing completi(Jn of instal/atiun. 
lnfr;rrnatirm on the design and cmzstructirm 
of soil -vapor monitoring vvells shall hi! 
recorch:d asf(;r groundwater monitoring 
wells (Permit Secti(Jn 6.5.17. /0) as 
applicahle. 
Soil-vapor monitoring wells shall he 
designed and cunst ructed in a manner that 
will yield hit-;h-quality samples. The dr!sign 
and depth ol installation must he appro\'ed 
hv the Department. 

~--------~-----------~-----------~----------~------------,_------------------------------------------~---------------------------------~ 

307 101 6.3.1 KAFB Delete "historical'· Part 6. Section 6.3.1 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5.17.1 of the final 
Permit. 

Investigations always include the acquisition 
of any available historical information to 
assist \'."ith development of the conceptual 
model for a site. Therefore, this requirement 
was not be deleted fi·om the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: "'one. 
L-----------L----------~-----------L----------~------------J_-------------------------------------------L---------------------------------~ 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 
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308 101 6.3.1 4 KAFB Please clarify what the Department will consider Pm1 6, Section 6.3.1 of the draft Penn it is 
appropriate means for determining groundwater flow now in Pm·t 6, Section 6.5.17.1 of the final 
velocities. Pe1mit. 

The average linear velocity for groundwater 
tlow is determined hy the equation: 

v =-Kiln 

where ·•v" is the average linear velocity. "K" 
is the saturated hydraulic conductivity, ''i" is 
the gradient of groundwater flow, and "n'' is 
the porosity. 

Permit Modification: None. 

309 101 6.3.1 5 to 12 KAFB Delete items 5 through 12- these requirements exceed Part 6, Se{;tion 6.3.1 of the draft Permit is 
the realm of RCRA investigations. now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.1 of the final 

Permit. 

NMED did not delete items #5-12 of what is 
now Section 6.5.17.1 of Pm·t 6 of the final 
Permit. Items #5-12 must be considered for 
RCRA groundwater investigations. These 
items are related to understanding 
groundwater chemistry; the geologic tmd 
hydrologic characteristics of the aquifer: and 
characteristics of the contaminant sources, 
including fate and trm1sport. 

Permit Modification: None. 

310 102 6.3.1 KAFB The requirement that all ''existing wells and Pm1 6, Section 6.3.1 of the draft Permit is 
piezometers'' be surveyed in accordance with section now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.1 of the final 
6.2.6 is a retroactive requirement, which was previously Pem1it. 
submitted to the N.M. State Engineer. Therefore. the NMED will not ask the State Engineer to 
Department already ha.s access to this information. provide information for which the Permittee 

is responsible for submitting to the NMED. 

If the existing wells were surveyed in a 
manner that meets the requirements of what 
is now Section 6.5.8 of Part 6 of the final 
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No. age o. • ec JOn; o. u sec JOn Name ummary o ommen ~ 

l 
Pennit, then the wells do not need to he 
surveyed ·.·1gain. Thus. the requirement is 
not necessarily retroactive. 

Permit Modification: None. __ __, 
2'"1 Paragraph 311 I 102 6.3.1.1 KAFB 

312 102 6 . .'l.l.2 I st Paragraph KAFB 

Please clarify what "24 hour time-frame''? 

Why must groundwater samples be collected between 
I 0 and 30 days after well installation·,> Specifying a 
minimum timcframe before which newly installed wells 
can be sampled may be reasonable but why a maximum 
tirneframe'? What if wells are simply to be rotated into a 
next scheduled sampling event that is more than 30 days 
after well installation? Also. to better facilitate post­
installation sample.-;, a minimum timcf'rame of 48 hours 
would be more feasible to implement. lt is likely that 
sample collection can be more easily conducted closer 
to the conclusion of well installation when other field 
activities may still be ongoing. 
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Pat1 6. Section 6.3.1.1 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5. 17.2 of the final 
Penn it. 

N MED means within 24 hours from :;tart of 
measuring the water level in the first well to 
measuring the water level in the last well. 

Permit Modification: The first senknce pf 
the 2'"1 paragraph of Section 6.5 .17 .2 of Part 
6 of the final Permit ha.-; been rcvisc.xi to 
read: 

Groundtvater levels shalf he measured in 
monitoring weils at .frequencies reqtnred hv 
the Der,artment and ''"itlzin 24 lwursJI·nm 
the start n{mnnitnring the water feFei in the 
first well. unless another timefi·ame is 
specified in the >vnrk plan and appnn ed hv 
tfu: Departml:'nt. 

Part 6. Section 6.3.1.2 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5.17.3 of the final 
Permit. 

NMED did remove the minimum (I 0 days) 
time requirement. but not the maximum (30 
days). The maximum time period will be 
required in order to detetmine the initial 
general chemistry of the ground \Vatet 
including oxidation/reduction potential. 

Permit Modification: The first sent<.:nce of 
Section 6.) .17.3 of Part 6 of the final Permit 
has been revised to read: 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

Initial gmundwata samples shall he 
ohtainedfrom newly-installed monitoring 
wells within 30 days c~;frer completion of well 
di!velopment. 

313 103 6.3.1.2 I '1 Paragraph KAFB Change to read: "Groundwater samples shall be Part 6, Section 6.:U.2 of the draft Permit is 
collected, as necessary, from all .... '' Also. please now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.3 of the final 
clarify ''for one or more of the following" and specify Penn it. 
the exact requirements required of KAFB. NMED did not make the requested revision. 

Groundwater in New Mexico is subject to 
protection under RCRA, even groundwater 
occurring as perched groundwater. 

NMED did add text to the last paragraph of 
Section 6.5.17.3 to clarify the requirements 
listed in Table 6-1 (mislabeled as Table 5-l 
in the draft Pennit). 

Permit Modifications: The last paragraph 
of Section 6.5.17.3 of Pari 6 of the final 
Pem1it has been revised to read: 

In addition to other required analyses. water 
samples shall he analyzed in accordance 
with approved work plans for one or more of' 
the .fi.~l!owing general chemistry parameters 
in Tahle 6-1 below. The Department will 
specifY through approved work plans which 
parameters in Tahle 6-1 that the Pennittee 
must wzalyzefor in water samples. 

The title of Table 6-1 in Permit Part 6 has 
been corrected to read 

Tahle 6-1. Groundwater General Chemistry 
Parameters 

.. 

314 103 Table 6-1 KAFB Ple~L~e remove par·ameters not included in the KAFB Table 6-1 of the draft Penn it was mislabeled 
Long-Tem1 Groundwater Monitoring Plan, Rev I as Table 5-l . This has been corrected in the 

--------------
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( 1997) final Petmit (see NMED response to 
Comnwnt #313). 

NMED did not make the suggested revision. 
Each of the parameters listed in the table is 
useful and in some cases may be critical for 
the investigation of groundwater. This is 
particularly true for parameters indicating 
oxidation/reduction conditions, as well as 
major and minor cations and anions listed in 
Table 6-1 of Permit Part 6 of the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

315 103 6.3.Ll KAFB What constitutes N\1ED approval of measuring Pa11 6. Section 6 .. 11.3 of the draft Permit is 
instruments'? Approval of the project work plan? now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.4 of the final 

Pem1it. 

Measuring instruments will be approved 
through the approval of work plans. 

Permit Modification: The fourth sentence 
of paragraph I of Section 6.5 .17.4 of Pat1 6 
of the final Permit has been revised to read: 

Measuring instruments are to /Je approved 
hv the Department and are to he specified in 
the Investigation Work Plan or other 
samplint; and analysis plan. 

316 104 6.3.1.4 I ' 1 Paragraph KAFB Change I" sentence to read:·· ... completion or well Part 6. Section 6.3.1.4 of the draft Permit is 
purging or longer if necessary based on recharge rate of now in Part 6. Section 6.5. I 7.5 of the final 
well". Certain LTM wells have had historically slow Pem1it. 
recharge and maybe required to sit overnight to allow The NMED has revised the second svntence 
for sampling after purging. of the first paragraph of Section 6.5.17.5 of 

Part 6 of the final Permit to allow for slow 
recharge for low yield wells. 

Permit modification: The following 
sentence was added as the second sentence 

.. ___ 
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of the first paragraph of Section 6.5.17.5 of 
Part 6 of the final Permit: 

Groundwater in monitoring wells with low 
recharge rates and that purge dt)' shall he 
sampled when the water level in the well has 
recovered sufficiently to cullect the required 
samples. 

317 104 6.3.1.4 2n" Paragraph KAFB What will constitute NMED approval of disposal Part 6, Section 6.3.1.4 of the draft Permit is 
method? Approval of the project work plan? now in Part 6, Sei.:tion 6.5.17.5 of the final 

If not, what is timeframe in which NMED will provide Penn it. 

approval? NMED will normally approve the method of 
disposal as part of the work plan or other 
sampling and analysis plan. The second 
paragraph of Section 6.3 .1.4 of part 6 of the 
draft Petmit was deleted from the final 
Permit as it was redundant with Section 
6.5.7 of Permit Part 6 of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

318 104 6.3.1.4 3"1 Paragraph KAFB The requirement for the analyses of groundwater Part 6. Section 6.3.1.4 of the draft Permit is 
samples for total metals will produce results that are not now in Part 6. Section 6.5.17.5 of the final 
representative the actual metal content of the Pem1it. 
groundwater, which is determined by dissolved metal Total metals analysis is generally required 
analyses. under RCRA. 

Filtered water samples ru·e analyzed to 
detetmine concentrations of dissolved 
metals; unfiltered samples are analyzed to 
mea~ure the concentrations of both 
dissolved and suspended metals. Compared 
to those of filtered samples, results for total 
metals better represent what could actually 
be consumed by hum<ms or other 
environmental receptors. Most humans and 
other environmental receptors do not drink 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

filtered water. 

There are some circumstances where the 
dissolved concentrations of metals must be 
detennined. For example, sites where Cr +

6 

is a concern or for situations where 
oxidation/reduction potential of groundwater 
is under investigation. 

Permit Modification: None. 
-

319 105 6.3.1.4 3"1 Paragraph KAFB Recommend specifying that trip blank/; are required Part 6, Section 6.3.1.4 of the draft Permit is 
only for VOCs. Verify that trip blank is required ''per now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.5 of the final 
shipping contain<Cr'' vs. per shipment. Permit. The subsection "Field QC./(;r 

Groundwater Sampling" is now Section 
6.5.17.6 of Part 6 of the final Pern1it. 

NMED has made the suggested revision that 
trip blanks should be required for only VOC 
analyses. NMED has also clarified that trip 
blanks are required in each container that 
contains VOC samples. 

Permit Modifications: The first semence 
of the first paragraph of what is now Section 
6.5.17.6 of Part 6 of the final Permit reads: 

Field duplicates .. field hlanks. equipment 
rinsate h!anks. reagl:'llt hlanks. and tr.ip 
h!anks (the latter requiredfr1r VOC arzalyses 
only! shall he collected nr prepared und 
analy::ed fill· qualitv control pu rpu.1·ei·. 

The last sentence of the last paragraph of 
6.5.17.6 of Part 6 of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

Trip h!anks shall he analy;:ed at afi·(·<JlletlCV 

u(onefin· each shipping container holding 
samples.fiH VOC analysis 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

320 105 6.3.1.5 KAFB Change 90 days to 180 days for the KAFB FY L TM Pm1 6. Section 6.3.1.:\ of the draft Permit is 
Annual Summary Report. The detail required for this now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17. 7 of the final 
annual submittal requires a longer time permitted for Pem1it. 
development and review. Ninety days should be sufficient to obtain 

data from the laboratory and complete the 
report. The sampling of groundwater on a 
qumterly basis requires that such reports be 
prepared within a 90-day timeframe to keep 
from falling behind. 

Permit Modification: None. 

321 105 6.3.2 KAFB Delete this section. Pm·t 6, Section 6.3.2 of the draft Pemtit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6S 17.8 of the final 
Permit. 

The Permit requirement was not deleted. 
The NMED may require the Permittee to 
monitor springs at the Facility. Some 
springs on KAFB have chemistries 
suggestive of that of shallow groundwater, 
which could be contaminated by Facility 
operations. This section sets forth special 
provisions for the monitoring of surface 
water at springs. 

Permit Modification: None. 

322 106 6.3.3 KAFB Delete this section. Surface water discharges m·e Pait 6, Section 6.3.:1 of the draft Permit is 
regulated under the NPDES progran1 hy the U.S. EPA. now in Part 6. Section 6.5.17. 9 of the final 
lt is not appropriate to include surface water discharges Permit. 
in the RCRA permit. NMED regulates surface water under 

RCRA. specifically the regulations under 
20.4.1. NMAC. See NMED response to 
Comment#8. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

,....,.., .... 

·'-·' 106 6.3.4 l '1 Paragraph KAFB Recommend changing lm1guage to read: '!he Permittee Part 6. Section 6.3.4 of the draft Permit is 
.. 
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Comment 
No. 

1---------1 
325 

Page No. 

106 

106 

Section No. 

6.3.4 

6.3.4.1 

Subsection 

2'"1 Paragraph 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

shall submit samples for laboratory analysis." KAFB 
DOES NOT utilize the EPA CLP program. 

( I) Insert language allowing for other ele~tronic data 
formats in lieu of Excel such as. Access. L~u·ge sets of 
data such as LTM for example are not coiH.lucive to 
rn~magement in excel. 

(2) Also. why will NMED not accept diluted sample 
results? 

Inse11 following sentence in 2"d Pru·agraph: ··Results for 
ru1alytes that arc reported as part of a method in which 
sarnplc dilution is required for specific method analytes 
due to elevated concentrations. are acceptable to be 
reported with a J-qualifier for values detected below the 
method reporting limit. When there are elevated 
concentrations of a method analyte requiring the sample 
to he diluted for analysis. the dilution will impact any 
low-level sample detections as well, ar1d therefore the 
lab will report those with a J-4ualifier if they fall below 
the method reporting limit." 

Recommend changing language tu read: 'The Permittee 
shall provide the names of the contract analytical 
laboratories within forty-five ... " 

NMED Response 

now in Part 6. Section 6.5.18 of the final 
Pem1it. 

This requirement was not deleted from the 
final Permit. The Contract Laborator~~ 
Prograrn (CLP) is a national network of 
EPA personneL commercial laboratories. 
and suppo11 contractors \Vhose fundamental 
mission is to provide data of known and 
documented quality. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 6. Section 6.3.4 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.18 of the final 
Pem1it. 

(I) The re{juirement to use ExcelTM is 
limited to analytical data, which generally 
comes to the NMED on a proje~t by project 
basis. Thus. the data size will generally not 
be large enough that the data carmot he 

TM managed in Excel . If the Permittee stores 
· lM · data usmg A cess · . the data can eas1l y be 

T~l exported to Excel ' . 

OJ J-coded results for diluted samples may 
be a poor estimate of what should be a 
readily quantifiable result. They are often 
indicative of poor quality work and should 
not be accepted by the Permittee. much less 
the NMED. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Part 6. Section 6.3.4.1 of the draft Permit is 
now in Par·t 6. Section 6 . .'i. 18. I of the final 
Pem1it. 

NMED hiL~ revised what is now SectJ'm 
6.5.18.1 ofPart6ofthe final Permit as 

L_ ··--
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Comment 

No. 

326 

Page No. 

107 

Sedion No. Subsection 

6.3.4.1.3 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Recommend changing language to read: ·· ... 
Laboratory batch QC samples shall be specific to the 
project. or as required in the project-specific work 
plan." Project specific MS/MSD samples are charged to 
project and in some cases, may not be required to be run 
on KAFB specific samples. 
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NMED Response 

requested by the comment. But, the NMED 
expects that QA/QC manuals will be 
maintained by the Permittee and will be 
available for inspection. 

Permit Modification: 6.5.18.1 of Part 6 of 
the final Pennit has been revised to read: 

The j(1llowing requirements for !ahoratury 
QA!QC procedures shall he considered the 
minimum QA!QC standards.fiJr the 
laboratories employed hy the Permitlt!e. 
The Permittee shall provide to the 
Department the names of"the collfracl 
analytical laboratories within 45 day1· ()f' 
awarding a contract .fi!!' analytical services 
to any contract laboratory. The Permittee 
shall maintain copies r!f'lahoratory QA/QC 
manuals in the Operating Record wuJ they 
shall he su!Jject to inspection hy the 
Department. 

Part 6, Section 6.3.4.1.3 of the draft Permit 
is now in Part 6, Section 6.5.18.1.3 of the 
final Permit. 

The comment apparently concerns the last 
sentence of what is now Section 6.5.18.1.3 
of Pem1it Part 6 of the final Permit. The 
requirement means that all laboratory 
quality control (QC) data repm1ed with the 
Facility's sample results must be actually 
related to the analysis of the Facility's 
samples. NMED has revised the last 
sentence to clarify that the QC samples must 
be related to the analysis of the Facility's 
samples. 

MS/MSD should be related to the Facility's 
samples. Otherwise, the results will not be 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar)· of Comment 

No. Name 

32.7 107 6.3.4.2 KAFB EPA Level IV applies to the CLP. Section 6.3.4 needs 
to be modified. 

32R 109 fl.3.4.2 KAFB Section .f.4 appears to he the wrong reference. 

·--
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NMED Response 

~ 
definitive concerning the matrix ef'fe< ts on 
analytical results. 

The N MED ha~ also coJTected some 
typographical errors in the first sente1 lCe of 

the Section 6.:'i. 18.1.3 of Permit Part 6 ol 
final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: The first and 
sentences of Section 6.5.18. I .3 of Pa 
the final Penn it has been revised ton 

Analvtical procedure.\· shall he evalw 
quality /Jy analyzing reagl'nt hlanks r 
ml'tlwd h!anks. surrogates. MSIMSD. 
lahomtorv duplicates. as appmpriatt 
l'aclz ml'tlwd. Lahoratory QC samp!t 
fre(juencv of' arwlvsis are dnc/Wll'nte, 
EPA rest merhods. 

The last sentence of Section 6.5. 18.1 
Pa11 6 of the final Permit has been re· 
read: 

Afllahoratm)' lflWlitv control data l'i: 

with the Facility's sample analysis n 
must he related to tlzl' anal,vsis r~f' !hi' 

Facilitv's sampft's. 

Part 6. Section 6.3.4.2 of the draft Pe 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5.18.2 of the 
Permit. 

N MED did not make the requested n 
See NMED response to CPmment #3 

Permit :\1odification: None. 

second 
t 6 of 
:ad: 

lted./(1r 
r 
·. and 
fill' 

·sand 
I in 

3 of 
ised to 

()()rted 
suits 

rmit is 
final 

V1SIOI1. 

:~3. 

Part 6. Section6.3.4.2 of the dran Pe' ·mit is 
final now in Part 6, Section 6.5.18.2 of the 

Permit. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar:y of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

The NMED has corrected the citation. 

Permit Modification: The first sentence of 
the last paragraph of Section 6. 5 .18. 2 of Part 
6 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

The Permitft!e shall present summary tables 
of' these data and Level II QC results to the 
Department in reports or other documellfs 
prepared in accordance with Permit Section 
6.2.4. 

329 109 6.3.5.1 KAFB Request that the reporting time requirements be Part 6. Section 6.3.5.1 of the draft Permit is 
extended to at least one week with conesponding now in Part 6, Section 6.5.18.3.1 of the final 
increa<;es in the written reports. since the one day Penn it. 
requirement may not allow for reporting to NMED since NMED increased the reporting time 
employees on both sides may not be in the office (i.e. requirement by two days. NMED did not 
leave etc). Suggest new time requirements to allow for agree to increase the reporting time by a 
NMED and KAFB employee schedules. week because situations where samples need 

to be re-analyzed may require quick 
decisions to meet holding times. 

Permit Modifications: The first sentence 
of the first paragraph of 6.5.18.3.1 of Part 6 
of the final Permit has been revised to read: 

The Permittee shall require the laboratory 
to notif}' the Permittee r!f'clata quality 
exceptions within three workinJ; da.vs of' 
discovety in order to allow fen sample re-
analysis. if'possihle. 

The second sentence of the first paragraph 
of 6.5.18.3.1 of Pmi 6 of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

The Permittee shall contact the Department 
within three M'orkinJ; days of' receipt t.:f'the 
lahoratorv notification r!f'data qualitv 
exceptions to discuss the implications to the 

----
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Comment 

No. 

~'1(\ 
."'i.,v 

Page No. 

109 

Sedion No. Subsection 

f, 1 <; I ... __, . ..,_, __ ,_. 1 ' 1 Paragraph 

t-·--t---·--r---------t--
~J I 11 o I 6.3.5.2 IJ 

L-------·------L-----------~ 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Delete 211(1 sentence. KAFB and its contractors are 
responsible for ensuring the data will meet DQOs, not 
the Department. The Department will have final say in 
acceptance of data to achieve project o~jective. 

Thcre is no Section 5.4.5.1 in the draft permit. 
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NMED Response 

sampling data. and to determine whether the 
data >viii still he considered acceptahie or if 
sample re-analvsis or resampfing is 
necessary. 

The fourth sentence of the first paragraph of 
6.5.18.::1.1 of Pa1t 6 of the final Permit has 
been revised to read: 

The Pennittee shall submit the fetter to the 
Department hvfcu.: or electronic mail within 
five H'nrking days of the concfusiun of the 
data quality discussion and shalf nun{ rhe 
original signed copy r!f'the letter ru the 
Department within 10 davs o{rhe crmcfusiun 
of the data quality discussion. 

Part 6, Section 6.3.5. 1 of the draft Permit is 
nO\V in Part 6, Section 6.5.IIU.I of the final 
Pem1it. 

NMED did not delete the subject sent·~nce. 

The MED agrees that the Pennittee is 
responsible for obtaining data that rm:ets the 
DQOs. However, it is in the interest of all 
parties if a decision on the acceptabihty of 
suspect data is made by the NMED early in 
the investigation stage of corrective action. 

Permit Modification: Nonc. 

Part 6. Section 6.3.5.2 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5.18.3.2 of the final 
Penn it. 

The N J\1ED has conectecl the citation. 

Permit Modification: Item# 13 of Section 
6.5.18.3.2 of Part 5 of the final Permit has 
been revised to reacl: 

13. Represellfarivl:'ness. co111parahility. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

completeness. accuracy. and precision 
as required in Permit Section 6. 5.1 X-3.1 
a/Jove. 

332 110 6.3.5.2 I st paragraph KAFB Section 4.4 appears to be the wrong reference. Part 6. Section 6.3.5.2 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.18.3.2 of the final 
Pem1it. 

NMED has conectecl the citation. 

Permit Modification: The third sentence of 
the first paragraph of Section 6.5.11U.2 of 
Part 6 the final Permit has been revis,,;cJ to 
read: 

A full review and discussion (~l QC duta and 
all data qualifiers shall he submitted J.vith 
Investigation Reports or other reports 
prepared in accordance with Permit Section 
6.2.4. 

.. 

333 Ill 6.3.6.1 Line 2 KAFB Change language to read: '' ... quality samples. attempt Part 6. Section 6.3.6.1 of the draft Permit is 
to ensure that the well .. .'' It is not possible for KAFB now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.1 0 of the final 
to ensure wells will last the duration of a project clue to Penn it. 
dropping regional water leveb; particularly if NMED Even with water levels dropping on average 
does not revise their allowed well screen lengths. about I foot per year, the Permittee should 

be able to design <md construct wells to last 
the duration of most characterization or 
cleanup projects. Most characterization and 
clean up projects can be done in I 0 years or 
less. The Pennittee is responsible for 
replacing wells that caruwt serve their 
intended purpose (see Section 6.5.17.1 0.2 of 
Pem1it Part 6 of the final Permit), including 
replacing wells because of dropping ·water 
levels. 

NMED will not generally allow (saturated) 
well screen lengths to exceed 15 feet. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
No. Name 

--- !----~-~------ --
:r\4 112 6.3.6.2 :vtonitoring KAFB 

Wells 

-- ---------~- ------~- f----·-· 

335 112 6.3.6.2 Monitoring KAFB 
Wells 

336 113 6.3.6.2.1 4 KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

There appears to be updated versions of the documents 
cited for ground water monitoring well construction. 

In the first line. is the reference to Section -:J-.6 correct? 

The sample requirement of 5- and I 0-foot intervals is 
excessive. The vadose zone thickness. 200 feet or 
greater. at KAFB makes this sample frequency 
excessive and costly. It is recommended that the sample 
frequency he reduced tn 'iO feet intervals a depth greater 
than 50 feet below land surface. 
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NMED Response 

Longer screen lengths can cause clilu 
groundwater samples. Dilution of wJ 

~ 
ion of 

ter 
samples causes levels of contaminan 
lower than their true levels. and may 
result in contamination going unreco 

s to he 
1.~ven 

,;1nized. 

Permit Modification: None. 

The relevant text of Pru·t 6. Section 6 
of the draft Permit is now in Part 6, ~ 
6.5.17.1 0 of the final Permit. 

The comment does not suggest any 11 

guidance for NMED to consider. 

The basic design of and construction 
methods for the installation of conve 
groundwater monitoring wells have 1 

changed since the cited guidance dot 
have been published. 

Permit modification: None. 

The relevant text of Part 6. Section 6 
of the draft Permit was deleted from 
final Permit. The citation in the drafl 
was incorrect. 

Permit Modification: As indicated 

Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.2.3 < 
of the draft Permit were combined to 
Section 6.5. 17.10.2 of Part 6 of the fi 
Penn it. 

Item #3 of the final Permit has been 
modified to clru·ify that the Permittee 
propose alternative san1pling interval 
appropriate justification) for NMED 
approval for cases where total depth:» 
50 feet. 

3.6.2 
ection 

.!Wer 

1tional 
ot 
uments 

3.6.2 
he 
Permit 

.1bove. 

f Part 6 
create 
nal 

may 
.; (with 

exceed 
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name Summary of Comment NMED Response 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

Also, a sentence has been added to the end 
of item #3 of Section 6.5.17 .I 0.2 of Part 6 of 
the final Pem1it that states: 

For sites where drilling depths exceed 50 
feet. the Perrnittee may propose .f(Jr 
Department approved alternative sampling 
intervals in v.mx plans. 

r---------r----------r----------r---------1-----------~----------------------------------------}--------------------------··----~ 
337 113 6.3.6.2.1 Alluvial 

Wells 
KAFB Items 4 and 5. Should the reference to Part 5 read Part 

6? 
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Part 6, Section 6.3.6.2.1 of the draft Permit 
is now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17 .1 0.2 of the 
final Permit. 

Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.2.3 of Part 6 
of the draft Permit were combined to create 
Section 6.5.17.1 0.2 of Pat1 6 of the final 
Pem1it. 

NMED has conected the citations in the 
final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Also, items #3 and 4 of Section 6.5. I 7.1 0.2 
of Part 6 of the final Permit has been revised 
to read: 

3. Samples shall at a minimum he obtained 
f!mn each boring hetween the ground 
surface and one ./()(It below the !{round 
stuj(u·e (0.0-1.0 foot inten•a{), at suhsequent 
.five~fiwt intervals. at any a!!uvium-l•edmck 
contact. and at the maximum depth of each 
boring. For sites V.ihere drilling depths 
exceed 50 feet. the Permittee ma:r· propose 
f(n Department approval alternative 
sampling intervals in work plans. 

4. Field screening and chemical analyses of' 
collected samples shall he conducted in 
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Comment 
Page No. SedionNo. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

accordance with Permit Section 6.5.13 and 
in accordance with approved tvork plans . 

.. 

338 113 6.3Ji.2.2 l KAFB (I) What are the "site specific" conditions requiring Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.2.3 of Part 6 
geophysical surveys? of the draft Permit were combined to create 

(2) Is it based on what is specified ~md approved in a Section 6.5.17.1 0.2 of Part 6 of the final 

site work plan? Pem1it. 

Geophysical measurements are to he taken 
at sites where they may he useful for 
identifying and locating geologic structures. 
for distinguishing between rock types (for 
exmnple. sepmate sands from clays). and for 
estimating the location of the water table. 
The type.-; of geophysical measurements that 
may be needed, if any. at a site m·e to he 
specified in work plan$ as they must be 
required where necessary on a site-by-site 
basis. In many cases where geophysical 
logs of \Veil bores are needed, calibrated 
gamma, neutron, and induction logs are the 
most common types of logs that are 
prepared. 

As examples of how important geophysical 
measurements may become, most of the 
Site-Wide Hydrogeologic Characterization 
Prqject and TAG Investigation work lhat has 
been conducted at the Facility rely heavily 
on geophysical measurements to identify 
and con-elate hydrostratigraphic units. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:rbove. 
-·---- r--· 

339 ll...J. 6.3.6.2.2 3 KAFB This requirement is vague m1d should he deleted. If Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.1.3 of Pm't 6 
retained, then modify to insure NMED comments are of the draft Permit \Vere combined to create 
confined to the 5-day period allowable for keeping a Section 6.5.17.1 0.2 of Part 6 of the final 
boring open and uncased and clarify the additional Penn it. 
conditions for well construction that may be imposed by 

.. 
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Comment 
No. 

340 

341 

Page No. 

114 

114 

Section No. 

6.3.6.2.2 

6.3.6.2.3 

Subsection 

Perched 
Wells 

3 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

the state as part of future site work. It is not feasible for 
the NMED to require a boring to be extended to the 
aquifer during an in-progress field effort if that was not 
the original plan. 

(I) Hem 6. Delete the word "Section". Also. Section 
4.3 is called out here for work plans. yet in 6.3.3.2.3. 
Item I, Section 4.5 is referenced. 

(2) Are these references each correct? 

Does the term "geophysical measurements" mean 
geophysical logging of the boring is required? 
Conducting geophysical logging prior to well 
construction will limit the type of logging that can be 
conducted due to the use of the ARCH drilling 
technology used to complete ground-..vater monitor wells 
at KAFB. which uses a steel casing to keep the soil 
boring open prior to well construction. Geophysical 
logging requirements should be specified. 
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NMED Response 

NMED did not delete this requirement from 
the final Permit. NMED seldom has access 
to information that suggests that efforts 
should be redirected while the work is 
ongoing. Thus, the NMED would normally 
impose such conditions prior to the ·work 
being implemented or after the work has 
been completed in the case of a need for 
additional investigation for a given site. 
NMED did change the word "condition" to 
the word "requirement"" as discussed in 
NMED response to comment #431. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.2.3 of Part 6 
of the draft Permit were combined to create 
Section 6.5.17.1 0.2 of Part 6 of the final 
Pem1it. 

Item #6 of Section 6.3.6.2.2 of Part 6 of the 
draft Permit was deleted from the final 
Pem1it. The text was essentially redundant 
with that at the begitming of what is now 
Section 6.5.17.10.2 of Part. 6 of the final 
Pem1it. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.2.3 of Part 6 
of the draft Permit were combined to create 
Section 6.5.17.10.2 of Part 6 of the final 
Pem1it. 

Geophysical measurements (in this case 
concerning regional aquifer wells), are 
measurements taken to produce geophysical 
logs of well bores. See also NMED 
response to Comment #338. 
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Comment 
No. 

:q2 

Page No. 

l...J. 

Sedion No. Subsection 

6.3.6.2.:\ 5 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Please clarify how the NMED would expect wells to be 
constructed to accommodate vapor monitoring. Dual 
completion within the same well horc could result in the 
soil vapor migrating to th1.0 groundwater resulting in 
cross contamination. 

Page 195 of 282 

NMED Response 

NMED has revised the requirement to allow 
geophysical logging to be done befot'(~ or 
after well construction. 

NMED also revised Section 6.2.8 of Part 6 
of the draft Permit (which is now Section 
6.5.1 0 of the Part 6 of the final Permit) to 
include geophysical methods applicable to 
borehole measurements. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Also, Item #9 of Part 6, Section 6.5.17.1 0.2 
of the final Permit has been revised to read: 

9. Geophysical measurements .'./uill he 
collected fimn the borings in 
accordance with Permit Si!ctiun 6.5.10 
a11d as required hy the Depw1ment; 

Section 6.5.1 0 of the Part 6 of the final 
Permit w<l~ revised by adding the following 
paragraph at the end of the Section. 

The Permittl:'e shall conduct genphystcaf 
loggi11g nf'horelwles using teclmique,1· such 
as acoustic telt'vie'>VI:'r, spinner.flow. 
acoustic velncitylfiill '>Vavefimn acnustic, 
densit1!pnmsity. gamma. neutron. singfl:' 
point resistance or electric ({ong/short 
normal or inductance) methods as rnluired 
hv the Department. 

Sections 6.:\.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.::U of Part 6 
of the draft Permit were combined to create 
Section 6.5.17.1 0.2 of Part 6 of the final 
Permit. 

Soil-vapor and groundwater monitoring 
wells are possihle to construct within the 
same borehole through use of separate 
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Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

casing and screening materials. Monitoring 
intervals of the vapor sampling intervals are 
separated from each other using the same 
sealing tedrniques as for standard 
groundwater monitoring wells. Care must be 
taken to prevent the construction of poor 
quality seals that could lead to cross 
contamination. 

The alternative is to drill separate boreholes 
to install soil-vapor monitoring wells. 

Permit Modification As indicated above. 

343 114 6.3.6.2.3 6 KAFB Reference to Sec. 5.3.11.2 needs to be corrected; that Sections 6.3.6.2.1 through 6.3.6.2.3 of Part 6 
section does not exist in the permit. of the draft Permit were combined to create 

Section 6.5.17.10.2 of Part 6 of the final 
Permit. 

NMED has conected the citation. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
-

344 116 6.3.6.5 KAFB Pressure grouting is not necessary for monitoring wells Part 6, Section 6.3.6.5 of the draft Permit is 
installed at KAFB in the regional and perched aquifers now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.1 0.5 of the 
due to the depth of the wells (300-500 feet) which final Permit. 
results in sufficient weight to compress the grout to It was the intent of the NMED to prohibit 
ensure that bridging does not occur and that an adequate the placement of grout by simply dumping it 
seal is created between the casing and the boring. from a container at the surface into lh·e 
NMED should allow the grout to he placed by gravity annular space. The tremie pipe method 
feed. The thick vadose zone and hydrostatic head of the allows the controlled placement of grout into 
grout in the tremie pipe will result in a high quality the annular space at depth, thus, reducing 
annular seal. The requirement for pressure grouting is the potential to damage the filter pack and 
excessive, costly. and unnecessary. filter pack annual seal, and reducing the 

chance that bridging of the annular space 
will occur. 

Permit Modification: The second sentence 
of the third paragraph of Section 6.5. I 7 .I 0.5 
of Patt 6 of the final Permit has been revised 
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r------------.--------------.-------------.--------------.----------------.-----------------------------------------------------r-----------------------------------------, 
Comment 

No. 

345 

'---

Page No. 

117 

117 

Sedion No. Subsection 

6.3.6.8 

6.3.6.1) 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

There is no Section 5.4.6. I 0 in the draft permit. 

Recommend revising requirement to allow well 
construction summary infonnation to be submitted w; 

pm1 of the project report at the time that report is 
scheduled for submission. As written this section will 
require the submittal of an additional report since the 
well construction info will presumably be reiterated in 
more detail in the actual project report most likely 
submitted at a later time. Otherwise, change to 90 days 
for the well completion report to allow for analytical 
sample results, well record from the driller. bore logs 
etc. In many cases. receiving Std lab TAT for data 
results can take as long as 3 wceb. Time needs to be 
allowed to provide bore logs etc to driller so that they 
can generate the \veil record. Many times they are busy 
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NMED Response 

to react: 

The grout shall he placed into the anrmlar 
space hv the trernie pipe method. fi·mn the 
top of thefilter pack annular seal to 1vithin a 
.f(>wfeeto(the ground st.uji1ce; ho\1'1!1 er. !hi! 
grout shall hi! installed at intl!tvals 
necessary to a!lmr it time to cure and not 
danwgl! thefilter pack urfilter pack <mnular 
seal during installation o(lhe grout. 

Part 6. Section 6.3.6.8 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6, Section 6.5.17.1 0.8 of the 
final Permit. 

NMED has com~cted the citation. 

Permit Modification: The second sentence 
in Section 6.5.17.1 0.8 of Pan 6 of tht: final 
Permit has been revic;ed to read: 

The construction lufi and dia(!.ram and the 
!wring lug shall contain at a mininwm the 
infimnatinn requirl!d wula Permit Section 
6.5. 17. 10./0. 

Pmt 6. Section 6.3.6.8 of the draft Permit is 
now in Part 6. Section 6.5. 17.10.8 of the 
final Permit. 

The well completion rep011 is intended to be 
a summary. Its main purpose is to provide 
N MED the well construction log. the well 
boring log. and the well development log for 
each well soon after the well has been 
completed. The completion of the wurk for 
the entire project could take several years. If 
the desired information was held back for 
the final project report. the NMED wo.)Uld 
not have access to this basic information for 
perhaps several years. This is unacceptable 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commcnter's 
SummaQ' of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

with other projects and we need to wait for them to to the NMED. 
provide this re.cord. Well construction logs, well boring logs, and 

well development logs can be completed 
without the assistance of analytical 
laboratory services. The information needed 
to complete these reports is gathered during 
well drilling. construction, and development. 
Therefore, 30 days should be adequate time. 

Permit Modification: None 

347 117 6.3.6.9 I '1 Paragraph KAFB Recommend adding the option to abandon wells using Part 6, Section 6.3.6.9 of the draft Permit is 
power-grouting technique rather than over drilling for now in Part 6. Section 6.5.17.10.9 of the 
all wells at KAFB. Over drilling is the prefened final Permit. 
technique usually when the well materials if left in 
place, serve as a source for groundwater contamination, 

Over drilling is limited in the Permit to cases 
or the construction of the well could allow cross-
contamination of deeper water bearing zones. Most all 

where wells have casing diameters not 

wells at KAFB are constructed of PVC and were exceeding 2 inches. The NMED is not 

installed using up to date protocol in BWP. Unless aware of any existing wells at the Facility 

there is specific evidence that a well has been 
that have a casing diameter of 2 inches (or 

compromised or has contributed to groundwater 
less). The large depth to groundwater in 

degradation then the wells should be power grouted most areas at the Facility precludes from a 

rather than over drilled and removed. Over drilling is a practical standpoint using wells constructed 

much more costly option and not necessary in most 
with 2 inch (or less) diameter casing. Thus, 
such wells are not expected to be of 

cases. 
common occurrence at the Facility in the 
future. 

It may be difficult to adequately grout a 2 
inch (or less) diameter well to prevent the 
well from becoming a preferential pathway 
for transpmting contaminants from the 
surface to groundwater. Thus, NMED did 
not make the suggested revision. 

Permit Modification: None. 

348 117 6.3.6.l) 2"<1 Paragraph KAFB Recommend revising requirements for over drilling Part 6, Section 6. 3. 6. 9 of the draft Permit is 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

small diameter wells to include "as appropriate". It is no\v in Part 6. Section 6.:1.17.1 0. 9 of I he 
not always technically feasible nor necessary to over final Permit. 
drill any well vs. pressure grouting it for abandonment. See NMED response to Comment #~47. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

149 liS 6.3.6.9 3"1 Paragraph KAFB Please delete this paragraph or allow variances for Part 6, Section 6 . .1.6. 9 of the draft Permit is 
abandoning the well in place instead of removing the no\v in Part 6. Section 6.5.17.1 0.9 of the 
well casing. final Permit. 

NMED has revised the final Permit to allow 
for the abandonment of large diameter wells 
by grouting the well in place. 

Permit Modification: The subject text of 
Section 6.5 .17 .I 0. 9 of Pm1 6 of the final 
Pem1it has been revised to read: 

For larger-diameter vVPlls ri.e. grPater than 
2-inch), the Permittee mav attempt to 
remm·e the well casing nr grout the H·l'lf in 
plaa. 

.. 

350 120 6.3.6.11 KAFB Presumably vapor well design will be "approved" by the Part 6, Section 6.~ .6.11 of the draft Permit is 
t\'MED as part of overall work plan approval. Will a now in Part 6. Section 6.5.16 of the final 
separate approval be required outside of the work plan? Permit. 
And if so what will be the mechanism to document that The last sentence of the la.;;t paragraph of 
and what will be the turnaround for approval? what is now Section 6.5. 16 of Part 6 nf the 

final Permit states that the design of a soil-
vapor well must be approved hy the NMED. 

Site-specific soil-vapor well designs will 
nonnally he approved by the NMED as a 
part of investigation work plans or other 
plans. So in most cases there will nol be 
separate work plans for vapor well 
installations and vapor sampling. 

Permit Modification: The last sentence of 
the last paragraph of what is now Section 

'-------· 
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

6.5 .16 of Part 6 of the final Permit states: 

The design and depth r1{instal!ation must be 
approved by the Department. 

.. 

351 121 1.1 General KAFB 2nd paragraph. Delete "(the collective name for the Section 1.1 of Attachment I of the draft 
Description Open Burn Unit and Open Detonation Unit)". The EOD Permit is now in Section 1.1 of Attachment 

Range does not always imply the OB and OD units. A of the final Permit. Requirements •mel 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Pennit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

NMED has modified the final Pe1mit 
accordingly. 

Permit Modification: The first sentence of 
the second paragraph of Section 1.1 of 
Attachment A of the final Permit ha5 been 
modified to read: 

The OD Unit is located on the EOD Range 
in the south-central portion of'KAFB . 

.. 

352 122 1.2 Description KAFB Top of page. The last sentence conflicts with Permit Section 1.2 of Attac1mlent I of the draft 
Part I, page I, Section 1.2, 4th paragraph, with respect Pem1it is now in Section 1.2 of Attachment 
to treatment of non-hazardous wastes. Revise to allow A of the final Permit. Requirements and 
service in support of vru-ious agencies listed in Table 5-l authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
of Attachment 5. removed from the final Pe1mit. See NMED 

response to Comment #1. 

There was no conflict in the draft Permit. 
The subject language described what the 
Pe1mittee is doing at the OD Unit a5ide from 
the treatment of hazardous wastes, and was 
taken from information provided in the 
Pe1mittee' s Application (see lines 30-32 on 
page 2-l of the application). 

The final Permit does not authorize the 
treatment of nonhazardous waste. See 
NMED's response to Comment #21. To 
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.---------.----------r---------..---------,-----------,-----------------------------------------,--------------------------·-----, 
Comment 

No. 

153 

354 

Page No. 

122 

122 

Se<.1ion No. Subsection 

1.2 Description 

1.2 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

I st complete paragraph. Insert "NEW" after "pounds" 
in Line 2. and delete". as indicated in Permit 
Attachment 4. Lists of Authorized Wastes". Permit 
Attachment 4 does not discuss treatment capacities. 

2nd paragraph. Insert "NEW" after "pounds" in Line I 
and change (i.e .. correct) "18,000" to" I 00.000" in Line 
2. 

Inse11 "NEW" after "pounds" in Line 2. 

In Line 3, Photo I is referenced. hut is not included in 
the draft permit. Photos do not need to be included in 
the pennit. Delete reference to photn. 

lrcl p::u·agraph, 2nd sentence: Revise to read "Treatment 
operations shall he conducted only under the climatic 
conditions described in Section 2.2.6 of this Attachment 
(2).'' 

NMED Response 

avoid confusion, NMED has deleted the 
subject language from what is now 
Attachment A of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbove. 

Section 1.2 of Attachment I of the draft 
Pem1it is now in Section 1.2 of Attachment 
A of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

See NMED response to Comment #99 
regarding the use of the unit NEW and 
changing treatment capacities. Details 
concerning the treatment capacity of the OD 
Unit have been deleted from Attachment A 
of the final Pe1mit as they were redundant 
with text found in what is now Section 3.1 
of Petmit P::ut 3 of the final Permit. 

Photo I of the draft Penn it, a photograph of 
the OB Unit, was deleted from the final 
Pennit for the reason mentioned abo~ e. 

HPwever. NMED did not delete all 
photographs from the final Permit (see 
Figure 1-2 of the final Permit). NMED will 
include photographs in the final Permit as it 
deems necessary. A photograph of a 
hazardous waste management unit can help 
clarify what the unit looks like. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 
··------1 

Section 1.2 of Attachment I of the draft 
Permit is now in Section 1.2 of Attachment 
A of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 

__ L_ _______ L_ ________ L_ ______________________________ L_ ____________________ ~ 
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Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

Details concerning restrictions on treatment 
operations due to climatic conditions have 
been deleted from Attachment A of the final 
Pem1it. as they were redundant with text 
found in what is now Section 3.2 of Pe1mit 
Prut 3 of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

355 )')? 1.3.1 Routes of KAFB I st paragraph. Line I . Delete ", shown on Map 1-1." Section 1.3 .1 of Attachment I of the draft 
Travel Second paragraph. Revise to delete reference to Map 1- Permit is now in Section 1.3 of Attachment 

I .This map was not included in the draft permit and A of the final Permit. 
should not be included in the final permit. The NMED did not delete the map and the 

reference for the map from the final Permit 
as the information presented on the map 
may be helpful to those that are not familiar 
with the Facility, including members of the 
public. The NMED will include maps in the 
Pem1it as it deems necessary. 

If the map was missing from the Permittee's 
copy of the draft Permit, the Permittee 
should have infmmed the NMED so that 
NMED could provide KAFB with a copy of 
the map. Additionally, during the public 
comment period. the public was instructed 
to review the map on NMED's web site at: 

http:// w \VW .nmen v. state.nrn.us/hwb/k afhpcr 
m.html. 

Map 1-1 ha<; been relabeled as Figure 1-1 in 
the final Permit. See response to Comment 
#353. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
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Comment 
No. 

l:'i6 

Page No. 

122-123 

Section No. Subsection 

1.3 all 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Take out except where specifically related to the 
treatment of hazardous waste at the OB/OD unit. 

NMED Response 

Section 1.3 of Attachment 1 of the draft 
Pennit is now in Section 1.3 of Attachment 
A of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

NMED deleted most of text in Se(:tion 1.3 of 
what is now Attachment A of the final 
Pem1it. The text that remains discusses 
chief1y the roads providing acccs!' to the OD 
Unit a~ requested in the comment. 

Permit Modifications: Section 1.3 nf 
Attachment A of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

A svstem uf' interior roculs. shoM'Il mz Figure 
l-1 (Pernzit Part l !. is maintained at KAFB. 
Ahout 78 total miles of' ro1uh-ray exist. of 
v,hich ulmut 33 miles ar!' pm·ed. 
Traffic access to and egress from the OD 
Unit is along the muds shown on Figure 1-/ 
( Pnmit Part 1}. The roads along wll!ch 
wastes are tra11.1ported to the EOD Rmzge 
within KAFB include Southgate Aren11e. 
Ha rdi11 Boulevard. Pennsylvania Street. 
Wvoming Boulevard. Lovelace Road. and 
Demolition Range Ruad. 

Sections 1.3.2- 1.3.4 were deleted from the 
final Permit. 

~---------+----------~----------~----------4-------------4--------------------------------------------r----------------------------------~ 

?·57 123 1.3.2 Traffic 
Volume 

KAFB Last paragraph. Insert "NEW" after "pounds" in Line 4. I Section l.l.2 of Attachment I of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Permit. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See N MED response to 
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Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

Comment#!. 

Concerning the use of the unit "NE\V''. see 
NMED's response to Comment #99. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbove. 
-

358 Attachments General KAFB Tlu·oughout the attachments. organics and metals are The comment appears to refer to Attachment 
limited to certain constituents; however, the Part A lists 4 of the draft Penn it. Attaclunent 4 of the 
more constituents in case they are potentially contained draft Pennit is now Attachment B. 
in future wastes to be treated. Revise to be less limiting. Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Replace Attachment 4 with pages 6 and 7 of 7 from the Unit have been removed from the final 
Part A which, as stated on page 3 of the fact sheet, Petmit. See NMED response to Comment 
includes a list of the types of wastes managed. #I. Thus, Attachment 4, Table 4-l. of the 

draft Petmit has been deleted from 
Attachment B of the final Penn it. 

Attachment 4, Table 4-2, of the draft Permit 
is now Table B-1 of Attachment B: List of 
Hazardous Wastes Authorized to be Treated 
at the Open Detonation Unit. 
Table B-1 of Attachment B lists the wastes 
and their associated Hazardous Waste 
Numbers that the Permittee is authorized to 
treat at the OD Unit. The wastes listed in 
Attachment B were obtained from the 
Pem1ittee's Part A, with the exception that 
NMED added in the waste type and 
Hazardous Waste Number for benzene 
which according to the Permittee's 
application is used as a safing fluid t<) 
stabilize some explosive wastes. 

If a waste type and Hazardous Waste 
Number is missing, the Permittee should 
have specified in the comment exactly what 
is missing. NMED would have considered 
adding any missing waste types and 
Hazardous Waste Numbers if they \Wfe 
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Page No. 

~----------r---------·-

359 

360 

Sedion No. Subsection 

Attachments General 

Attachments General 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar)' of Comment 

Throughout the attachments (e.g., Attachment I, page 
123, Section 1.3.2. first paragraph), references are 
included in the text, but no reference section is 
provided. Delete references within the text if a 
reference section will not be included in the permit. 

Through the attachments, acronyms are introduced 
and/or used inconsistently 1 e.g .. in Section 1.6. etc.) and 
a list of acronyms/abbreviations is not included in the 
draft pem1it. Use acronyms consistently (and provide a 
list of acronyms/abbreviations) or don't use them at all. 

NMED Response 

identified in the comment as being excluded 
from the list of allowed wastes in what is 
now Permit Attachment B. However, 
NMED will not issue a "'blanket permit'' to 
allow treatment of anything because to do so 
would not be protective of human health and 
the environment. 

N:\1ED did not inse11 pages of the Part A as 
Attachment B. The Part A contains 
in formation that is not needed in Table B-1 
of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

NMED has deleted many of the reference 
citations and their corresponding references. 
References cited in the final Permit are 
listed in the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

NMED is not aware of any circumstance 
where the use of an acronym in the draft 
Permit was inconsistent. A list of 
abbreviations/acronyms has been included in 
the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated ~Lbove. 
r---------r----------r----------r----------r----------_,----------------------------------------+-------------------------------4 

361 Attachment I General KAFB The information in this attachment should only address 
required permit conditions. either in this attachment or 
elsewhere in the permit. Appendices A and H that were 
included in the permit application were provided only to 
meet permit application n:quiremcnts. 1md the 
information included is subject to change over the life 
of a I 0- year permit. KAFB should not be subject to 
requesting a permit modification (<md incurring the 
relatec!Lmnecessary expense) 1m y and every time a 
minor change to this information occurs: thus. most of 
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Attachment I of the draft Permit is 110\V in 
Attachment A of the final Perm it. 

NMED agrees that much of the information 
that was included in Attachment I of the 
draft Pennit was not necessary or was 
redundant. Thus, much of the text in 
Attachment I of the draft Permit was deleted 
from what is now Attachment A ofth.; final 
Permit. 
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Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

this attachment should be deleted. Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
.. 

362 124 Attachment I 1.4.2 KAFB SWPPPs are under the purview of the Clean Water Act Section 1.4.2 of Attachment I of the draft 
not RCRA. Please cite the regulatory authority for Pem1it has been deleted from the finn! 
HWB to require this infom1ation in the RCRA permit. Petmit. 

See NMED's response to Comment #8 
regarding the regulation of surface waters 
under RCRA. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

363 124 1.4.2 Floodplain KAFB Revise first paragraph to delete reference to Map 1-1, Section 1.4.2 of Attachment I of the draft 
Standard which should not be included in the final permit. This Permit has been deleted from the final 

map was provided with the application only to meet the Petmit. See NMED response to Comment 
requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 270.l4(b )(19). #362. 

See NMED's response to Comment #355 

2nd paragraph. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans concerning Map 1-1. which is now Figure 1-

are required by the Clean Water Act and regulated by I in the final Permit. 

the NMED Surface Water Quality Bureau. See NMED"s response to Comment #8 

Samplinghmalysis data are submitted in accordance regarding the regulation of surface waters. 

with SWQB requirements. RCRA does not require the Permit Modification: See NMED's 
submittal of storm water sampling and analysis data. responses to Comments #8, 355, and .362. 
Delete this permit condition. In addition, it has nothing 
to do with the tlooclplain standard. 

364 124 1.5 Topographic KAFB Delete this section. Map 1-1 was provided with the Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Map application only to meet the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § Unit have been removed from the fin<d 

270.14(b)(l9). Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED has deleted Section 1.5 of 
Attachment 1 from the final Permit because 
the maps submitted with the Permit 
Application ru·e adequate. 

See NMED's response to Comment #355 
concerning Map 1-1 of the draft Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
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Page No. Sedion No. 

1------t--------+---
365 125 

366 128 Attachment I 

367 128 Ul 

Subsection 

1.8 

Hydrology 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Second bullet. lf Section 1.5 is not deleted, delete this 
bullet and Figure 1-6. A wind rose is on Map 1-1 (Map 
A-I in the application). 

The Depatiment makes many references to the regional 
hydrogeologic characterization work completed by 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNLl. thereby accepting 
this work as reliable for detennination of regional 
hydrogeologic conditions. The Permit contains many 
requirements for the performance for regional 
characterization work. The Permit should specifically 
state that, where relevant information from SNL already 
exists, the data is acceptable for use by KAFB to meet is 
Pem1it condition requirements. 

2nd paragraph, last line. Insert a dash in ";;emi 
confined" or make it one word. 
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NMED Response 

See also NMED's response to Comment 
#355. 

NMED has deleted Section 1.5 of 
Attachment I from the final Permit. See 
NMED's response to Comment #364. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #364. 

Section 1.8 of Attaclunent I of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Permit as the same information is provided 
in the Application and is not needed in the 
final Petmit. Accordingly, Subsections 
1.8.1- 1.8.3 of Attachment I of the draft 
Permit were also deleted from the final 
Permit. 

NMED does not necessarily agree wilh. or 
accept a.s reliable or representative. all data 
or conclusions of SNL's hydrogeologic 
characterization study. The references in 
Section 1.8 (and the subsections thereof) of 
Pennit Attachment I were taken from the 
Pennittee · s Application (see referenc,~s in 
Section H.4, Appendix H). 

Where SNL data exists. the Permittet: is free 
to submit the data on its behalf. Hovvcver. 
NMED will decide whether the data are 
acceptable and whether any conclusions 
drawn from these data me acceptable 

Permit Modification: As indicated :tbove. 

Section 1.8 of Attachment I of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Permit. See NMED's response to Comment 
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No. Name 

#366. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #366. 

368 129 1.8 KAFB 2nd full paragraph, Line 5. Insert "available" before Section 1.8 of Attachment I of the draft 
"hydrologic", as written in the application. Pem1it has been deleted from the final 

Permit. See NMED · s response to Comment 
#366. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #366. 

369 130 1.8.2 Vadose Zone KAFB I st paragraph, last sentence. This was not included in Section 1.8.2 of Attachment I of the draft 
the pe1mit application. Where was this information Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
obtained? Permit. See NMED · s response to Comment 

#366. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #366. 

-
370 130 1.8.3 Ground water KAFB 1st paragraph, last sentence. Replace this sentence with Section I .8.3 of Attachment I of the draft 

the one included in the permit application. Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED's response to Comment 
#366. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #366. 

.. 

371 132 1.9.2 Winds KAFB I st paragraph, last sentence. Per the wind rose provided Section I. 9 of Attachment I of the draft 
on Map A -1 of the permit application. prevailing winds Permit has been deleted from the final 
are from the east. Replace this sentence with the Permit as the srune information is provided 
language provided in the permit application. and delete in the Application and is not needed 111 the 
the reference to Figure 1-6. final Permit. Accordingly, Subsections 

1.9.1-1.9.2ofAttachment I ofthedraft 
Pe1mit were also deleted from the final 
Penn it. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

372 132 Attachment I 1.10 KAFB Section 1.10 of Permit Attachment l specifies that the Section 1.1 0 of Attachment I of the draft 
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Control Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Board regulates the air quality in Bernalillo County. Pennit as the same information is provided 
Therefore air quality requirements specified in the draft in the Application and is not needed in the 
permit should be deleted. final Permit. 

See also NMED response to Comment #8 
concerning the regulation of air quality 
under RCRA. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
-

373 136 2.0 Introduction KAFB 4th paragraph. last sentence. The second I 0 in "I 0 I 0" The relevant text of Attachment 2, Section 
should be in superscript. 2. 0 of the draft Permit is now in Attachment 

A, Section 1.2 of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED has corrected the error. 

Permit Modification: The last sentmce in 
the 4th paragraph of Attachment A. S•xtion 
1.2 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

Fickett and Davis ( 1979! explain rha• a 
good solid expfusive cum·erts energy Cit a 
mre of'/010 watts per ScJUare centimeter ar 
its detunation.fi'unt. 

---- .. 

374 136 Attachment 2 3"1 Paragraph KAFB Recommend changing the language to read: '· ... (EPA, The relevant text of Attachment 2, St:•2tion 
1986)(SW-846L Section 7.3, as mnended. the definition. 2.0 of the draft Permit is now in At1:1chment 

A, Section 1.2 of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#1. 

NMED has made the recommended change 
-- -- -----------
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

with minor revisions. 

Permit Modification: The 3'd sentence of 
the 3rd paragraph of Section 1.2 of Permit 
Attachment A of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

As stuted in Chapter 7, Section 7.3. ofSW-
M6 (EPA. 19(56), as amended, the definition 
of' reactivi('Y "is intended to identifY Hastes 
that. because of' their extreme instahility and 
tendenc.v to react violently or explode, pose 
a problem ar all stages of' the waste 
mcmagen1ent process". 

375 l37 2.1.1 The Open KAFB Delete 'The" in the title of the section, to be consistent Section 2.1 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Burn Unit with Section 2.1.2 (Open Detonation Unit). Pennit has been deleted from the final 

Permit. Subsection 2.1.1 of Attachment I of 
the draft Permit was also deleted from the 
final Pe1mit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
" 

376 none given Roll-Off KAFB Engineering drawings are provided that are specific to Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Containers the construction and specifications for the OB Unit. Unit have been removed from the final 

Delete the Cooper Tank Roll-Off Containers page. Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
Also, delete "is the equivalent of a Cooper Tank Roll- #I. 
Off Container." on page 138. I st paragraph. Line 2 Figure 2-3 containing the drawings of the 

Cooper Tank Roll-Off Containers was 
deleted from the final Permit. 

Section 2.1.2 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#375. Consequently, the phrase "is the 
equivalent of a Cooper Tank Roll-Off 

---
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,------.---------,------------,,--------.--------,----------------------.-------------··---, 

Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
SummaQ· of Comment 

NMED Response 

Container" has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

r-------r-----------r---------r-----------r-------------r-------------------------------------------r----------------------------··----~ 

377 138 2.1.1 OB Unit KAFB 

.178 138 2.1.2 OD Unit KAFB 

379 138 2.1.2 KAFB 

[__ ___L 

(I) 2nd paragraph. In Line 2, Figure 2-1 is referenced 
as Illustrating additional details of the retractable cover, 
which is inconect. Reference the correct figure, or 
delete this sentence. (2 l Line 6 discusses the OD unit 
(in the OB unit section). Move this sentence to Section 
2.1 .2. 

Section 2.1.1 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#375. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Revise 2nd sentence to read "Detonations are conducted I The relevant text of Section 2.1.2 of 
in pits, typically about :lOft long. 15 ft wide and about 
12ftdeep." 

The three strand fence was removed from the OB/OD 
unit as it is not required. 
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Attachment 2 of the draft Permit is now 
found in Section I. I of Permit Attachment A 
of the final Permit. 

NMED has made a similar revision to that 
suggested in the comment. Rather than use 
the term ''detonation". the NMED prefers 
the term ''treatment" because that is the 
purpose of the detonations. 

Permit Modification: The fourth sentence 
of the second paragraph of Section I. I of 
Attachment A of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

Tvpical excavations (craters, pits! where 
treatment takes place are rectan;.;ula ,. and 
are about 30fi'et Inn;.;. 15feet H'idl:' and 
ahuut I 2 feet deep. 

References to the three-strand barbed ·\vire 
fence have been removed from the final 
Penn it. 
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-
I 

Commenter's NMED Response Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection SummaQ' of Comment 

No. Name 

NMED has required in the final Permit that 
the boundary of the OD Unit be mark>.::d (see 
Section 3.2.1 of Part 3 of the final Permit). 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
-

380 139 2.2.1 KAFB Take out Para 3--The EPA can not and should not set With the exception of 3"1 paragraph, Section 
EOD and visitor limits. 2.2.1 of Attachment 2 has been deleted from 

the final Permit. The relevant text of the 
third paragraph has been moved to Part 3, 
Section 3.2.4.1 of the final Pem1it. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED did not delete the subject 
requirement and does have the authority 
under it5 omnibus authority (40 C.F.R. § 
270.32) to place restrictions on visitor 
access because of the need to protect human 
health. Operations conducted at the OD 
Unit are dangerous. and there should be 
considerable oversight of visitors, especially 
of visitors have no or little training in the 
hazards of explosives materials and 
hazardous wastes. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

381 139 2.2.1 SOPs KAFB I st paragraph, 1st line. Replace "180.000" with With the exception of 3"1 paragraph, Section 
"I 00.000" and insert "NEW" between "lbs" and ''of'. 2.2.1 of Attachment 2 has been deleted from 
1st paragraph, 3rd line. Insert "NEW" between the final Pem1it. Relevant text is now found 
"pounds" and "uncased". in Part 3, Section 3.1 of the final Permit. 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

See NMED response to Comments# 99 and 
l:'il. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

lR2 139 2.2.1 KAFB (I) 2nd p~u·agraph. Delete the second sentence (see With the exception of 3'd paragraph, Section 
Comment #4) or revise to read "Non-hazardous waste 2.2.1 of Attachment 2 has been deleted from 
shall not be treated unless it is used as fuel to sustain an the final Pe1mit. 
open burning event, serves as packaging for the Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
hazardous wastes that are treated in the Open Burn Unit Unit have been removed from the final 
or Open Detonation Unit, or are contraband/firearms Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
destroyed as a service in support of the various agencies #I. 
listed in Permit Attachment :'i, Table .5-1.". 

See NMED' s responses to Commenh #21 
(2) Insert ''NEW" after ''of" in 3rd sentence. and 99 concerning firearms and contraband. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

l83 139 2.2.2 Waste KAFB Line 2. Insert "meets the operating acceptance limits Section 2.2.2 of Attachment 2 has bedl 
Screening indicated above and'' between "waste" and "is". deleted from the final Permit. 

Requirements <md authorizations for the OB 
Unit hav.o been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

384 140 2.2.2 KAFB Take out Para 2 as air sampling is a city issue not a state See NMEfJ's responses to Comment# #8 
requirement. and 383. 

Permit Modification: See NMED re:;ponse 
to Comment #383. 

"" 

38.5 140 2.2.2 KAFB Top of page. Delete "in advance" from the first line. See NMED's response to Comment #383. 
Some preparations are conducted after the waste is Permit Modification: See NMED's 
transported to the units {e.g .. inspection of unit. raising I 

response to Comment #383. 

I 

range flag. etc.) 
L_______~ --L_ _____ - ----------------- ----- -------------------- -------------------------
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Comment 
No. 

386 

387 

Page No. 

140 

140 

Section No. 

2.2.2 

2.2.4 

Subsection 

Transportatio 
n 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

I st complete paragraph. Lines 2 and 3. Delete "and 
direction". Neither the permit application nor 
Attaclm1ent l describes the meteorological tower as a 
source for measuring wind direction. 

There is no Permit Condition 2.3.6. Did you intend this 
to read 2.2.6? 

4th bullet. Replace "cleared'' with "cleated", as 
indicated in the permit application. 

2nd paragraph, Line 8. Delete "ABC-type". EOD 
personnel are capable of detennining the type of fire 
extinguishers needed, and they may not always be 
ABCs. 

NMED Response 

See NMED's response to Comment #383. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #383. 

The relevant text of Section 2.2.4 of the 
draft Permit is now in Part 3. Section 3.8 of 
the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #l. 

NMED has co1rected the error in the 4111 

bullet concerning the word "c I eared" instead 
of "cleated''. 

NMED did not remove the requirement for 
ABC-type fire extinguishers. These types of 
fire extinguishers can handle most fir~s. ff 
additional fire extinguisher types are needed, 
then the Permittee should ensure that they 
are also available in good working condition 
on each transpm1 vehicle. fn accordance 
with 40 C.F.R * 264.32 (c), all facilities 
must be equipped with portable fire 
extinguishers , including special 
extinguishing equipment. such as that using 
foam, inert gas, or dry chemicals. The 
Pennittee should at a minimum be prepared 
to fight fires that include the burning of 
wood and wood products and fuels, and fires 
caused by electric spark. ABC-type fire 
extinguishers can handle such fires. 

The text of this requirement has been 
modified to make clear that at least two 

~------~--------~--------~--------~-----------L------------------------------------~-----------------------.. ----~ 
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Comment 
Page No. Se<.1ion No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar)· of Comment 

~MED Response 
No. Name 

ABC-type extinguishers should be available 
in each transport vehicle. 

Permit Modifications: The :rc~ build in 
Section 3.8 of Permit Pm1 3 of the final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

Strung, cleutt!d H.'ondt!n hoxl!s 

The fourth sentence of the second paragraph 
of Section 3.8 of Pm1 3 of the final Pc:rmit 
has been modified to read: 

Each transport Vt!hicte shall, at minimum, 
carrv one ABC-tvpe portahlefirl! 
I!Xtinguisha that is in opaatiunal crmditirm . 

.. 

388 140-142 2.2.3-2.2.6 KAFB Consider re-wording. EPA shouldn't govern the concept Sections 2.2.3- 2.2.6 of Attachment 2 of the 
of operations on the EOD range. The way these draft Pennit are now in Part 3, Sections 3.7-
pmagraphs read is if Step 2 was out of order then we 3.10 of the final Permit. Requirements m1d 
can be fined. authorizations for the OB Unit have been 

removed from the final Permit. See NMED 

In addition the Dept shouldn't govern explosive 
response to Comment #I. 

transport routes or explosive operations unless directed 
EPA is not issuing this Permit. The NMED 

by 40 C.F.R. (which there isn't any citations for these is issuing this Permit. 

paragraphs. Regmdless. both the EPA and the NrviED 
have the authority to regulate "explosive 
operations" conducted at a Subpm1 X 
hazardous waste treatment unit. Regulatory 
citations to the HWMR are included mainly 
in the Permit Pm·ts ( 1-6). which mostly 
contain regulatory requirements that are 
standard to all RCRA permits. 

The Permit Attachments (now A through M 
of the final Permit) are modified from 
language taken from the Permit Apphcation. 
NMED may or may not insert additional 
regulatory citations into Permit 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

Attachments. 

Most of the requirements of the subject 
Sections are not requirements that must be 
met in a spec.ific order. However, the 
NMED can enforce requirements that are 
not cauied out properly in sequence where 
the specific sequence is mandated. 

Requirements concerning transportation 
routes were taken from the Permittee's 
Application (Appendix A, Section A.2.1 ). 

Permit modification: None. 

389 141 2.2.5 Waste KAFB Last paragraph: Delete the requirement that waste Section 2.2.5 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Staging remaining at the Unit "shall be watched continuously by Pem1it is now in Part 3. Section 3.9 of the 

KAFB security personnel until it is possible to perform final Pe1mit. Requirements and 
the treatment or safely remove the \Vast e." The security authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
precautions (procedures and ban·iers to control entry) removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
are sufficient to protect the Unit until a treatment event response to Comment #1. 
can be completed. Permit modification: As indicated above . 

.. 

390 141 2.2.6 Waste KAFB 1st paragraph, Line 9. "Tean1 Chief' should be first Section 2.2.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Treatment letter capitals. Penn it is now in Part 3, Section 3.10 of the 

final Penn it. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment # 1. 

NMED has made the requested revision. 

Permit modification: The last sentence of 
Section 3.10 of Pem1it Part 3 has been 
revised to read: 

Thl:' Team Chil:',(slwll alsu ensure that 
treatment operations comply with all 
rl:'stricrions in this Permit, includint?, Pem1it 
Section 3.2.3. 

------
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Comment 
No. 

391 

I 

Page No. 

141 

}9~2 

Set1ion No. Subsection 

2.2.6 

2.2.6 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

2nd paragraph. Line 2. Replace "ten" with "five" (see 
Comment#ll6). Line8. Replace "15" with "20" (see 
Comment #116). 

(I) 41
h (5 1

h) paragraph. Line 6. Delete "stored off-site 
of the EOD Range". Moving such waste to store off site 
of the EOD Range poses unnecessary safety issues. The 
waste remains in the OB unit until treated again. 

(2l Line 7. Delete "or shipped off-site for treatment'". 
The waste is treated at the OB unit. 

(3) Line 9. Insert "the same or following day" after 
"again". per the permit application text. 

( 4) Last sentence: Revise to read "Hazardous wastes 
shall not be stored at the OB or 00 Units but may be 
staged at the OB Unit as described in Pennit Condition 
2.2.5 if a treatment event is aborted." 

NMED Response 

Section 2.2.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Pem1it is now in Part 3, Section 3.10 of the 
final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

NMED did not make the requested changes. 
NMED requires that treatment can only be 
conducted when wind speeds are no greater 
than 15 mph, and if extreme fire conditions 
do not exist at the time of treatment as 
specified in Sections 3.2.3.2-3.2.3.3 pf Part 
3 of the final Permit. See also NMED 
response to Comment #I 08. 

Permit modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #I 08 and as indicated 
above. 

Section 2.2.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Permit is now in Part 3. Section 3.10 of the 
final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

Wastes that are treated at the OD Unit are 
extremely hazardous to human health and 
must he se~w·ed at all times. Waste can not 
be stored at the OD Unit. and must be 
treated promptly (see Sections 3.9 and 3.11 
of Part 3 of the final Permit). Waste that can 
not be treated promptly must he removed 
from the OD Unit and can not be stmed 
overnight at the OD Unit. 

L-----------L------------L------------~-----------J---------------L-----------------------------------------------~--------------------------------------~ 
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Comment 

No. 

393 

394 

395 

Page No. 

142 

143 

143 

Section No. 

2.2.7 

2.2.7 

2.3 

Subsection 

Waste 
Management 

Practices 

IRI Wastes 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

SummaQ· of Comment 

(I) I st paragraph. Line 4. Insert " (if present)" after 
"metals". 

(2) Line 6. Insert", or by knowledge of process 
( KOP)" after "as needed". 

(3) Line 7. Insert "or KOP" after "analysis". 

(4) Line 9. Insert "or KOP" after "~malysis. 

(5) Line I 0. Insert "off-site" after "permitted". 

(I) 2nd complete paragraph. Line 2. Insert ", if 
necessary," after "sampled". 

(2) Line 3. Replace "samples" with "treatment 
residue''. 

( 3) Line 4. Replace the first "samples" with "treatment 
residue". and replace the second "san1ples" with 
"residue". 

(4) Line 8. Insert a dash between "than" and "90". 
Inseii "(if necessary)" after "analysis". 

(5) Last sentence: Revise to read "Treatment residues 
shall be removed from the OB Unit within two (2) 
working days after a bum or as soon as practicable in 
the case of inclement weather that prevents access to the 
Unit." 

40 C. FR.* 264. 17(a) specifies that "No Smoking'' 
signs must be conspicuously placed wherever there is a 
hazard from ignitable or reactive waste. It says nothing 
requiring that signs be posted in languages other than 
English. 
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NMED Response 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 2.2. 7 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Permit. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment#!. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

See NMED response to Comment #393. 

Permit Modifications: See NMED 
response to Comment #393. 

Section 2.3 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Pem1it is now in Section 2.11 of Part 2 of 
the final Pe1mit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

The inner fence no longer exists at the OD 
Unit, but the requirement to post signs also 
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Co~ment Page No. Set1ion No. Subsection ComN~enter's Summary of Comment NMED Response --~ 
1"10. , arne 

~------4---------~-------+--------~--------~----------------------------------+----------------------

396 144 2.4.1 Required 
Equipment 

KAFB Top of page, first line. Replace "decontamination" with 
"spill control". 

in Spanish is retained and is located in 
Section 2.1 of Permit Part 2 of the final 
Petmit. Considerable numbers of people m·e 
located in this area of New Mexico that can 
only speak and read Spanish. This, NMED 
did not remove the requirement to post signs 
in Spanish in addition to English. See also 
N MED response to Comment #41 0. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above . 
.. ----l 

Section 2.4.1 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Penn it is now Section 2.4.1 of Part 2 of the 
final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Pennit. SeeN MED 
response to Comment #I. 

Spill control and decontamination 
equipment are not the same thing. However. 
NMED has revised the requirement hy 
adding in spill control equipment. 

Permit Modification: The first sentt:nce of 
Section 2.4.1 of Permit Part 2 of the final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

As n!Cfllired hy 40 C.F.R. * 264.32. the OD 
Unit shall he equipped with or personnt'! 
shall have access to adt'quutt' emergency 
equipment. which includes em intenwi 
communication ecjuipment or alarm svstem. 
telephone or t\vo-wav radio. fire 
extinguishers. and fire c ontmf. spit! c .·Jntrol, 
and dt'contamination equipment. 

~--------~----------~-----------~----------~------------~---------------------------------------------r----------------------------.. ----~ 
'.97 144 2.-l.l 

'-------------

KAFB I st complete paragraph. Line 7. Replace "Two-way 
radios and cellular phones·· with "hand-held radios", as 
indicated in the permit renewal application. Only radios 
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Section 2.4.1 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Penn it is now Section 2.4.1 of Part 2 of the 
final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
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Comment 
No. 

398 

Page No. 

144 

Sedion No. Subsection 

:2.4.1 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

SummaQ' of Comment 

are listed in Table 8-:2. 

2nd paragraph. Line 3. Insert" A" before "portable" 
and replace ··extinguishers" with "extinguisher". 
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NMED Response 

removed from the final Pe1mit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

NMED did not make the requested revision 
concerning hand-held radios. Two-way 
radio does not mean the same thing as hand­
held radio. Two-way radios are capable of 
transmitting and receiving. It is imp<)rtmlt 
that personnel at the 00 Unit be abk to 
receive and transmit messages with 
emergency and management personnel at 
the Facility. 

Permit Modification: None. 

NMED assumes the comment actuall v refers 
to the 3'd paragraph of Section :2.4.1 c;f 
Pem1it Attachment :2 of the draft Permit. 

Section 2.4.1 of Attachment :2 of the draft 
Pe1mit is now Section :2.4.1 of Part :2 of the 
final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

NMED has made the requested revision that 
each vehicle will carry one fire extinguisher. 
Also, N MED has deleted the phrase 
"unplanned fire" and replace it with ''fire'', 
as even a planned fire could get out of 
control and require extinguishers. 

Permit Modification: The first sen~tcnce of 
the third paragraph of Section 2.4.1 of 
Pem1it Part 2 of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

All vehicles used at the OD Unit shall carry 
a portahle .fire extinguisher and a shovel. 
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Comment 

No. 

399 

400 

401 

Page No. 

144 

144 

145 

SedionNo. Subsection 

2.4.1 

2.4.3 Access. etc. 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar~y of Comment 

3rd p:.u·agraph, I st sentence: Revise to read "Shovels 
carried in the vehicles utilized at the Open Burn Unit 
and Open Detonation Unit and at the personnd hunker 
may also he used to manage spills." Personnel need to 
select the appropriate spill cleanup equipment and 
methods, which may or may not require the use of 
shovels. 

Lines 3 and 4. Replace "Two-way radios and cellular 
phones" with "hand-held radios", as indicated in the 
permit renewal application. 

NMED Response 

The comment did not clearly reference the 
Penn it text NMED assumes the comment 
actually refers to the 4tl' paragraph of 
Section 2.4.1 of Pem1it Attachment 2. 

Section 2.4.1 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Permit is now Section 2.4.1 of Part 2 of the 
final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

NMED did make a similar revision tr• the 
comment. clarifying that shovels must be 
available to manage spills, if needed for that 
purpose. 

Permit Modification: The 3'd paragraph of 
Section 2.4. i of Penn it Pan 2 has been 
revised to read: 

All vehicles used at the OD Unit slwl/ carry 
a portahlefire extinguisher and a shovel. i\t 
fpasr two porta hlP .fire I!Xtinguishers und at 
least t~vu shovels shall also he kl:'pl at the 
EOD personnel hunkerjr1r respnn.l'l:' •nfires 
or spills. 

The relevant text in Section 2.4.3 of 
Attachment 2 of the draft Permit is nnw in 
Section 2.4.1 of Part 2 of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

See NMEI)"s response to Comment :/1397. 

Permit Modification: None. 
-+----------+----------+------------~--------------------------------------+--------------------------.. ----4 

2.4.5 KAFB Who keeps supp011 agreements? Section 2.4.5 of Attachment 2 of the draft 

----------------------------~-------------------------------·------~ 
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,-----,------,------,-----,--------r-----------------,--------------------, 
Comment 

No. Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name Summary of Comment NMED Response 

Petmit is now incorporated into Section 
2.4.4 of Part 2 of the final Permit 

Section 2.4.5 of Penn it Prui 2 of the draft 
Petmit and Section 2.4.4 of Prut 2 of the 
final Permit state that the Permittee shall 
maintain the support agreements at the 
Facility. 

Permit Modification: None. 
r-------r-------~----~r-------~-------~------------------------------+-----------------------~ 

402 145 

403 145 

2.4.6 

2.4.6 

Preventive 
Procedures, 

etc. 

KAFB 

KAFB 

1st paragraph. Lines 6 and 7. Delete "prevent releases I Section 2.4.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
of hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents to soiL Pem1it is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of the 
sediment, surface water, and groundwater." The 
concept is ah·ead y covered in Line 4. "prevent runoff 
from escaping hazardous waste nHmagement areas". 

Take out Para 2. EOD is not the only authority that can 
transport to the EOD range. Manning levels make this 
an impossible task. 
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final Permit Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

NMED did not make the requested revision, 
as the subjed phrases in the comment do not 
refer to the s<mle thing. The first phrase in 
the comment is more general and refers to 
releases of contaminants to environmental 
media anywhere and by any mechanism; 
wherea~, the second phra-;e is limited in its 
meaning to only the migration of 
contan1inants via runoff. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section 2.4.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Permit is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of the 
final Petmit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Petmit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

The language was taken from the Permit 
Application. NMED did not delete '.);hat 
was paragraph 2 of Section 2.4.6 of Part 2 of 
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- ~ Comment , . . . Commcnter's , . NMED Res onse 
N 

Page No. SectiOn No. SubsectiOn N Summary of Comment p 
~ 1 arne 

404 14'\ 2.4.6 KAFB 

the draft Permit. However. NMED has 
modified the first sentence in the final 
Pem1it to allow any properly trained 
personnel to transport waste to the OD Unit. 

Permit Modification: The first sent<::nce of 
paragraph 1 of Section 2.4.5 of Pem1it Part 1 
of the final Permit has been revised to read: 

Onlv properlv trained personnel shall 
transport waste rn the OD Unit{l1r 
treatment. 

Last paragraph. Lines 2 andl. Delete "Open Burn Unit I Section 2.4.6 of Attachment 1 of the draft 
and". The OB unit is located within the OD unit area. Permit is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of the 
and as stated here, the text implies a berm sun-ounds 
each unit. 

final Pennit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Pe1mit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

NMED has revised the subject text to 
remove reference to the OB Unit. 

Permit Modification: The 2"1 sentence of 
the 3'd paragraph of Section 2.4.5 of Permit 
Part 2 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

A two~/()()! hi~lz earthen herm shall surround 
the OD Unit to prevmt run-otfjrnm the OD 
Unit.fl·mnflmvin~ to uther areas outside of" 
the treatment area. 

~----------+------------+------------+------------+--------------~-----------------------------------------------+--------------------------------------~ 

405 146 2.4.6 KAFB I st complete paragraph. Delete " -- the actual depth is 
currently unknovvn". The actual depth being an 
unknown is implied by the fact that there is a depth 
range and that it is predicted. In addition. this statement 
could easily prematurely and unnecessarily outdate the 
permit. 
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Section 2.4.6 of Attachment 1 of the draft 
Permit is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of the 
final Pem1it. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

The predicted range of depth is not a known 
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-
Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

SummarJ of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

fact based on empirical data. However, 
N MED has deleted the subject text from the 
final Penn it as it did not contain any 
requirements. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
-

406 146 2.4.6 KAFB 2nd paragraph, Line 4. Replace "immediately" with Section 2.4.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
"within a short period of time". If a forklift failed, a Permit is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of the 
different forklift would most likely be brought to the final Permit. Requirements and 
site, and the failed forklift would be repaired as soon as authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
possible rather than immediately. removed from the final Pe1mit. See NMED 

response to Comment #I . 

The tem1 "immediately" means that repairs 
or replacements are to be done without 
delay. The requirement does not mean that a 
repair or replacement has to be done within 
an instance (e.g. split second) of time. 

Permit Modification: None. 

407 146 2.4.6 KAFB 3rd paragraph. Line 5. Replace "had been" with "are" Section 2.4.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
and replace "receipt" with "acceptance for treatment". Permit is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of the 

final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

The subject text is redundant with text found 
in Section 1.3.1.1 of Attachment C of the 
final Permit. Thus. the text has been deleted 
from what is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of 
the final Pem1it. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

408 146 2.4.6 KAFB Paragraph 5, last sentence: Revise to read "The Section 2.4.6 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
retractable cover on the OB Unit shall be closed after Pem1it is now Section 2.4.5 of Part 2 of the 
treatment events to prevent <my treatment residues from final Pe1mit. Requirements and 
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Comment 
No. 

409 

..-------r------r------,,-------,,----------------------,----------------------, 

Page No. Section No. 

146 2.5 

Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 

KAFB 

Summar~y of Comment 

escaping to the atmosphere or other media before the 
residues are removed." 

2nd paragraph. Line 2. Delete "or after". Any waste 
that remains untreated at either unit will remain at the 
unit and treated again as soon as possible. 

NMEI> Response 

authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Perrnit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 2.5 of Attachment 2 of the dr:tft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Section 2.11 
of Prui 2 of the final Permit. Requirements 
and authorizations for the OB Unit have 
been removed from the final Permit. See 
NMED response to Comment #I. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
See NMED's response to Comment #392. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~-----~-------~---------~-----1--------1------------------------------r----------------------·--~ 

410 147 1.512.6.2 Prevention. 
etc. 

K ~ r-'""T\ 
ArD 

KAFB 

( l) There is no inner fence and therefore we cannot put 
up a No Smoking sign. As part of the safety brief given 
prior to each operation. each individual is instructed 
there is no smoking on the EOD range. 

(2) Top of page. Line 3. Replace ""wire fence 
surrounding the EOD Range'" with" KAFB facility's 
prope1iy line". This meets the requirement in 40 C.F.R. 

* 264.176. 

(3) Line 5. Delete ''and Spanish". See Comment #90 
[#395]. 

Section 2.5 of Attachment 2 of the draft 
Pennit is now incorporated into Section 2.11 
of Pmi 2 of the final Permit. Section 2.6.2 of 
Attachment 2 of the draft Permit is now 
incorporated into Section 2.1 of Part :~ of the 
final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Cnit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

( I) The requirement to post No Smoking 
Signs on the inner fence (which no longer 
exists) has been deleted from the final 
Permit. 

12) 40 C. FR. * 264.17(a) specifies that "No 
Smoking" signs must he conspicuou~ly 
placed wherever there is a hazru·d from 
ignitahle or reactive waste. In this case, 
pursuant to 40 C.F.R. ** 264.17fal and 
264.176. NMED requires that ignitable or 
reactive waste to be located at le<t~t 50 feet 

_J_ _____ J_ ______ ~----------------------L-----------------·----~ 
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r---------.----------.----------r---------.------------,----------------------------------------.-------------------------------, 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

from the wire fence surrounding the EOD 
Range. 

(3) See NMED's response to Comment 
#395. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
~----------+------------+------------+-----------~---------------r----------------------------------------------~-------------------------------··----~ 

411 147 2.6.2 

412 148 2.7.1 

Baniers and 
Means 

Introduction 

KAFB 

KAFB 

I st paragraph, Line 9. Delete "in places". 

(I) This section needs to be broken out into 2 sections, 
because certain records will be maintained at the EOD 
Shop. and others will be maintained at the EM Branch 
Office. 

(2) Line I should be used as the first line in each new 
section, but must conectly use the location terminology 
(there is no "EOD Bnmch office". it is the "EOD Shop". 

(3) For the EOD Shop records. include only Items l. 
2a-c, 2f-g, 6, 7, 16, and 17. 

(4) For the EM Branch Office records. include only 
Items 2d-e, 2h, 3-5, 8-ll. 13-15, and 18-20. In Item 2h. 
delete the second sentence. 

(5) The only equipment (with respect to Subpart BB) is 
the OB unit. and air emissions data are not collected for 
this unit. 

(6) Delete Item 12. This information for the operating 

The relevant text of Section 2.6.2 of 
Attachment 2 of the draft Permit is now 
incorporated into Section 1.4.2 of 
Attachment A of the final Permit. 

N.\1ED made the requested revision. 

Permit Modification: The next to last 
sentence of paragraph I of Section 1.4.2 of 
Pem1it Attachment A has been revised to 
read: 

KAFB is enclosed h.v a 7.5}(wt chain--link 
fence and hy harhed wire fence. 

Attachment 2. Section 2.7. I of the draft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Part 1, 
Section 1.23.2. 

(I) NMED has made the requested revision 
to separate the locations of records. 

(2) NMED has made the requested revision 
to change references to ''EOD Branch 
Office" to '"EM Branch Office". 

(3) NMED made the requested revision. 
Due to incorporation of this text with other 
text, the Waste Analysis Plan. Emergency 
Coordinator information, emergency 
equipment, and MSDs are also included in 
the listing. 

(4) NMED made the requested revision. 
Due to incorporation of this text with other 

'---------'--------'-----------'-----------'---------L----------------------------'--------------------------------' 
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Comme~ 

N~ 

413 

414 

Page No. 

148 

149 

Set1ion No. 

2.7.1!h) 

2.7.2 

Subsection 

Biennial 
Report 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

rccord is the sum of all the rccords required in this 
section. 

(7l Last paragraph. Replace "also be maintained at the 
EOD Rangc personnel bunkcr" with "be takcn in one of 
the vchiclcs to the EOD Range for cach treatment 
operation". 

Air emissions is a city requirement rutd not a mandatory 
record. 

Item 7. Replace "Treatment notices and their 
cettifications" with "The certit1cation". 

NMED Response 

tcxt. corrcctivc action documents, the Pcrmit 
Application, Inspection Plan, Closure Plan, 
and all monitoring information (including all 
calibration and maintenance rccords iUld all 
original strip chart recordings for continuous 
monitoring instrumentation) arc also 
included in the listing. 

( 4-5) NMED deleted the sccond sentence in 
Item #2h as requested in thc commenl. 

(6) NMED deleted Item #12 as requested in 
the comment. 

(7) The NMED did not remove thc 
requirement to maintain a copy of the 
Contingency Plan at thc EOD Pcr~>onnel 
Bunkcr. This is the only way to cnsure that 
the pian wiii be available on site should an 
cmcrgcncy occur. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

The relevant text has been incorporat,,~d into 
Section 1.23.2 of Prut I of the final P.~rmit. 

Nl\1ED did not delete the requirernenl. Sec 
also NMED response to Comment #S. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Attachment 2. Section 2.7.2 of the draft 
Permit is now Part 2. Section 2.16 of I he 
final Pcrmit. 

NMED did not make th.c requested revision. 
There is the possibility that there can be 
more than one treatment notice and 
certification 

Permit Modification: None. 
L______ ______ L-------------~------------L-----------~L---------------L-----------------------·--------------------------L---------------------------------------~ 
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Comment 
No. 

415 

416 

Page No. 

150 

150 

Section No. 

2.7.3 

2.7.4 

Subsection 

Unmanifeste 
d Waste 
Report 

Additional 
Reports 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

SummaQ· of Comment 

Item l. Delete "off-site". This term is not required by 
40 CFR. * 264.76, and waste may be accepted from 
SNL!NM, which is located within the KAFB "site". 

(1) Items 2 and 3. What are the regulatory 
requirements for these permit conditions'? 

(2) Item 4. Insert "Reporting" before "Requirements", 
replace ''264" with "264.1065". and acid "(40 CF.R. * 
264. 77(b) and * 264.115 )" after" closures". 
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NMED Response 

Attachment 2. Section 2.7.3 of the draft 
Pennit is now incorporated into Part 2, 
Section 2.15 of the final Penn it. 

The regulation at 40 C.F.R. § 264.76 
specifically refers to off-site facilities. Thus. 
NMED sees no need to delete the term '"off­
site'' from Item# l of what is now Section 
2.15 of Part 2 of the final Permit. 

Off-site means, in simple terms. located off 
of the KAFB Facility- e.g .. SNL would he 
an off-site source of waste. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Attachment 2, Section 2. 7.4 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Part ?.. 
Section 2.20 of the final Permit. 

(1) The regulatory requirements are at 40 
C.F.R. * 264.77 and 40 C.F.R. * 
270.30(1)( 1 0). 

(2) NMED deleted the requirement of item 
#4 of Section 2.7 .4 of the draft Permit. 
NMED has added '"treatment unit closures". 
which is included in 40 C.F.R. ~ 264.77. 
Also, in Item #I, NMED has deleted lhe 
word "unplanned'' as a modifier to the word 
'"fire" as it does not matter whether fires are 
planned or unplanned for the purpose of 
protecting human health and the 
environment. NMED also added to hem #l 
for purposes of clarification to include 
reporting of fires at or within 0.25 mile of 
SWMUs or AOCs. 

NMED added the regulatory citations "40 
C.F.R. ~ 264.77(b) and§ 264.11)" as 
requested in the comment. 
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Comment 
No. 

1-----
417 

418 

- ··~ , . . . Commenter's , , NMED Res onse 
Page No. SectiOn No. Subsection N I Summarv of Comment I p .arne • 

151 

151 

~ ") ., . .;., 

Attachment 1 

Procedures 
and Methods 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Permit Modifications: Section 2.20 of Part 
2 of the final Permit has been revised to 
read: 

In accordance with the requirements o{40 
C.F.R. * 264.77, the Permittee shall also 
report thefollmving to the Department. 
!.Releases of hazardous H·aste, ha::.ardou. 
constituents or contaminants, or any fires a 
or within 0.25 mile nf the OD Unit or an 
SWMU or AOC. 

2.Manifest discrepancies that cannot h 
resolved within 15 calendar davs afie 
receiving the waste, 

3.0ccurrences. if' any. when lza::ardnus wast 
is transported to the OD Unit in a containe 
ill rumcompiiance with regulator 
requirements and the requirement .• of thi: 
Permit. 

4. Treatment unit dosures (40 C. F.R. { 
264. 77( h! and 264.1 I 5 ). 

2nd paragraph. First sentence. Delete "both". delete I All of Attactunent 3 of the draft Permit ha.s 
"and'' in Line 2. and insert". and Federal air standards". been deleted form the final Permit. 

Line 5. Delete sentence starting with "For the OB 
Unit". The constituents modeled were taken from the 
original permit. The constituents in the "Pollutants'' 
column of Table 3-l do not correlate directly \Vith 
listings in Table 4-1. 

Please define the acronym "INPUFF' 
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Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Sec NMEIYs response to Comment #417. 

The INPUFF (INtegrated PUFF) is :t 
Gaussian integrated model designed hJ 

simulate dispersion of a puff generakd by a 
single point source. 

Permit Modifications: See NMED's 
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Comment 

No. 

419 

420 

421 

422 

Page No. 

152 

152 

!53 

157 

Section No. 

3.2 

3 3 

Table 3-1 

Attachment 4 

Subsection 

Results and 
Interpretation 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

response to Comment #417. 

Top of page. Line I. Delete sentence starting with "For See NMED's response to Comment #417. 
the OD Unit". See Comment #110. Line 3. Replace Permit Modification: See NMEO's 
"5,600" with" 1,600". In Supplement H-1 of the permit response to Comment #417. 
renewal application, it states the nearest off-site receptor 
is approximately one mile ( 1.6 kilometers) from the 
EOO Range. Unclear a<; to why NMED changed this 
distance in the draft permit. 

(I) Line 2. Replace "1.5" with "1.6". 

(2) Line 3. Replace "national" with "Federal". 

(3) Line 5. Insert" In addition to criteria pollutants." 
before "Over". 

(4) Line 6. Insert "other" before "constituents". 

(I) Carbon Monoxide should be italicized bold text, to 
he consistent with the rest of the table. 

(2) Non-Methane Hydrocarbons were not included in 
Table I of the permit renewal application Supplement 
H-1. 

(3) Where did the OB and 00 unit numbers come 
from? 

Tables 4-1 and 4-2. Return these tables to the Waste 
Analysis Plan (Permit Attaclm1ent 5) and replace with 
the information provided on pages 6 and 7 in the Part A. 

Tables 4-1 and 4-2 list the hazardous wastes known to 
be treated at the OB and 00 units to date: however. 
these tables should not be a permit condition to limit the 
authorized wastes that may potentially be treated at the 
units. That information was provided in the Part A, and 
it includes each listed hazardous waste that KAFB will 
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See NMEO"s response to Comment #417. 

Permit Modification: See NMEO"s 
response to Comment #41 7. 

See NMEO's response to Comment #417. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
response to Comment #41 7. 

Attachment 4 of the draft Permit is now 
Attachment B of the final Pem1it. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMEO response to Comment 
#I. 

Table 4-1 of Attachment 4 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

Table 4-2 of Attachment 4 of the draft 
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ComNment Page No. Section No. Subsection ComNmenter's Summary of Comment NMED Response -~ 
, o. arne 

~------~--------~-------+--------~--------~----------------------------------+----------------------
(or could) handle. as required for Section X IV of the 
Part A and as stated on page 3 of the fact sheet. 

Pem1it is now Table B-1 of Attachment B of 
the final Petmit. 

NMED will not issue a permit for a 
hazardous waste tr0atment unit without 
placing restrictions on what hazardou: 
wastes are authorized for tr0atment. Some 
wastes should not be treated via open 
detonation. See also NMED respom;(' to 

Comment #358. 

The list of authorized wastes in Permi 
Attachment B of the final Penn it was 
generated from Part A of the Permit 
Application. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
~--------~--------~----------~--------~-----------4----------------------------------------+--------------------------------~ 

423 1:'\7 Table 4-i KAFB 

424 1:'\7 4.0 KAFB 

Benzene was not included in Table B-2 of the permit 
renewal application. Why was it (and DO 18) added 
here'? 

Chromium vvas also not included in Table B-2 of the 
penn it renewal application. Why was it ( [U1d D007l 
added here? 

Move this table and Table 4-2 back into the Waste 
Analysis Plan. 

Also precluded us from destroying guns and other 
evidentiary materials for many law enforcement entities. 
For many units the EOD unit is tht' only unit that can 
safely and securely destroy these items. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#l. 

Accordingly. Table 4-1 of Attachment 4 of 
the draft Permit has been deleted from the 
final Pennit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 4.0 of Attachment 4 of the draft 
Permit is now Section 1.0 of Attachment B 
of the final Permit. 

See NMED's responses to Comments #21. 
22 and 422. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----------+-------------+------------+------------+--------------~----------------------·-------------------------+-------------------------------··------4 

Table 4-1/2 KAFB These list shouldn't he all inclusive, ratht:.cr a guide to be I Table 4-1 of Attachment 4 of the drar 
left to the expertise of the treating unit. Not all Penn it has been deleted from the fina 
explosives that EOD could potentially come in contact Pem1it. 

425 1:'\7-164 

L-----------L------------L-------------L-----------~--------------~----------------------------------------------~-------------------------------------~ 

Page 231 of 282 



July 2010 

Comment 
No. 

Page No. SedionNo. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

with are listed here, as it would be almost impossible. 

NMED Response 

Table 4-2 of Attachment 4 of the draft 
Pennit is now Table B-1 of Attachment B of 
the final Permit. 

The list must be all inclusive. See NMED's 
response to Comment #422. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
r--------t---------t---------+---------+-----------+------------------------------------~----------------------------~ 

426 I 166 I 5.1.1 

427 I 166 I 5.1.2 and 
5.1.2.1 

428 167 5.1.3 

429 168 5.1.3 

I Description I 

I 

I 

of Processes I 
Activities 

Wastes 
Managed 

Description 
of Units 

OB Unit 

I 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Last sentence. Some prepm·ations are conducted after 
the waste is transported to the units (e.g., inspection of 
unit, raising range flag, etc.). Delete or revise 
appropriately. (See Comment #406.) 

See Comment #55. All of the wastes listed on pages 6 
and 7 of 7 in the Part A can be treated at the units (see 
also page 3 of the fact sheet). Return text in these 
sections to that provided in the Waste Analysis Plan 
submitted with the permit renewal application. 

Section 5. 1.1 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Section 5.1.2 and 5.1.2.1 of Attachment 5 of 
the draft Permit are now incorporated into 
Section l .I of Attachment C of the final 
Pe1mit. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment#!. 

See NMED' s responses to Comment #422. 

Permit Modification: See NMED's 
responses to Comment #422. 

Line 3. Delete "also", and direct the reader to exactly Section 5.1.3 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
where in the referenced Pm1s (I. 2. 3) and Attachments Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
(2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9) specific information is found. Pem1it. 

1st bullet lnset1 "net explosive weight (NEW)" after 
"maximum" and delete "amount of hazardous waste". 
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Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 5.1.3 of Attaclunent 5 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment # l . 

See also NMED' s response to Comments 
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Comment 
No. 

··,-·----

Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

#99 and 428. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbove. 
~-------~---------+------------+------------+------------r------------------------------------+--------------------.. ---~ 

430 168 

431 168 

5.1.3 

5.2 

OD Unit 

Waste 
Analysis 

Parameters 

KAFB 

KAFB 

I st bullet. Insert "NEW" after "maximum" and delete 
"amount of hazardous waste". 

Section 5.1.3 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

See also NMED's response to Comment 
#99. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

l st paragraph. Line 5. Is '_'Conditions" usee~ co~s~~tently I Section 5.2 of Attachment 5 of the dt:aft 
throughout the draft penntt (I.e., wtth a capital C )'? Permit IS now mcorporated mto Sectton 1.2 

of Attachment C of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pamit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I 

To reduce confusion. NMED has replaced 
the word '·condition" with the word 
"'requirement" tlm1ughout the Permit 
whenever the two terms were intended to 
have the same meaning. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
~---------r----------~---------~----------4-------------4--------------------------------------------r---------------------------.. ----~ 

432 168 

--'-

5.2 Waste 
Analysis 

Parameters 

KAFB (I l 3rd paragraph, Line 3. Insert "the first time a 
specific waste is treated'' after "purposes''. The same or 
similar waste types will be sampled and analyzed for 
LDR purposes the first time a specific \Vaste is treated: 
thereafter, KOP will be used for characterization. 

Section 5.2 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.2 
of Attachment C of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 

(2) Insert "When sampling and analysis data for an ash I Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
restdue are avatlable. these data shall be used as KOP to #I· 
characterize futun:: identical or similar ash residues" at 
the end of this paragraph. 

Page 233 or 282 

Treatment residues and wastes must be 
characterized properly by knowledge of 
process or by sampling and analysis as 
appropriate (See 40 C.F.R. ~ 262.11 ). 



July 2010 

r-------,---------.-------~--------,----------,----------------------------------,----------------------··----~ 

Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name Summary of Comment NMED Response 

Permit Modification: None. 
r---------t----------r----------r----------r----------~----------------------------------------+--------------------------··----4 

433 168 5.2 wa~te 

Analysis 
Parameters 

KAFB 4th paragraph. Line I. Insert "potentially contaminated" 
before "treatment residues" and replace "will 
contaminate soil" with "may remain at the unit". 
Potentially contaminated treatment residues at the OD 
unit won't necessarily contaminate the soil. Line 2. 
Insert "potentially" after "monitor". 

Section 5.2 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.2 
of Attachment C of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#l. 

Treatment residues at the OD Unit h[tvc and 
will continue to contaminate soil. 
Nonetheless, the NMED has deleted the 
subject language from the Waste Analysis 
Plan (Attachment C) of the final Permit. 
Contaminated soil will be evaluated under 
implementation of the Annual Soil Sampling 
and Analysis Plm1 (Attachment D) and the 
Closure Plan (Attachment H) of the final 
Pem1it. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
r--------r---------+---------+---------+-----------+------------------------------------~-----------------------··----~ 

434 169 

435 169 

5.2.1 

5.2.1 

Criteria and 
Rationale 

Criteria and 
Rationale 

KAFB 

KAFB 

2nd paragraph. Line 3. Insert "the first time a specific 
waste is treated" before "using". Add "KOP will then 
be used to characterize the treatment residue when 
sampling and analysis data for an identical or similar 
residue are available". Using KOP for LDR purposes is 
allowed in 40 C.F.R. Pmt 268. Line 4: The permit 
renewal application states that treatment residues will be 
analyzed using the TCLP or total analysis methods, as 
appropriate. Revise permit condition to include or total 
analysis methods. as appropriate. 

3rd pm·agraph. The permit condition requires smnpling 
and analysis of treatment residues in all but one case 
(i.e., if all of the listed conditions are met). In addition 
to the conditions listed, the permit renewal application 

Page 234 of 282 

Section 5.2.1 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment# L. 

See also NMED's response to Comment 
#432. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 5.2.1 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. Requirements m1d authorizations for 
the 08 Unit have been removed from the 
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,-

Comment 
No. 

436 

437 

4~8 

Page No. 

169 

170 

171 

Section No. 

5.3 

5.3 1.2 

5.3.1.4 

Subsection 

Waste 
Characterizat 

ion 
Procedures 

Screening 

Phase I 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

specifics that KOP may be used in lieu of sampling and 
analysis for treatment of residues from identical wastes. 
Revise permit condition to allow KOP in lieu of 
sampling and analysis for treatment residues from 
identical wastes, or delete this paragraph. 

Line 5. Insert "or KOP" after "<malysis" 

Line 5 references Appendix 5-1: however. this appendix 
was not in the draft permit. Is inclusion of ~uch an 
appendix necessary. considering the EOD personnel are 
quite familiar with these forms and the fact that this 
information was pwvided for informational purposes 
only in the permit renewal application? Suggest 
deleting thi~ ~entence and ultimately this appendix. 

NMED Response 

final Pem1it. See NMED response to 
Comment# I . 

See also NMED's response to Comment 
#432. 

Permit Modification: As indicated :.tbove. 

Section 5.3 of Att..'lchment 5 of the dr~tft 
Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.3 
of Attachment C of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#J. 

See also NMED's response to Comment 
#432. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

Section 5.3.1.2 of Attachment 5 of th~:~ draft 
Penn it is now incorporated into Section 
1.3.1.3 of Attadm1ent C of the final Permit. 
Requirement~ and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pennit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

NMED believes it provided the Permittee 
with a copy of Appendix :'i-1 of Attachment 
5. However. the Permittee could hav,,~ 
requested a copy from the NMED if. in fact, 
the Permittee did not receive a copy. 

However. N!V1ED has deleted Appendix 5-1 
of Attachment 5 of the draft Permit from the 
final Pennit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
-------+----------------.. ----! 

I st complete paragraph following bullets. Line I. Section 5.31.4 of Attachment 5 of the draft 

Page 235 of 282 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

Verification Replace "deficiencies" with ''defects". Permit is now incorporated into Section 
1.3. 1.3 of Attachment C of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#l. 

NMED has made the requested revision. 

Permit Modifications: 

The first sentence of the last paragraph of 
Section 1.3.1.3 of Permit Attachment C of 
the final Penn it has been revised to read: 

Containers \'."ill he visually examinedfor 
defects such as dents. cracks. and corrosion. 

439 171 5.3.1.6 OB Unit KAFB I st p~u·agraph, Line 5. Insert "or K 0 P" after "data''. Section 5.3.1.6 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Treatment Pennit has been deleted from the final 
Residues Pe1mit. Requirements <md authorizations for 

the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment #1. 

See also NMED's response to Comment 
#432. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above . 
.. 

440 173 5.4.2 Testing and KAFB lst line. Replace "waste" with "ash residue generated at Section 5.4.2 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Analytical the OB Unit". The 2nd paragraph refers to Table 5-2, Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.4 
Methods which is for treatment residue generated by open of Attaclunent C of the final Permit. 
Selection burning. Requirements and authorizations for the OB 

Unit have been removed from the final 
Pe1mit. See NMED response to Comment 
#l. 

Table 5-2 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

Section 1.4 of Attachment C of the final 

Page 236 of 282 
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No. 
Comment I p N S t' N S b t' Commenter's S f C NMED Response ag'e o. , ec 1011 o. , u sec wn N , ummarv o omment 

arne • 

Pennit is not limited solely to treatment 
residue. It applies to all wastes. Thus. 
N MED did not make the requested revision. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

~-------+---------+---------+---------+-----------+------------------------------------~-----------------------··----~ 
441 173 

442 173 

443 174- 175 

5.5 

.'\.6.2 

5.6.2.1 

Waste Re­
Evaluation 

Frequencies 

LDR 
Requirements 

Generator 
Requirements 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

2nd paragraph. Line I. Insert "I e.g., KOP)" atter "data". I Section .'i . .'i of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Section l . .'i 
of Attachment C of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for t.he OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Line 3. Insert ".at the point of generation." before 
"must" and add ": this determination can be made either 
by testing the waste or using KOP" after "disposed". 
Either testing or u.'ing KOP is acceptable per 40 C. F. R. * 268.7(a)(l ). 

(I) I st paragraph. Line 5. Replace "EOD Shop" with 
"EM Branch Office". The EM Branch Office will be 
maintaining such records. a.s indicated in the permit 
renewal application. 

(2) 1st complete paragraph. Line 6. Insert "to the 
receiving facility," after "sent". Replace "EOD Shop" 
with "EM Br;.mch Office". 

(3) 2nd paragraph, Lines 2 & 5. Replace "EOD Shop" 
with "EM Br~mch Office". 

Page 237 of 282 

NMED did not make the requested revision 
as it is unnecessary. The text does nol 
prohibit the use of knowledge of process as 
data. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Attachment 5, Section 5.6.2 of the draft 
Permit was deleted from the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#1. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Attachment 5, Section 5.6.2.1 of the draft 
Permit vvas deleted from the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed ti·om the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
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.---------.----------r----------.----------.-----------,----------------------------------------.--------------------------~----, 

Comment 
No. 

444 

445 

446 

447 

Page No. 

174 

175 

17) 

176 

Section No. 

5.6.2.1 

5.6.2.1 

5.6.2.1 

5.6.2.2 

Subsection 

Generator 
Requirements 

Generator 
Requirements 

Generator 
Requirements 

Treatment 
Facility 

Requirements 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

(4) 4th paragraph, Line 5. Replace "EOD Shop" with 
"EM Branch Office". 

(5) 5th paragraph, Line 5. Replace "EOD Shop'' with 
"EM Branch Office". 

ltem 3. Delete "and their concentrations" and insert 
"chru·acteristic" before "wastes". Concentrations of 
UHCs are covered under Item 6. "'Waste analysis data. if 
appropriate." 

NMED Response 

Attachment 5, Section 5.6.2.1 of the draft 
Pem1it was deleted from the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED response to Comment 
#1. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

3rd pru·agraph, Line 2. Replace ''and" with "because it" I Attachment 5. Section 5.6.2.1 of the draft 
to more clearly describes why the soil would become Pem1it was deleted from the final Permit. 
waste. 

5th pmagraph. Line 3. Insert "statement in 40 C.F.R. s 
268.7(a)(3)(ii)" after "certification" to distinctly 
reference the certification statement requirements, as 
indicated in the permit renewal application. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pem1it. See NMED Response to Comment 
#l. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Attachment 5. Section 5.6.2.1 of the draft 
Permit was deleted from the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#l. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Top of page, Line 2. Insert ''Only the remaining" before I Attachment 5. Section 5.6.2.2 of the draft 
"residue". Pem1it was deleted from the final Permit. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fin;:~ 
Pe1mit. See NMED response to Comment 

L----------L----------~----------~----------~------------~-------------------------------------------L----------------------------~----~ 
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.-- .-------------.-------------.-------------.---------------.--------------------------------------------------,---------------------------------------, 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Name 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

#I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
--~----------~------------+------------+--------------4------------------------------------------------+-------------------------------------~ 

448 176 5.6.2.2 Treatment 
Facility 

Requirements 

KAFB (I) 2nd paragraph. Line 4. Replace "notification and" I Attachment 5. Section 5.6.2.2 of the draft 
with "one-time". Permit was deleted from the final Permit. 

(2) Line 6. ln~ert "initial" before "shipment" and add 
"as required by40 C.F.R. * 268.7(b)(4)" 

(3) Line 7. Replace ''and notice" with "shall be 
prepared in accordance with 40 CF.R. * 
268.7(b)(4)(iv)". 

(4l Line 8. Add··. as required hy 40 CF.R. * 
268.7(b)(5)". Returning the language to that included in 
the pennit renewal application more directly and 
completely informs the Permittee regarding these 
requirements. Notices are ultimately covered hy the last 
sentence, once the original language is retumed. 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Pennit See NMED response to Comment 
#l. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

~---------r----------+-----------+------------+-------------+-------------------------------------------+---------------------------------~ 

449 176 5.6.2.2 Treatment 
Facility 

Requirements 

KAFB (I) 3rd paragraph. Line 2. Replace "notification and" 
with "one-time". 

(2) Line 3. Insert "initial'' before "shipment" and insert 
'"',as required by40CFR * 268.7(bl(4)". 

(3) Line 4. Replace "and notifications" with "shall be 
prepared in accordance with 40 CFR. * 268. 7(b)(4l(Vl 
and''. Returning the language to that included in the 
pennit renewal application more directly and 
completely informs the Permittee regarding these 
requirements. 

(4) Lines 5 and 8. Replace "EOD Shop" with "EM 
Branch Office". The EM Br~mch Office will be 
maintaining such records, as indicated in the permit 
renewal application. 

Attachment 5. Section 5.6.2.2 of the draft 
Permit was deleted from the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for rhe OB 
Unit have heen removed fi·om the final 
Permit See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit :Ylodification: As indicated .:thove. 

~--------4-----------~----------~----------1-------------+-------------------------------------------4-----------------------------------~ 

450 176 5.6.2.2 Treatment 
Facility 

KAFB The 3rd complete paragraph from page B-19 in the 
W a.ste Analysis Plan submitted as Appendix B in the 

Page 239 of 282 

Attachment 5. Section 5.6.2.2 of the draft 
Penn it was deleted from the final Pennit. 
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Comment 
No. Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Requirements 

Commenter's 
Name Summar)' of Comment 

permit renewal application was deleted from this draft 
permit. Please reinsert that information. 

NMED Response 

Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the fin;~ 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
r--------t---------t---------t---------f-----------+------------------------------------~----------------------------~ 

451 176 

452 177 

5.6.2.2 

Table 5-1 

Treatment 
Facility 

Requirements 

KAFB 

KAFB 

4th paragraph. Line 2. Replace "EOD Shop" with "EM 
Branch Office". The EM Branch Office will be 
maintaining such records, as indicated in the permit 
renewal application. 

(I) In the line for New Mexico State Police. the words 
"Local and" was deleted from the table provided in the 
permit renewal application. KAFB may accept waste 
from this potential waste generator: therefore, it should 
be reinserted. 

(2) A line for "Government Contractors" was also 
deleted from the table provided in the application. 
Please reinsert. 

Page 240 of 282 

Attachment 5, Section 5.6.2.2 of the draft 
Pennit was deleted from the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Penn it. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Table 5-1 of Attachment 5 of the draft 
Petmit is now Table 2-1 of Part 2 of the final 
Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment #I. 

Upon further consideration. NMED wants to 
be informed in ad vance of the origin of 
waste that is to be treated at the OD lnit. 
Thus, KAFB may only accept waste from 
specific sources located at specific locations. 
''Local police" and ''Government 
Contractors" are not specific entities. 
However. NMED interprets ''local Police" 
as meaning the Albuquerque Police 
Department (APD) and Bernalillo County 
Sheriff's Office (BCSO). NMED has added 
these entities to the listing in Table 2 .. 1. All 
sources other than NM State Police. A.PD. 
BCSO, University of New Mexico, New 
Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology, 
Sandia National Laboratories/New M.;xico 
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----
Comment 

Page No. Set·tion No. Subsection 
Commcnter's 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

No. Name 

and KAFB have been deleted because they 
are not specific enough a,<; to source name 
and/or location. 

NMED is willing to add via a request for a 
modification of the final Permit other 
specific sources for law enforcement 
departments and government and private 
entities. 

Permit Modification: Non-specific sources 
have been deleted from what is now Table 
2-1 of Part 2 of the final Permit. These 
include: Drug Enforcement Agency. Bureau 
of Alcohol. Tobacco. and Firearms. New 
Mexico Engineering Research lnstitule, Air 
Force Operation Technical Evaluation 
Center. Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. Joint Task Force 
6. Edgerton. Germcshausen. and Grier. Inc.. 
Transportation Safe Guards. Defense 
Evaluation Services Administration. U.S. 
Customs. U.S. Forest Service, Defense 
Logistic Agency Phoenix, Air Force 
Research Laboratory, New Mexico Air 
National Guard. U.S. Navy Weapons 
Facility. KAFB. Air Force 898th Air 
Vehicle Diagnostic System, U.S. 
Department of Defense. U.S. Department of 
Energy, and-Department of Defense 
Munitions Activities. 

---·---r------··· ---··----·--- --·-----·-··------- .. 

4:'i3 178 Tahk 5-2 KAFB (I) Add "Acceptable Knowledge" back into the lines Attachment 5. Table 5-2 of Attachment 5 of 
for barium. chromium. lead. and mercury: VOCs, and the draft Permit has been deleted front the 
SVOCs. final Pennit. Requirements and 

(2) Add the other metals listed in permit application authorizations for the OB Unit have been 

Table B-4 (arsenic. cadmium, selenium, and silver): this removed from the final Permit. See NMED 

will rellect all the metals listed l)n page 6 of 7 in the response to Comment #I. 
.. 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

Part A. Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

(3) Replace the rationale for VOCs and SVOCs with 
that provided in the permit renewal application Table B-
4. 

(4) Delete Method Numbers 7080A. 7081,7190,7191, 
7420. and 7421 for the specific metals, and add Method 
7000A, as shown in Table B-4 of the application. The 
methods that should be deleted have been have been 
"Noticed for removal" from SW-846. 

(5) There is no need to determine TCLP metals 
concentrations when analyzing for VOCs/SVOCs. 

(6l There is no ''b" in the table: however. there is a . . 

footnote "b". 

(7) There is a "c'' in the table: however. there is no 
footnote for "c". Please correct. 

454 179 Table 5-3 KAFB Footnotes b-d no longer apply. since NMED modified Attachment 5, Table 5-3 of Attachment 5 of 
this table from Table B-5 included in the permit the draft Permit is now Table C-1 of 
application. Delete these footnotes. Attachment C of the final Petmit. 

The footnotes have been modified to better 
explain the information presented in the 
table. 

Permit Modification: The footnotes in 
Table C-1 of Attachment C of the final 
Pennit have been modified to read: 

a. Containers. methods and holding times 
from most current l'ersion o{SW-846 (EPA. 
/986) 
b. Other contailli!r types mav he used 
depending upon the laboratory or the 
method. with prior NMED approval. 

DEFINITIONS 
NMED New 1\Jexico Environment 

-
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Com ... ~ ... rY'Io.ni -~----~·-hl I I (--,n.mn·u},ntilr'c I I NM~.,Tl Uocnnncil NMED Response Commenter's 
Name No. 

Page No. 

4)5 180 and 182 

456 181 and 183 

457 184 

4."i8 18..J. 

Section No. 

Tables 5-4 
<Uid 5-6 

Subsection 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Table 5-4 is very similar to Table 5-6. Why are there 2 
tables addressing LDR requirements for generators, and 
why was Table B-6 provided in the permit renewal 
application revised to come up with these 2 tables? 
Delete and replace with Table B-6 provided with the 
penn it application. 

Department 
f!Z UU/lc'CS 

"C defiras Celsius 

Attachment 5, Tables 5-4 through 5-7 of 
Attachment 5 of the draft Permit have been 
deleted from the final Permit. Requirements 
and authorizations for the OB Unit have 
been removed from the final Permit. See 
NMED response to Comment #I. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 
1------ ·--+------1----------+------------------------t----------------··-----l 

Tables 5-5 
~md 5-7 

6.0 

6.1.1 

Introduction 

Sampling 
Schedule and 

Frequency 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Table 5-5 is very similar to Table 5-7. Why are there 2 
tables addressing LOR requirements for treatment 
facilities. and why was Table B-7 provided in the pem1it 
renewal application revised to come up vvith these 2 
tables? Delete and replace with Table B-7 provided 
with the permit application. 

(I) I st paragraph. Line 3. Add "or the environment" 
after "human health". 

(2) 2nd paragraph. Line 9. Add "or the environment" 
after "human health". 

(I) I st paragraph. Line 2. Replace "24" with "72". per 
information provided in the permit renewal application. 
If a treatment event were to occur on a Friday, sampling 
would not be conducted until at least Monday, and the 
"24" hour requiremtmt is. thus. too strict. 
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Attachment 5, Tables 5-4 through 5-7 of 
Attachment 5 of the draft Permit has been 
deleted from the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #455. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Section 6.0 of Attachment 6 of the dr.:tft 
Pem1it is now Section 1.0 of Attachment D 
of the final Permit. Requirements ami 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

NMED did not make the requested 
revisions. Results of annual soil sampling 
me only compared to soil screening k:vels 
applicable to human health. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section 6.1.1 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Pem1it is now Section 1.1.1 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB L1nit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
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r----------.-----------r-----------r----------.-------------.--------------------------------------------.---------------------------------~ 

Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

(2) In the lst sentence. it states that sampling is 
typically conducted during the summer months: 
however, in the 2nd sentence. it states sampling shall 
occur following the last treatment event "for the 
calendar year". This is contradictory if a treatment 
event occurs in December and sampling is typically 
conducted in the summer months. 

(3) Delete "for the calendar year" in Line 3. 

NMED Response 

response to Comment #I. 

( 1-2) NMED has specified that sampling 
must be conducted in June of each year. 
The 24 hour time requirement has be,:'n 
deleted from the final Permit. 

(3) NMED has deleted the phrase '·for the 
calendar year" from the final Permit. 

Permit Modifications: The first 3 
sentences of Section 1.1.1 of Attachment D 
of the final Pem1it has been revised to read: 

Soil samples shall be collt>cted annuu!ly at 
the OD Unit during the month (!f'.lune. 
Sampling shalt he conducted at the OD Unit 
hefrne any backfilling. excavation. or 
grading is pt>tj(mned at the site since the 
last treatment event. If' no treatment events 
have occurred during a particular annual 
period, annual sampling wilt not be 
conducted.f(n· that annual period. 

r--------r---------+---------+---------+-----------+------------------------------------4------------------------·-----~ 
459 185 6.1.2 Strategy and 

Analytical 
Parameters 

KAFB Top of page. Line 4. The dimensions of the grid in the 
permit renewal application were 500-foot by 500-foot, 
and Figure 1-2 submitted in the application reflected 
these dimensions. NMED changed the dimensions to 
!50-foot by !50-foot; thus. NMED should modify 
Figure 6-2 in the draft permit to reflect these new 
dimensions. 
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Section 6.1.2 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.1.2 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. Figure 6-2 of the draft 
Permit is now Figure D-2 of the final 
Permit. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Pe1mit. See NMED response to 
Comment# I. 

The requirements to analyze field quality 
control samples for dioxins and furans were 
added to Table D-2 (see NMED response to 
Comment# 120). The requirement to 
analyze field quality control samples for 
perchlorate was also added to Table D-2 
(see NMED response to Comment #193); 
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Comment 
No. 

460 

Page No. 

185 

Sedion No. Subsection 

6.1.2 

Commcnter's 
Name 

KArB 

Summary of Comment 

(I) Table 6-2 lists benzene as a parameter for analysis: 
however. Line 2 in the I st complete paragraph requires 
SVOC analysis. Benzene is a VOC. Thus. "semi-" in 
Line 2 should he deleted. 

(2) Also. Table 6-2 should be referenced in this 
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NMED Response 

whereas. the requirement for SVOCs was 
deleted because SVOCs are not analyzed for 
under the Annual Soil Sampling and 
Analysis Plan for the OD Unit. 

The 150 by J 50 ft grid only applies when no 
craters ru·e present. 

Where more than one crater is present. the 
grid (with I 00 possible sampling locations) 
that encompasses all craters will vary in size 
and location. Thus, Figure D-2 only :·:bows 
one possible example of such a grid, which 
just happens to be a 500 ft by 500 ft grid 
encompassing multiple craters (craters not 
shown for clarity). NMED has modified 
Figure D-2 by showing exan1ple craters that 
define the grid. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Also. Figure 6-2 (D-2) has been modified by 
including on the figure three exampk craters 
that define the grid. 

Furthermore. a sentence has been added 
after the 41

" sentence of the first paragraph of 
Section 1.1.2 of Attachment D of the final 
Pem1it that reads: 

The grid H'ill he square in shape and its 
rm:rall maximum si;e shall he estahli I' fled 
using the maximum distance hetween the 
walls of' the craters that an: present o.t the 
site. 

Section 6.1.2 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.1.2 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. Table 6-2 of 
Attachment 6 of the draft Permit is now 
Table D-2 of Attachment D of the final 
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-
Comment 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

paragraph. Pe1mit. Requirement.~ and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Pennit. See NMED response to 
Comment #I. 

The requirements to analyze for ORO, 
benzene, and TPH in what is now Table D-1 
of Attachment D have been deleted from the 
final Pe1mit. The second paragraph <lf 
Section 6.1.2 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

What is now Table D-2. concerning field 
quality control samples, is properly 
referenced in Section 1.3.2 of Attadunent D 
of the final Permit which concerns the 
collection of field quality control samples. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 
-

461 18:'i 6.1.3 Sample KAFB 1st paragraph, Line 2. Insert "Protection" after Section 6.1.3 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Collection "Environmental". Is NMED referring to SW-846 here? Pem1it is now Section 1.1.3 of Attachment 

(There are EPA references cited. but there is no list of D of the final Permit. Requirements <md 
references.) authorizations for the OB Unit have been 

removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

NMED deleted the reference to the EPA. 

NMED is referring to SW-846. 

Permit Modification: The first senknce of 
Section 1.1.3 in Attachment D of the final 
Pem1it has been revised to read: 

Quulified personnel shall collect soil 
samples. 

To clarify that SW -846 methods are to be 
followed. a sentence has been added after 
the first sentence of Se.::tion 1.1.3 in 

---- -------------
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Comment 
No. 

Page No. Section No. Subsection 
Commcnter's 

Name 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 

Attachment D of the final Permit that reads: 

Sampli! cof!l!cfion procedurl!s, tvpes of' 
conrauu:rs and srora;.w procl!durl!s spl!cific 
to each SW-M6 method shall he srriul_v 
w/herl!d to. 

r---------r---------~----------~--------~-----------1----------------------------------------+-------------------------------~ 

462 IS:'i 6.1.3 KAFB Sample collection procedures for white phosphorous are 
specific, as indicated in the permit renewal application. 
page 1-3. 4th bullet. This information should be added 
back into the permit to call special attention to the 
requirements for such sampling. 

Section 6.1.3 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Pem1it is now Section 1.13 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. Requirements ::mel 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

The specific procedures for collecting white 
phosphorus samples are found in SW-846 
Method 7:'i80 which is referenced in what is 
now Table D-1 of Attachment D of the final 
Pennit. However, a sentence reminding 
Facility personnel to follow SW -846 
procedures has been added to the end of the 
subject Permit Section. 

Permit Modification: The following 
sentence has heen inserted at the end of 
Section 1.1.3 of Attachment D of the final 
Pem1it: 

Samples colfected/(Jr analysis urK:hile 
plwsplwmus must thefi!llov.· the speciaf 
sample cu!lectinn pmcedurl!s in SW-846, 
Aferlwd 75?\0. 

r----------r-----------r-----------r----------~------------,_-------------------------------------------r---------------------------------~ 

46:1 18:'\ Attachment 6 KAFB The sampling requirements listed in Permit Attachment 
6 arc much less stringent than the sampling 
requirements specified in Permit Part 6. Please explain 
the discrepancy. Regulation cannot be by policy nor be 
arbitrary and capricious. 

Attachment 6 of the draft Permit is now 
Attachment D of the final Permit. 

The sampling requirements of the subject 
Permit Attachment are only for annual 
screening of soil contaminant levels and 
onlv applv ro fwman health under cut 

L-----------L------------L------------L-----------~---------------L----------------------------------------------~-------------------------------·-----~ 
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Comment 
No. 

464 

Page No. 

186 

Section No. I Subsection 

6.1.3.3 Sample 
Handling, 

Documentati 
on,& 

Custody 
Procedures 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summar)' of Comment 

(I) 2nd paragraph. This paragraph was not included in 
the application. 

(2) It cites EPA (1998); however, no list of references 
is included in the permit. 

(3) If NMED is refen·ing to SW-846, this fact should be 
added to the paragraph. 

NMED Response 

industrial risk ,\'Cenario. The requirements 
also only apply to the OD Unit. Other than 
these differences, many of the details on the 
collection and analysis of high quality 
samples are exactly the same as the 
sampling requirements for corrective action. 

Bear in mind that groundwater san1pling 
requirements also apply to the OD Unit (see 
Section 3.5 of Part 3 of the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section 6.1.3 .3 of Attachment 6 of 111<: draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.1.3.3 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. 

( 1) The draft Permit includes many things 
that were not included in the Permit 
Application. NMED may impose conditions 
necessary to protect human health and the 
environment, and to achieve compliance 
with regulatory and statutory requirements 
(see 40 C.F.R. * 264.32). 

(2-3) The reference has been deleted from 
the final Pe1mit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
r----------r-----------r-----------r-----------r------------~------------------------------------------~---------------------------------~ 

465 187 6.1.3.3 KAFB Top of page. Items 5 and 6. It is not necessary to 
include this information on the sample labels, as it is 
noted on the chain-of-custody and request for analysis 
form(s). Delete these items. 

Page 248 of 282 

Section 6. I .3.3 of Attachment 6 oftlw draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.1.3.3 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. Relevant text is also 
found in Sections 6.5.5.3 and 6.5.5.4 of Pmi 
6 of the final Permit. 

NMED considers this sample-label 
information to be necessary and important. 
Indicating the analytical method helps to 
ensure tllat the laboratory analyzes a sample 
fraction for tlle proper constituents. 
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Comment 
No. 

--.-----------.-----------.-------------,-------------------------------------------.-----------------------------------. 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commcnter's 
Name 

Summar)· of Comment 
NMEI> Response 

Howeva, instead of the analytical method. it 
would also be acceptable to indicate (he type 
of parameter that is to be analyzed for. 

Indicating the method of preservation is an 
important health and safety issue, as many 
chemical preservatives can be harmful if 
improperly handled. Thus, NMED did not 
make the requested revisions. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~--------+---------1---------+---------r----------+-----------------------------------+---------------------------~ 

466 187 6.1.3.3 KAFB I st complete paragraph. Delete. Having the sequence 
for affixing labels to containers should not be a penn it 
condition. Labels may be affixed to containers after a 

Section 6.1.3.3 of Attachment 6 oftlw draft 
Pem1it is now Section 1.1.3.3 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. Relevant text is also 

sample is collected. especially if the outer surface of the I found in Section 6.5.5.4 of Part 6 of the final 
container needs to be wiped off prior to affixing labels. Petmit. 

The NMED did not delete the requirement. 
Labels should be affixed before sampling to 
reduce the chance that labels will fall off due 
to poor adhesion on a wet surface and to 
avoid labeling errors. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~---------+----------~~-----------+----------_,--------------+---------------------------------------------~---------------------------------~ 

467 187 6.1.3.3 KAFB (I) 2nd complete pm·agraph. I st sentence and Item I. 
Delete. The number of people on a sampling team is 
typically limited to few in number, so only a few people 
would handle samples. 

(2J Suggest combining Items 2 and 3 into a paragraph. 
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Section 6.1.3.3 of Attachment 6 ofth,,~ draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.1.3.3 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. Relevant text is also 
found in Sections 6.5.5.3 and 6.5.5.4 of Pm1 
6 of the final Permit. 

(I) The subject language is taken from 
Appendix G. Section G.2.1, page 5, lines 7 
through 10 of the Permittee ·s applicalion. If 
the number of people on a sampling kam is 
typically few, then the Permittee should find 
compliance with this item to be easy. 
However. NMED did not delete the 
requirement (see Section 6.5.5.4 of Part 6 of 
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Comment 
No. 

468 

Page No. 

187 

Section No. Subsection 

6.1.3.3 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

SummaQ' of Comment 
NMED Response 

the final Petmit) simply because the 
Pennittee doesn't typically have large 
sample crews because the fewer number of 
times a sample is handled, the less chance 
that it would be inadvertently cross­
contaminated. 

(2) Items 2 and 3 were incorporated mto 
Sections 6.5.5.3 and 6.5.5.4 of Part 6 of the 
final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Item 5 following 5th paragraph. Delete" Date and time Section 6.1.3.3 of Attachment 6 of t11,~ draft 
of sample collection:". This same language is already in Pern1it is now Section 1.1 J.3 of Attachment 
Item 6. D of the final Permit. Relevant text is now 

found in Section 6.5 .2 of Pa11 6 of the final 
Pem1it. 

NMED has deleted the redundant text. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
~--------~----------~----------~----------4-------------4-------------------------------------------~----------------------------.. ----~ 

469 188 6.1.3.3 KAFB 

470 188 6.1.3.3 KAFB 

Item 3 following 2nd paragraph. If split san1ples are 
being collected. isn't it the responsibility of the facility 
or government agency requiring split samples to fill out 
a separate CoC record? Add this to Item 3 or delete. 

Item 2 following 3rd paragraph. Delete Item 2. A 
laboratory lD number is not necessarily assigned at the 
time of relinquishing samples to tl1e analytical 
laboratory. 
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Section 6.1.3.3 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Permit is now Section I. I .3.3 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. 

NMED has deleted the requirement from the 
final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 6.1.3.3 of Attachment 6 of t11e draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.1.3.3 of Attachment 
D of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
Item #2 only requires that a laboratory 
accession number be assigned by laboratory 
personnel. It does not have a time 
requirement to accomplish this, although 
notmally, laboratory personnel will assign a 

-------' 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar} of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

number within a short time of sample receipt 
if not during sample receipt. 

Permit Modification: None. 

471 188 6.1.3.4 Sample KAFB Line 3. Replace "sampling" with "samples". Section 6.1.3.4 of Attachment 6 of th•:: draft 
Shipping Pen11it is now Section 1.1 J.4 of Attachment 

D of the final Perm it. Relevant text is now 
found in Section 6.5.5.2 of Part 6 of the final 
Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 
.. 

472 189 6.3.1 QCTargets KAFB All paragraphs. Percent is one word: "per-cent" should Section 6.3.1 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
be n:placed with "percent". Permit is now Section 1.3.1 of Attachment 

D of the final Perm it. 

NMED added this section, but does not cite where the 
NMED has corrected the spelling of the 

target values were obtained. This information should be 
\vorcl "'pc:rcenf" in the final Permit. 

added, or discussions of these targets deleted. Quality control (QC) targets should be 
included in all srunpling <md analysis plans. 
The QC targets for metals are taken from 
EPA guidance. The QC targets for 
explosives are based on experience and the 
fact that the laboratory analysis of many 
orgru1ic compounds can be problcma1 ic. 
Thus NMED recognized that the acceptable 
ranges for accuracy and precision for 
explosives should be hu·ge as is the case for 
S YOCs and YOCs. 

The QC targets for S YOCs were dekted 
from the final Permit because SYOCs ru·e 
not analyzed for under the Annual Soil 
Sampling and Analysis Plan for the OD 
Unit. 

Permit :\'Iodifications: As indicated above . 
.. 

473 190 6.4.2 Contents of KAFB Item 4. Delete. The analytical laboratory would not Section 6.4.2 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
·- . --------- -------·· 
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Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Analytical know the specific sample location. Instead, the location Pennit is now incorporated into Section 1.4 
Data Report would be known by the field sample identification of Attaclm1ent D of the final Pem1it. 

number (Item 3). Relevant text is now found in Section 6.5 .18 
of Part 6 of the final Permit. 

NMED made the requested revision to 
remove the requirement for indicating the 
location of samples on laboratory analytical 
reports. However, the location of the sample 
should be recorded on the chain-of-custody 
re{;ord. The laboratory should have a copy 
of this record. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

474 191 6.4.2 KAFB 1st complete paragraph and Items 1-5. This paragraph Section 6.4.2 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
and the numbered items vvould not be part of an Pennit is now incorporated into Section 1.4 
analytical data report. This information should either be of Attachment D of the final Petmit. 
moved to become the second paragraph of Section 6.4 Relevant text is now found in Section 6.5.18 
or deleted. Deletion is preferred, as what goes on in the of Pat1 6 of the final Permit. 
analytical laboratory is already covered in Section 6.4 The requirements listed in items 1-5 are 
and this should not be a pennit condition for KAFB. important to safeguard the integrity of 

samples. The Permittee needs to ensure that 
their contract laboratory agrees to follow 
these procedures, or the Permittee sht)uld 
utilize the services of a different laboratory. 

See NMED response to Comment #473 
concerning the locations of samples. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #473. 

----
475 193 Table 6-1 KAFB NMED replaced the method forTPH (8015B in the Table 6-1 of Attachment 6 of the draft 

application) with 418.1 and 3550. Method 3550 is an Pem1it is now Table D-1 of Attachment D of 
extraction method, and Method 418.1 is not currently the final Pennit. Requirements and 
listed a~ an EPA-approved method. What is the authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
justification for this change in methods? removed from the final Pe~mit. See NMED 

response to Comment #I. 
-·-
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subse(·tion 

Commcnter's 
Summar} of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

NMED has deleted the parameter total 
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) from what is 
now Table D-1 of Attachment D of the final 
Petmit. The parameter was related to 
sampling to be conducted at the OB Unit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. ! 

476 194 Table 6-3 KAFB For metals. Lines 8-1 I are duplicates of Lines 4-7. Table 6-3 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Delete. Permit has been deleted from the final 

Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

: 477 19'1 KAFB ( ll For high explosives. "and Perchlorate" should be Table 6-3 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
deleted (it is not on Table 6-l l. Permit ha~ been deleted from the final 

(2) The line above "Surrogate recoveries" appears Penn it. I 

I 

scrambled (e.g., ''Once per hatch of up lo 20 salllples" is Permit Modification: As indicated nbov.::. ! 
I 

in the QC column rather than the Frequency column). 
and "MS duplicate/" should be inserted before 
"laboratory control" in this line. 

(3) "Sulfides" should be deleted (it is not on Table 6-1 ). 
f----- .. 

478 196 KAFB "Total Orgm1ic Carbon" should be deleted (it is not on Table 6-3 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Table 6-1 ). "Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons" should be Permit has been deleted ti·om the final 
added back in since it is on Table 6-1 (this information Permit. 
was included in Table 1-3 of the permit application). Permit Modification: As indicated nbove . 

.. 

479 197 Table 6-4 KAFB (I) Some of the values in the SSL columns were Table 6-4 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
changed from those provided in the permit application. Permit is now Table D-4 of Attachment D of 
The NMED SSL for mercury was changed from the final Pennit. 
I 00.000 to 341; however, in NMED's Technical ( l) NMED intended for the soil screo.·ning 
Background Document for Development of Soil level for mercury to be set at the moro:~ 
Screening Levels, Revision 4.0 (June 2006), the value rigorous industrial level for methyl mercury, 
for mercury is I 00.000. not elemental mercury. TI1e waste streams 
(2) Vanadium was added to the table with a value of to be treated at the OD Unit are unlikdy to 

contain elemental mercury . 
-------------L__ _________________ ------- --------------- . --------- ------------
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Comment 
No. 

480 

481 

Page No. 

198 

200 

Section No. 

Table 6-5 

7.0 

Subsection 

Introduction 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summar)· of Comment 

530; the value in Revision 4.0 is l, 140. 

(3) Entries for nitrobenzene. o-nitrotoluene, and p­
nitrotoluene were also changed and do not reflect the 
most recent SSLs. 

(4) TPH vvas added with a value of 520; Revision 4.0 
ha~ not established a value. All entries should be 
revisited and the COITect current values provided. 

Surface soil values for cadmium, mercury. and copper 
were changed from those provided in Table 1-4 of the 
pem1it application. What is the source for these 
changed values? 

1st pm·agraph, Line 3. Revise to read "The Open Bum 
... Units, located at the Explosive Ordnance .... " The 
EOD Range is not composed solely of the OB and OD 
units. 
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NMED Response 

(2) NMED has revised the value for 
vanadium. 

(3) NMED revised the industrial SSLs for 
nitrobenzene. o-nitrotoluene, and p­
nitrotoluene. 

( 4) NMED has deleted benzene and TPH 
from Table 6-4 of Attachment 6 of th~ draft 
Permit because the analyses of these 
constituents are not required under what is 
now Attachment D of the final Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

Table 6-5 of Attachment 6 of the draft 
Permit is now Table D-3 of Attachment D of 
the final Pem1it. The column for 
groundwater constituents was deleted from 
the Table as these values are not needed for 
annual soil sampling. 

Background values for these metals were 
taken ti·orn the list of approved background 
concentrations for the Kirtland Air Force 
Ba~e area. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section 7.0 of Attachment 7 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.0 
of Attaclunent E of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#1. 

The subject sentence has been deleted from 
the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
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Comment 
No. 

482 

Page No. Section No. 

200 7.1 

r--------j------+-
48J 200 7.2.2 

Subsection 

Inspection 
Schedule 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Lines S & 6. Replace "Range personnel hunker" with 
"Shop" and delete "and at the Facility". As stated in 
Section C.3 of the permit application, inspection logs 
are maintained at the EOD Shop. 

Entire range inspections should occur prior to each 
detonation or monthly, which ever is more frequent. 

NMED Response 

Section 7.1 of Attachment 7 of the draft 
Penn it is now incorporated into Section 1.1 
of Attachment E of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Cornment 
#I. 

NMED has made the requested revision in 
the final Pe1mit. 

Permit Modification: Section 1.1 of 
Attachment E of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

The inspection schedule is presented in 
Tu/?le E-1 and shall he maintained at tlw 
E.t]J!osive Ordnance Disposal I EOD j Shop. 
as required hv 40 C.F.R. ~ 264. i 5(h )(2). 

Section 7.2.2 of Attachment 7 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.3 
of Attachment E of the final Permit. 
Requirements and authorizations for the OB 
Unit have been removed from the final 
Permit. See NMED response to Comment 
#I. 

The NMED assumes that the comment 
refers to Item #I 0 of what is now Table E-1 
of Attachment E of the final Permit. 

The OD Unit area should be inspected prior 
to every use, and at least monthly to ensure 
that the treatment unit is being managed in a 
manner protective of human health and the 
environment. NMED did add the word 
'"within" to the subject requirement to 
provide some flexibility as to the timing of 
inspections done prior to use of the OD Unit 

L_ ________ _L __________ _L _______ ~----------~------------~------------------------------------------~----------------------------··----~ 
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Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

( NMED has also made a similar change to 
Item #4 for the same reason). 

Permit Modifications: As indicate{! 
above. 

484 200.202 7.2.2 Frequency of KAFB (1) In Revision l.O of the permit renewal application, Section 7.2.2 of Attachment 7 of the draft 
Inspections KAFB provided 3 separate tables which will be used for Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.3 

inspections at the OB and OD units and at the EOD of Attachment E of the final Permit. Table 
Table 7-1 KAFB Range. The intention was to inspect for items specific 7-1 of Attachment 7 of the draft Permit is 

to each unit and spedfic to the EOD Range overall. now Table E-1 of Attachment E of the final 
Replace Table 7-1 in the permit with the 3 separate Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
tables, and reference the 3 tables in this paragraph. the OB Unit have been removed from the 
Inspections are done monthly and before and/or after final Permit. See NMED response to 
each treatment event. Comment#!. 

(2) Insert "/or" before "after" in Line I. (I) The comment is not specific as to 
which elements of the required inspections 
that the Permittee disagrees with the timing, 
if any. Thus, NMED can not provide a 
detailed response. 

The Permittee is free to use whatever 
inspection forms they want to employ: thus, 
the Permittee is free to have separate 
inspection forms for the OD Unit and the 
EOD Range. The Pem1it only requin~s that 
certain aspects of the OD Unit be inspected 
at ce11ain times. The inspe(;tion forms 
should include these inspection elements for 
the inspection frequency specified hy the 
permit 

In some cases, NMED did not agree with the 
inspection requirements proposed in the 
Application. In those cases, NMED 
required alternate inspection requirements 
from those proposed in the Application. 

(2) Rather than insert "/or··, NMED has 
--------------· ----···-
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Commenter's 
Summary of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

revised the subject sentence to refer to the 
inspection frequencies listed in Table 7-1 
(E-1 ). 

Permit Modification: Section 1.3 of 
Attachment E of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

Items listed in Tuhle E-1 shall he inspected 
at the fi·equencies indicated in the tahle . 

.. 

485 :201 7.3 Inspection KAFB Line 4. Replace "R~mge personnel bunker" with Section 7.3 of Attachment 7 of the draft 
Records "Shop''. As stated in Section C.3 of the permit Permit ha$ been deleted from the finn! 

application, inspection logs are maintained at the EOD Penn it. 
Shop. However. the maintenance of inspection 

records is still required (see Section 1.:23.:2 
of Penn it Part l of the final Permit). 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
-

486 :20::1 8 KAFB In case of major accident the FD should be contacted Section 8.1 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
first. KCP notification would occur after initial life- Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.1 
saving calls are made. of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

N MED has revised the final Permit to 
indicate that both the FD and the KCP 
should he contacted in the case of ma1or 
incidents or emergencies; the order of 
contact is not spLx:ified. 

Permit Modification: The first sentence of 
the second paragraph of Section 1.1 of 
Attachment F of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

In the case n(majur incidents or 
emergencies that cannot he controlled with 
HOD Range resources. the Emergency 
Coordinator!EC! slzallnutif.\1 the KAFB 
Fire Departmellt and the KAFB Cmnmand 
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Comment 
No. 

487 

488 

Page No. 

203 

203 

Section No. 

8.1 

8.1 

Subsection 

Purpose & 
lmplementati 

on 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

1st paragraph. Add "outside the EOD Range" at the end 
of the last sentence. As stated in Section E.l of the 
Contingency Plan included in the application, KAFB 
will handle minor incidents (i.e., those which can be 
controlled with EOD Range resources and do not 
threaten human health or the environment outside the 
EOD Range boundary) with trained EOD personnel, and 
response to minor incidents is not considered activation 
of the Contingency Plan. 

2nd paragraph, 1st sentence. Delete. See comment 
above. Revise paragraph accordingly (see permit 
application language in Section E.! of the application). 

NMED Response 

Post(KCP). 

Section 8.1 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Pennit is now incorporated into Section 1.1 
of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
The Contingency Plan must be implemented 
even if a minor incident occurs involving 
any fire. explosion, or release of hazardous 
waste or hazardous constituents that can 
threaten human health or the environment .. 

The Contingency Plan was revised by the 
NMED to allow for EOD personnel to 
handle minor incidents or emergencies. 
However. there are reporting requirements 
in the Contingency Plan that must be met 
whether the incident or emergency is minor 
or major. 

Permit Modification: The first senknce of 
the second paragraph of Section 1.1 of 
Attachment F of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

In the case r1{ nu~jo r incidents n r 
emergencies that cannot he controlled with 
EOD Range resources, the Emergency 
Coordinator ( EC) sha/1 notifY the KA FB 
Fire Department and the KAFB Command 
Post ( KCP). 

Section 8.1 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Section l.l 
of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

See NMED response to Comment #487. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #487. 

L-------~----L-..-----'---------_._ ________ ___t __________________________________ _j__ _____________________ , ___ ___, 
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Comment -- -~-·-, ~;:J~::~L:~~:;;-r----==~·~;:::-----T----::-----

No. -

-----

489 

Page No. 

20:1 

Sedion No. 

8.Ll 

Subsection 

Distribution 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summar)' of Comment 

2nd paragraph. Line 2. Replace the I st "EOD" with 
"EM Branch", and replace "at the personnel bunker at" 
with "in a vehicle driven to". Insert "for each planned 
treatment event" after "EOD Range". The personnel 
bunker is not the best location for storing any kind of 
records (e.g .. potential rodent infestations. which could 
threaten human health). 

NMED Response 

Section 8.1. l of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Penn it is now incorporated into Section 1.2 
of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

NMED has revised the subject sentence to 
reference the EM Branch Office instead of 
the EOD Office. 

NMED did not remove the requirenwnt to 
maintain a copy of the Contingency Plan at 
the personnel bunker. See NMED response 
to Comment #84. 

For the purpose of health and safety, the 
Permittee should do something to eliminate 
its rodent problem at the hunker if the 
bunker is to he used by EOD personnel. 

Permit Modification: The first senknce of 
the 2n" paragraph of Section 1.2 of 
Attachment F of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

A copy of this Comingencv Plan and any 
suhsequenr n!visinns ro rhe plan shall he 
maintained at thl' Environmental 
Mwzageml:'m I E!'vf) Branch qtflci! awl a 
current COflY shall he maintained at rile 
KCP, and at rhe pl'r.wnnef hunker at the 
EODRange. 

~-----r-------~-------~-----~--------r-----------------------r-----------------------~ 

490 204 8.1.2 Operations & 
Activities at 
the OB/OD 

Units 

KAH3 (I) Top of page. Line 6. Replace "EC/RSO" with 
"generator and EOD personnel". 

(2) 2nd complete paragraph. Line .'i. Add "if the 
material is of a classified nature or contraband" to the 
end of the sentence. This will more accurately reflect 
the language included in the permit application. 

Section 8.1.2 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Permit 

See NMEI)'s response to Comment#?. I 
regarding contraband. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
~---------r----------~----------~----------~------------4--------------------------------------------r---------------------------------~ 

491 204 8.1.4 KAFB Who is required to maintain these and are they needed 
as KAFB is self contained in emergency situations? 

Section 8.1.4 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Section 1.4 

--~----------J_ __________ J_ ____________ J_ ___________________________________________ _L __________________________________ ~ 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summary of Comment NMED Response 

No. Name 

of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

Section 1.4 of Attachment F of the final 
Pennit is clear in that the Pem1ittee shall 
maintain these support agreements. As 
stated in the referenced Section, such 
agreements are necessary in the evenl of a 
major catastrophe or multiple emergencies 
when the Facility's resources are 
overwhelmed. By rule (40 C.F.R. s 264.37), 
the Permittee is required to seek such 
agreements. 

Permit Modification: None. 

492 204 8.1.4 Support KAFB 40 C.F.R. S 264.37 requires a facility to attempt to make Section 8.1 .4 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Agreements arrangements with local authorities. However, neither Pem1it is now incorporated into Section 1.4 
with Outside 40 C.F.R. S 264.37 nor 40 C.F.R. S 270.14 require of Attachment F of the final Permit. Other 

Facilities documentation of those attempts. Delete the permit relevant text is found in Section 2.4.4 of Part 
condition requiring the Permittee to maintain 2 of the final Permit. 
documentation of failed attempts to obtain agreements Written documentation is the only way to 
with various outside facilities. prove that the agreements were or were not 

reached. and that the Permittee made an 
attempt to reach such agreements. Thus, 
NMED did not delete the permit condition 
as requested. 

The text in what is now Section 2.4.4 of Part 
2 of the final Permit (Section 2.3.5 of Part 2 
of the draft Permit) was expanded to provide 
more detail on what is required to be 
provided to local authorities for response to 
emergencies. TI1e text was revised due to 
concerns raised by the U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency that on a national level 
hazardous waste facilities have not been 
providing sufficient information to local 
authorities to allow emergency responses to 

.. 
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.-----------.------------.------------.------------.--------------.------------------------------------------------,---------------------------------------, 
Comment 

No. 

f---
493 

Page No. 

205 

Section No. 

8.3 

Subsection 

Response 
Procedures 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

(I) 1st paragraph. Line J. Replace "EC" with "Base 
Civil Engineer". Line 4. 

(2) Insert "or Base Civil Engineer" after "EOD RSO". 

(3) Line 7. Ddete "control to the KCP. which may in 
turn relinquish (sic)". The sequence of events was 
described in Section E.3 of the application. and should 
be maintained in the pennit. 

Page 261 of 282 

NMED Response 

be carried out with a better understanding of 
the hazards that potentially could be faced 
by emergency responders. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section X.3 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Sections 1.5 
and I .6 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

(I) NMED did not make the requested 
revision. The Base Civil Engineer is an 
alternate EC. not the primary EC. However. 
NMED has modified the text to include 
notification of the Base Civil Engineer at the 
same time. 

(2) N!\1ED did not make the requested 
revision. The Base Civil Engineer is an 
alternate EC. not the primary EC. Th~ Base 
Civil Engineer is not likely to normally be 
on site during treatment operations. 

(3) The rationale supporting the comment is 
not specific as to what sequence of events is 
considered by the Permittee to be 
inappropriate. The Application contains 
conflicting language as to whether the KCP 
or the FD has initial responsibility for a 
major incident or emergency (see line 24-32 
on page E-4 and lines 7-13 on page E-6 of 
the Application). NMED chose to have the 
KCP take initial responsibility. 

NMED ha~ cotTected the typographical error 
for the word "relinquish". 

Finally, to eliminate confusion. the l\\1ED 
has replaced the term ''RSO" with '"EC" 
everywhere in the final Permit where the 
emergency coordinator has specified duties. 
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Comment 
No. 

494 

Page No. 

205 

Section No. Subsection 

8.3 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summar)· of Comment 
NMED Response 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

(I) 2nd paragraph, Line 3. Insert "during an incident or I Section 8.3 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
emergency" after "assistance". Pem1it is now incorporated into Sections 1.5 

(2) Line 4 and Items 1-3. The way NMED has changed 
the language from that provided in the application is 
confusing. Retum to the language provided in the 
application or else add "unless" after "Unit:", delete 
"When" in Item l, delete "Until" in Item 2, and "and/or" 
at the end of Item 2, and delete "Until" from Item 3. As 
currently written in paragraph 2 and Items 1-3, an 
inspection could never be conducted. 

and 1.6 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

The subject language was deleted from the 
final Pe1mit. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 

r----------r-----------r-----------r-----------r------------,_-------------------------------------------r----------------------------·-----~ 
495 205 8.3 KAFB 3rd pru·agraph, Item 1. Delete "To". Section 8.3 of Attachment 8 of the draft 

Permit is now incorporated into Sections 1.5 
and 1.6 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

NMED has made the requested revision. 

Permit Modification: Item #I of the third 
paragraph of Section 1.5 of Attachment F of 
the final Pem1it has been revised to read: 

1. Assess the situation. Bv observing 
the scene. inten1ie>ving personnel. 
and/or reviewing records. the EC shall 
gather infrmnation relevant to the 
response, such as the type o,f' event. 
quantitv and type of' released material. 
and actual or potential hazards to 
human health or the envimnmenl. 

r----------r-----------r-----------r-----------r------------,_-------------------------------------------r----------------------------------~ 
496 206 8.3 KAFB I st complete paragraph, Line 2. The pem1it condition 

requires a person to be assigned to struHI by at a safely 
located telephone. Telephones are not required 
emergency equipment at the EOD Range. Revise permit 
condition to read "In the event that the EOD RSO 
determines an incident or an emergency to be minor, a 
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Section 8.3 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Sections 1.5 
and 1.6 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

NMED made the requested revision. <.~xcept 
NMED requires that the radio he capable of 
both receiving and transmitting 



July 2010 

Comment 
No. 

Page No. 

f-------1--
497 206 

St~ction No. Subsection 

8.3 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summar~· of Comment 

person shall be assigned to stand by with a hand-held 
radio at a safe distance." 

After the I st complete paragraph. insert the Irmguage 
included in the permit renewal application on pages E-5 
~Uld E-6, beginning with "For the following reasons, 
most unplanned incidents involving the EOD Range 
will initially he considered minor incidents:" and 
include the 4 bulleted items included therein. 

NMED Response 

communications. 

Permit Modification: The first sentc:nce of 
the 3'd paragraph of Section I .6 of 
Attachment F has been revised to read: 

In the pvent that the EC detemzines an 
incident to he minor. a person shall be 
assigned to stand hy at a sc~f'e distcmce with 
a two-way radio. 

Section 8.3 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Pennit is now incorporated into Sections 1.5 
and I .6 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

The subject text has been deleted from the 
final Pennit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbove. 
~--------~------4----·-----+----·----r----------+------------------------------------1---------------------------~ 

498 206 X.3 

499 206 8.:\.1 

KAFB (I) 2nd complete paragraph. Line 2. Insert "and 
activate this Contingency Plan" after "846-3777". 

(2) Line 4. Delete "and the Department''. 40 C.F.R. * 
2M. 56( d) only requires notification to the ~ational 
Response Center. 

Section 8.3 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Sections 1.5 
:md 1.6 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

(I) N MED did not make the requested 
revision. See NMED response to Comment 
#487. 

(2) Under its omnibus authority pursuant to 
40 C.F.R. * 270.32(b)(2). NMED wants to 
be notified of all incidents or emergencies, if 
any should occur. at the OD Unit. Thus. 
NMED did not delete the requiremenl to 
notify the NMED. 

Permit Modification: None. 
---+----------t------------+------------------------------------+-----------------··----l 

Spills KAFB (I) Line I. Insert "liquid" after "If any". Solid form 
wastes would not require spill cleanup measures 
included in this permit condition because they would 
not contaminate any media. 
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Section 8.3.1 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Permit is now incorporated into Section 
1.6.1 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

(I l NM ED did not make the requested 
revision. Spills can include solid forms of 
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Comment 
No. 

500 

501 

Page No. 

206 

207 

Section No. 

8.3 

8.3.4 

Subsection 

Unplanned 
Fire etc. 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

(2) Line 5. Delete the sentence beginning with "Waste 
not authorized". If a waste is not authorized for 
treatment by OB or OD, it will not be accepted for 
treatment in the first place. and it would be up to the 
generator to m~mage the path forwru·d for the waste. 

Accident scenario: the FD is called and is ER 
coordinator and where is the requirement to call the 
NRC for an explosive accident on a military 
installation? 

(I) Line4. Replace "occurs" with "threatens ru·eas 
outside the EOD Range boundary". as indicated in the 
permit renewal application. 

(2) Line 4. Insert "in this situation" after "acti vat eel'', as 
indicated in the application. 

NMED Response 

waste. and solids can contaminate media. 

(2) The NMED did not make the requested 
revision. Due to inadvertent enors or 
deliberate causes, it is possible that waste 
could show up on site that is not authorized 
for treatment. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section 8.3 of Attachment 8 of the dmft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Sections 1.5 
and 1.6 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

The requirement to contact the National 
Response Center originally came from the 
Permittee's Part B Application, Appendix E, 
Section E.3: 'The EM Branch Chief will 
notify the National Response Center (1-800-
424-8802) with the details of the 
emergency, in accordance with 20.4. I 
NMAC [incorporating 40 C.P.R.]§ 
264.56(dl(2)". 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section 8.3.4 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Section 
1.6.3 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

(l) NMED did not make the requested 
revision. The area encompassed by the 
EOD Range is large. Any fire or explosion 
that is big enough to affect a significant area 
within the boundary of the EOD Range is an 
emergency that NMED doubts that EOD 
personnel could handle by themselves. 

(2) NMED did not make the requested 
revision. See also NMED response to 
Comment #487. 

L-------~--------~--------~--------_J----------~-------------------------------------L----------------------- .. ----~ 
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Comment 
No. 

)02 

503 

504 

Page No. 

207 

208 

2Q:ol 

Section No. 

8.3.6 

8.3.6.2 

8.5.1 

Subsection 

Evacuation 

Evacuation 
Route 

Post­
Emergency 
Inspections 

& Activities 

Commenter's · 
Name Summary of Comment NMED Rospon" ~ 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Permit Modification: None. 

Replace "two-way" with "hand-held". as indicated in the I Attachment 8. Section 8.3.6 of the draft 
application. Permit is no\v Attachment F. SL>ction l.6.5 

of the final Permit. 

Line 3. Delete "'EOD office" and 

replace "EC" with "RSO". There is no need to post the 
evacuation route at the EOD Shop (office). as it is not 
located near the EOD Range. 

(I) Item I. Replace "EOD RSO" with" EC", a.s 
indicated in the permit renewal application. 

(2) Insert "that requires implementing the Contingency 
Plan·· after "emergency". as indicated in the application. 
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NMED did not make the requested revisiOn. 
See NMED's response to Comment #496. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section 8.3.6.2 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Pem1it is now incorporated into Section 
1.6.5.2 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

NMED deleted the phrase "EOD Office" of 
the subject sentence from the final Permit. 

Although the RSO may be considered to be 
the pnmary EC. it 1s poss1ble that a 
secondary EC will take over the 
responsibility of the primary EC. Thus, 
NMED did not make the second requested 
rev1s1on. 

Permit Modification: The last sentence of 
Section 1.6.5.2 of Permit Attachment F as 
been revised to read: 

Tlw rnap shall bl:' po.1"tl:'d at thl:' EOD Range 
personnel hunker and carried hy the EC un 
all treatment operations. 

Section 8.5.1 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Pe1mit is now incorporated into Section 
1.8.1 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

(I) NMED made the requested revision. See 
NMED response to Comment #493. 

(2) NV! ED did not make the requested 
revision. See also NMED response h 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
Summar}· of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

Comment #487. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 
'' 

505 209 8.5.2 Post- KAFB ( 1) Item 2. Delete "or" in the first line, or delete Section 8.5.2 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Emergency "emergency or incident" instead. 40 C.F.R. § 264.56(j) Permit is now incorporated into Section 

Reports requires ., a written report". I .8.2 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

(2) Item 2a. Delete", the EOD RSO, and the EM (I) NMED did not make the requested 
Branch Chief of Compliance". 40 C.F.R. § 264.56(j)(l) revision. It is clear that the purpose of the 
requires the nrune, address. and telephone number of the "written report" is to document details 
owner or operator, not the others listed in this item. concerning an emergency or incident. 

(3) Item 2b. Replace "responsible official" with" EOD (2) NMED did not make the requested 
Shop", as indicated in the application. 40 C.F.R. * revision. The Commander, EC, and Branch 
264.56(j)( I) requires the name, address. and telephone Chief of Compliance represent the owner 
number of the facility, which in this case is the EOD and operator and should be the persons most 
Shop (as they ru·e in charge of the EOD Range). familiru· with the details of the emergency or 

incident. 

(3) NMED did not make the requested 
revision. The EOD Shop is not a person. 
The Permittee must supply a name as the 
main Facility contact and who has the 
authority to respond to the NMED 
concerning an emergency or incident report. 

Permit Modification: None. 

506 210 8.5.3 Emergency KAFB (I) Item I. Delete", or applications,". 40 C.F.R. * Section 8.5.3 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Response 264.54( a) requires ~m amendment of the contingency Permit is now incorporated into Section 

Evaluation plan only when "The facility permit is revised". It does 1.8.3 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 
not require amendment of the plan when applicable (I) The word "applications" does not exist 
regulations are revised. in Item# I. However. the comment apperu·s 
(2) Item 4. Add "significantly" after "chru1ges". Minor to refer to amending the Contingency Plan 
changes to the list of emergency equipment should not when applicable regulations are changed. 
force amending the plan. The Permit, which includes the Contingency 

Plan, must be modified anytime that 
regulations applicable to the Permit are 
revised (40 C.F.R. * 270.4l(a)(3)). 

" 
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,---------,----------.----------,,---------.------------,----------------------------------------.--------------------------··----· 
Comment 

No. Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 
Commenter's 

Name Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

(2) The rule (40 C.F.R. ~.264.:'i4(e)) does 
not differentiate between minor or 
significant changes in emergency 
equipment. T11us, NMED did not make the 
requested revision. 

Permit Modification: None. 

r -t--S.5.3 I I KAFB I Lines 2 and 3.· Delete the sentence beginning with "A Section 8.5.3 of Attachment 8 of the-~~~ 507 210 
copy of'. Permit is nov.: incorporated into Section 

1.8.3 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

Table 8-1 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
Permit is now Table F-1 of Attachment I-<' of 
the final Pennit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 

See NMED's response to Comment #84. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----------+------------+------------+------------+---------------r-----------------------------------------------+-------------------------------.. ----~ 

508 211 Table 8-1 KAFB Need additional Emergency coordinator. The EC is not Table 8-1 of Attachment 8 of the draft 
the Range Safety Officer that is the 7-level EOD Pe1mit is now Table F-1 of Attachment F of 
technician on scene during explosive operations. the final Permit. 

Section 2.5.4 of Part 2 of the final Permit 
requires the Permittee to revise Table F-1 of 
Attachment F of the final Permit. This 
revision should include other person~ that 
will act as primary and alternate ECs. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~----------+------------+------------+------------;---------------r-----------------------------------------------;-----------------------------------~ 

509 211 Table 8-2 KAFB (I) The permit renewal application does not list a 
demolition kit, spill containment kit. eye wash kit, or 
brooms in the list of required emergency equipment. 
Delete these items from Table 8-2. Eye washes are 
included in first-aid kits. 

(2) Delete"-- ABC" from the fire extinguishers entry. 
See comment related to Section 2.2.4 above. 
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Tables 8-2 and 8-3 of Attachment 8 of the 
draft Permit have been combined as Table 
F-2 of Attachment F of the final Permit. 

(I) NMED did not make the requested 
revision (note that "demolition kit" should 
actually be "decontamination kif'). Spill 
containment kits. decontamination kits and 
brooms are standard equipment for handling 
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Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection Commenter's 

Summary of Comment NMED Response 
No. Name 

(3) Replace "Two-way" with "Hand-held" in the first spills. If eye washes are included in the 
line, as indicated in Table E-3 of the permit renewal first-aid kits, then that requirement has been 
application. met. NMED did not remove the 

requirement to have an eye wash kit, as not 
all first-aid kits contain eye wash kits. 

(2) NMED did not make the requested 
revision. See NMED's response to 
Comment #387. 

(3) NMED did not make the requested 
revision. See NMED response to Comment 
#397. 

Permit Modification: On Table F-2 of 
Permit Attachment F, "Demolition kif' has 
been revised to read: 

'"Decontamination Kit" 

510 212 Table 8-3 KAFB (I) Under Medical Supplies, replace with the language Tables 8-2 and 8-3 of Attachment 8 of the 
submitted in Table E-4 of the petmit application. and draft Pem1it have been combined as Table 
delete the second sentence. F-2 of Attachment F of the final Petmit. 

(2) Under Safety Supplies. delete the second and third NMED has made the requested revisions to 
sentences. These entries were not included in Table E-4 what is now Table F-2 of Attachment F of 
of the application. the final Petmit. 

(3) Under Transportation. replace with the language Permit Modifications: Pem1it Attachment 
submitted in Table E-4 of the permit application. F, Table F-2: 
NMED's additions to these entries are far too specific. (I ) The second sentence under 

"Description" for "Afedical Supplies" ha~ 
been deleted. 

(2) The second and third sentences under 
''Description" for ''Safety Supplies" have 
been deleted. 

(3) The Description ofTransportation 
equipment has been changed to reflect that 
in the Permit Application. 

.. 
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Comment 
No. 

:'ill 

Page No. 

21J 

-r-------------.-------------.---------------.--------------------------------------------------,---------------------------------------, 

Section No. Subsection 

9.0 Introduction 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

(I) I st paragraph. Lines J and 4. The New Mexico 
Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (HWMR) 
are referenced in this permit attachment. To be 
consistent with other parts of the permit 40 C.F.R 
regulations should be cited. In this case, replace "New 
Mexico Hazardous Waste Management Regulations 
(HWMR)" with "40 C.F.R. ~ 264.16". 

(2) 2nd paragraph, Line 3. Insert a period before 
"EOD''. 

NMIW Response 

Section 9.0 of Attachment 9 of the draft 
Pennit is now incorporated into Section 1.0 
of Attachment G of the final Permit 

( I) The Permit cites, generally. the ft•deral 
equivalent of the State regulations. The 
HWMR ru·e appropriately referenced here. 
so NMED did not make the requested 
revision. Additionally, occasional reference 
to the HW MR reminds everyone that the 
Pennit is based on State regulations. ;mel 
thus, NMED is the administrative authority. 

(2) NMED has added the punctuation 
(period). 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:~hove. 
~--------~--------~----------~--------~-----------4----------------------------------------+-------------------------------~ 

:'112 213 9. I 

51J 2t:l 9.1.2 

Training 
Program 

KAFB The permit condition states that training is the overail 
responsibility of the EOD Flight Chief [U1cJ the Range 
Safety Officer. The pennit renewal application states 
only that the Flight Chief is responsible. Revise to 
reflect permit renev,:a) application language [i.e., delete 
"and the R[mge Safety Offtcer (RSOl"]. 

Section 9.1 of Attachment 9 of the draft 
Penn it is now Section I. l of Attachment G 
of the final Permit 

N MED has made the requested revision. 

Permit Modification: The first :-;entc:nce of 
Section I. I of Attachment G of the final 
Pem1it has been revised to read: 

Training for personnel is the overall 
responsihilitv of the EOD Flight CJzie{: 

---4------------~--------------~----------------------------------------------~------------------------------------~ 

Training 
Content. etc. 

KAFB Line 4. The HWMR [u·e referenced in this section. To 
be consistent with other parts of the permit. 40 C. FR. 
regulations should be cited. In this case, replace 
''HWMR" with "40 C.F.R. * 264. 16". 

Section 9.1 .2 of Attachment 9 of the draft 
Pem1it is now Section l. I .J of Attachment 
G of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
See NMED's response to Comment #511. 

Permit Modification: None. 
L_ ------L------------~----------------~----------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------
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.----------.-----------.----------.-----------.-------------.--------------------------------------------.----------------------------------~ 

Comment 
No. 

514 

Page No. 

213 

Section No. 

9.2 

Subsection 

Training 
Director 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Line 4. The HWMR are referenced in this section. To 
be consistent with other parts of the pem1it, 40 C. FR. 
regulations should be cited. In tlus case. replace 
"HWMR" with "40 C.F.R. * 264.16". 

NMED Response 

Section 9.2 of Attachment 9 of the draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.2 of Attachment G 
of the final Pe1mit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
See NMED's response to Comment #51 I. 

Pern1it Modification: None. 
r----------r-----------r----------,_ __________ ,_ ____________ ,_ __________________________________________ -r----------------------------------~ 

515 216 10.0 

516 216 10.1 

Introduction 

General 
Closure 

Information 

KAFB 

KAFB 

(I) 1st paragraph, Line 3. Delete ·· anJ approved by the 
New Mexico Environment Department (Department)" 
(i.e., return to the language included in the permit 
renewal application). NMED does not ce1tify closures; 
a registered professional engineer does. 

(2) Lines 4 & 5. The New Mexico Hazardous Wa~te 
Management Regulations (HWMR) are referenced in 
this permit attachment. To be consistent with other 
parts of the permit, 40 C.F.R. regulations should be 
cited. In this case. replace "New Mexico Hazardous 
Waste Management Regulations" with "40 C.F.R. Part 
264. Subpart G" or with "40 C. F. R. * 264.115". 

The plan ·was also prepared in accordru1ce with Subpart 
H. Insert", H." after "Subp~uts G'', as indicated in the 
permit renewal application. 

Section I 0.0 of Attachment 10 of the draft 
Pennit is now Section 1.0 of Attachment H 
of the final Permit. Requirement~ and 
auiliorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

(1) The NMED approves both the 
completion of closure and the certification 
of closure. NMED has revised the text to 
better clarify this fact. 

(2) NMED did not make the requested 
revision. See NMED response to Comment 
#511. 

Pern1it Modification: The second sentence 
of Section 1.0 of Attachment H of the final 
Permit has been revised to read: 

Until final closure is complete and 
certification (~f'closure has heen appr<1ved 
hy the Department. a copy of the approved 
Closure Plan and all approved revisions 
shall he maintained in the Operating 
Record. 

Section 10.1 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Pem1it is now Section 1.1 of Attachment H 
of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision 
as it is unnecessary. Subpart H (financial 

L----------L-----------L-----------L----------~------------~-------------------------------------------L----------------------------------~ 
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,­
Comment 

No. 

517 

Page No. Section No. 

216 I 0.1.1 

10.1.2 

Subsection 

Closun; 
Performance 

Standard 

Partial and 
Final Closure 

Activities 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

1\MED 

SummarJ of Comment 

The la-;t paragraph fi·om Section F.l.l included in the 
application, which summarizes how the closure 
performance standards will he met, was deleted. 
Reinsert that paragraph. 

NMED Response 

assurance) requirements do not apply to 
federal facilities such as KAFB (40 C.F.R. * 
264.140(c)). 

Permit Modification: None. 

Sections I 0.1.1 and 10.1.2 of Attadnnent I 0 
of the draft Permit are now Se~tions 1.1.1 
and 1.1.2 of Attachment H of the final 
Permit. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment#!. 

The Closure Plan has been revised in the 
All structures used for open detonation treatment an_ d I final Pem1it to indicate that all ,;tructures 
open bummg treatment wtll he removed and dtsposed of and eqmpment are to be removed from the 
as hazardous waste. , OD Unit at closure. 

Permit Modification: Attachment H. 
Section 1.1.2, second paragraph. Item #I has 
been revised to read: 

Removing a!/ structures and equipment used 
at the OD Unit 

Section 1.1.2, third paragraph, Item #"2 has 
been revised to read: 

All structures and all equipment have heen 
remm·ed.fl·nm the OD Unit 

~----------~-----------+------------+------------+--------------~-----------------------------------------------+-------------------------------·-----~ 

s u~ 217 IO.l.l Maximum 
Extent of 

Operations 

KAFB 1st paragraph, second sentence. NMED added this I Section I 0.1.3 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
sentence. However. closure activities will he limited to Penn it is now Section I. 1.3 of Attachment 
the inner fenced area (the area containing the unit5). 
Anything beyond that area would be covered by 
corrective actions. Clarify or delete. 
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H of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

See NMED response to Comment #ll3 



July2010 

Comment 
No. 

519 

Page No. 

217 

Section No. Subsection 

1 0.1.3 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

(I) 2nd paragraph. Line I: Revise to read "No more 
than I 00.000 lbs NEW of hazardous wastes .... " 

(2) Line 2. Revise to read "No more than 80.000 lbs 
NEW of hazardous waste ... ·· These changes will reflect 
the correct language. as indicated in Section F. 1.3 of the 
app lie ati on. 

(3) Line 3. Replace ''present'' with "2005". The 
maximum inventory (of 151,000 pounds) was an 
estimate when the revised permit renewal application 
was submitted to NMED in December 2005. 

NMED Response 

regarding the inner fence. 

NMED did not allow the Permit to contain 
language that limit~ conducting closure 
activities to only the area once contained 
within the inner fence, as it is possible that 
some closure activities may need to address 
contamination located outside of this 
boundary. Any contaminated area caused 
by 00 Unit operations is subject to 
corrective action requirements regmdless of 
the whether the lies within or outside the 
former inner fence boundm-y. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Section I 0.1.3 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Pem1it is now Section 1.1.3 of Attachment 
H of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

(I. 2 and 3) The subject text was deleted 
from the final Permit. 

Permit Modification: As indicated <tbove. 

r-------~--------r--------+--------~--------~----------------------------------+-------------------------~ 
520 217 I 0.1.5 Amendment 

of the 
Closure Plan 

KAFB I st paragraph. 40 C. F. R. § 264. 112( c) requires the 
owner/operator to submit a written notification of or 
request for a permit modification to authorize a change 
in operating plans. facility design. or the approved 
closure plan; the written notification or request must 
include a copy of the an1ended closure for review or 
approval. TI1is language was deleted from the first 
pmagraph. Revise to reflect language in Section F.1.5, 
paragraph 1, of the penn it renewal application. 
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Section I 0. 1.5 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

However, the requirement to an~end the 
closure plan under certain conditions is still 
present in Section 4.1 of Pmt 4 of the final 
Pem1it, including the reference to the 
requirements at 40 C.F.R. § 264.112( c). 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
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Comment 
No. 

:'\21 

:'\22 

Page No. 

217 

218 

Section No. 

10.15 

10.2.1 

Subsection 

Closure 
Report 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

ItemS requires closure plan amendment for "Changes in 
state law that affect the Closure Plan .. ". 40 C F. R. ~ 
264.112(c)(2) does not require amendment of the 
closure plru1 in response to changes in state law: it 
requires ru1 amendment to the plan only for conditions 
in Items 1-4. Delete Item 5. 

Item I. The cet1ification is not described in Section 
13.1.7. Replace Tll. 7" with "I 0.2". 

NMED Response 

Section I 0.1.5 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Permit 

However, the requirement to amend the 
closure plan if changes to state law affect the 
plru1 is still present in Section 4.1 of Prut 4 
of the final Permit NMED, using its 
omnibus authority under 40 CFR 272.32, did 
not delete the requirement because th~ final 
Pennit is being issued under state laws and 
regulations (New Mexico Hazardous Waste 
Act and the New Mexico Hazardous Waste 
Management Regulations). Changes in state 
law could affect a Closure Plan. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section I 0.2.1 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Permit is now Section 1.2 of Attachment H 
of the final Penn it Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

NMED ha~ con·ected the erroneous ntation. 

Permit Modification: Item #I under 
Attachment H. Section 1.2 has been revised 
to read: 

I. Thl' certification dlc'scrihed in Pernzit 
Sect ion 4.7; 

~--------r-----------r----------r----------r----------_,----------------------------------------+-------------------------------~ 

:'\23 219 KAPB Item 9 requires a survey plat The 40 CFR. ~ 264.116 
survey plat requirements pertain only to hazardous 
waste disposal units. TI1c OB <md OD Units are not 
hazardous waste disposal units; therefore. a survey plat 
is not required. KAFB docs not intend to let waste 
remain after closure. Delete Item 9. 
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Section I 0.2.1 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Pennit is now Section l.2 of Attachment H 
of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #1. 

··----' 
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Comment 
No. 

524 

Page No. 

219 

Section No. Subsection 

10.2.2 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

Delete this permit condition section. See previous 
comment for justification. 

NMED Response 

NMED has made the requested revision. 

However, if the OD Unit can not be clean 
closed, a survey plat will be required. 

Permit Modification: as indicated above. 

Section I 0.2.2 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pem1it. 

See NMED response to Comment #5:!3. 

Permit Modification: See NMED response 
to Comment #523. 

~--------~--------~----------~--------~----------~----------------------------------------+-------------------------------~ 
525 219 10.3 Closure 

Procedures 
KAFB 2nd paragraph, Line 1. Replace the second "of' with 

''at". 
Section 10.3 of Attachment 10 of the draft 
Pem1it is now Section 1.3 of Attachment H 
of the final Permit. Requirements and 
authorizations for the OB Unit have been 
removed from the final Permit. See NMED 
response to Comment #I. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
A survey at the OD Units is not necessarily 
a survey of'the OD Unit. NMED expects the 
survey to be of the OD Unit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

~--------~--------~--------~~--------1-----------~----------------------------------------~------------------------------~ 
526 219 10.3.1 OB Unit 

527 219 10.3.1 

KAFB 

KAFB 

The first paragraph of Section F.2.1 included in the 
pem1it renewal application was deleted. That paragraph 
discussed using swipe ~am piing as the first step in 
closing the OB unit. Swipe sampling has been used 
successfully for closures at other federal facilities in 
New Mexico. Reinsert that paragraph to allow for 
swipe san1pling. 

Section I 0.3.1 of Attachment 10 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the fin~tl 
Permit. Requirements <mel authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment #I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

(I) I st paragraph, Line I. Insert" If the analyses Section I 0.3.1 of Attachment 10 of the draft 
indicate that decontamination is necessary." before "The Permit has been deleted from the finn! 
steel container". The steel container will be washed Pem1it. Requirements and authorizations for 
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' 
Comment 

No. 
Page No. 

528 21() 

52() 220 

530 220 

Section No. 

HU.I 

10.3.1 

10.3.1 

Subsection 
Commcnter's 

Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

clown only if results from swipe sampling indicate a 
need for decontamination by washing. 

(2) Delete "and Open Detonation Unit". This section 
describes closure procedures for the OB unit. not the 
OD unit. 

NMED Response 

the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. SeeN MED response to 
Comment#!. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbove. 

(I) 2nd paragraph, Line I. Delete "wann". There is no Section I 0.3.1 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
need for the detergent and water solution to be ''warm" Pe1n1it has been deleted from the final 
to be effective in decontamination. Pennit. Requirements <md authorizations for 

(2) Line 5. Delete ''wash or". The wash water may 
have toxicity characteristic contaminants; if so. the data 
will be used for subsequent management of the wash 
water. Data from the rinse v-:ater will determine if any 
contaminants remain on the steel container and another 
wash/rinse cycle is require.d. 

(3) Line 8. Delete "wash and" for the same reason. 

(I) 1st paragraph, Line I. Insert "I if necessary)" after 
"decontaminated". See first comment related to I 0.3 .I 
above for justification. Line 4. 

(2) Delete "wash and". See comment above for 
justification. 

( I) 3rd paragraph. Line 2. There are no background 
levels for organics and HE. Revise appropriately (see 
4th paragraph of Section F.3 in the permit renewal 
application). 

the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment#). 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 10.3.1 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Pem1it has been deleted from the final 
Pe1n1it. Requirements and authorization!' for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment#!. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbove. 

Section I 0.3.1 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Permit has been deleted from the final 
Pennit. Requirements <md authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 

(2) Line 7. Replace ''residential" with "industrial". The final Pennit. See NMED response to 
I st paragraph in Section 3.5 of Part 3 in this draft penn it Comment# I. 
states ''industrial scenario". which is justified. The EOD Permit Modification: As indicated above. 
Range at KAFB will not be converted to residential use. 

L_ ________ _L __________ -L-----------~----------~------------~-------------------------------------------L----------------------------.. ----~ 
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Comment 
No. 

531 

532 

533 

Page No. 

220 

220 

221 

SedionNo. Subsection 

10.3.1 

I 0.3 .2 OD Unit 

10.3.2 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

SummaQ' of Comment 

5th paragraph. Line 2. Replace "as hazardous waste" 
with "appropriately". Second sentence. Delete. PPE 
won't necessarily become hazardous waste. To assume 
the PPE is contaminated with all the hazardous waste 
constituents ever treated at the OB unit is not justified. 

NMED Response 

Section I 0.3.1 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Pennit has been deleted from the final 
Pennit. Requirements and authorizations for 
the OB Unit have been removed from the 
final Permit. See NMED response to 
Comment #I. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 1 0.3.2 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Permit has been incorporated into Section 

(2) Line 5. There are no background levels for organics I 1.3 of Attachment H of the final Permit. 
and HE. Revise appropriately. v 

(I) Line 2. Soil san1pling procedures are <.ie.'>cribed in 
Section I 0.4.1. Replace "I 0.3" with "1 0.4.1 ". 

Line 3. Replace "residential'' with "industrial". The I st 
paragraph in Section 3.5 of Pm1 3 in this draft permit 
states "industrial scenmio''. which is justified. The EOD 
Range at KAFB will not be converted to residential use. 

NMED has conected the erroneous citation. 

The draft Permit and the final Permit do not 
refer to background levels for organics and 
HE. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

Section 10.3.2 of Attachment 10 of the draft 
Pennit has been incorporated into Se(:tion 
1. 3 of Attachment H of the final Perm it. 

The NMED did not make the requestecl 
revision. The Permittee must clean up to an 
unrestricted residential land-use scenario 
because the Permittee can not ensure that the 
land will not be used contrary to the level of 
clean up if the land is transferred to another 
entity. 

Permit Modification: None. 
~--------t---------t---------t---------t-----------t------------------------------------~-----------------------··----~ 

534 221 I 0.4 Sampling, 
Decontamina 

tion 
Procedures, 

&PPE 

KAFB (I) 1st paragraph, Line 5. Replace "analytical" with 
"sampling". This section is about sampling, not 
analysis. 

(2) Line 6. Delete "of waste". San1pling will be 
conducted to determine if any media are contaminated: 
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Section I 0.4 of Attachment 10 of the draft 
Permit has been incorporated into Section 
1.4 of Attachment H of the final Perm it. 

(I) NMED has made the requested revision. 
The requirement to submit analytical data in 
the closure report occurs elsewhere in the __ __) 



July 2010 

I 
Comment 

No. 

:)35 

Page No. 

221 

Section No. Subsection 

lOA 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 
NMED Response 

if so. the media will be "waste". Petmit. 

(3) Line 8. The word "or" should not be italicized nor (2) NMED did not make the requested 
underlined. revision. Waste may be present at th,•: site at 

closure, including contaminated media that 
becomes waste. 

(I) 2'"1 Paragraph, Line I. lnset1 "reusable" after "The". 
If the tools and equipment are disposable, there is no 
need to scrape and clean them. 

(2) Line 5. Here. Tables I 0-2 through I 0-4 are 
referenced. whereas in Section I 0.3.1, 2nd paragraph. 
Table I of 40 C.F.R. 261.24 is used for wash and rinse 
water. 1l1is is inconsistent. Revise appropriately. 
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(3) NMED has corrected the grammar. 

Permit Modifications: The third sentence 
of the first paragraph of Attachment H, 
Section 1.4 of the final Permit has been 
revised to read: 

All sampling methods and prucedure1 used 
shall he descrihecl in the Closure Report. 

Also. the last sentence of the I ' 1 paragraph 
of Section 1.4 of Attachment H of the final 
Pennit has been revised to read: 

Sampling of'vvaste shall he conducted in 
accordance >vith procedures gil'l:'/1 heimr in 
this Pamit Attachment (Hi and in Sa!llf?lers 
and Sampling Procedures fi1r flawro:ous 
Wustt' Stmu11s !EPA. /9f,OJ or S_l\-1:_&~6. 

Section I 0.4 of Attachment I 0 of the draft 
Permit has been incorporated into Section 
1.4 of Attachment H of the final Permit. 

( l) The word ''reusable'' has been inserted 
into the first sentence of the second 
paragraph. 

(2) NMED has deleted the subject text from 
the final Pennit. All equipment and 
structures are to be removed from the OD 
Unit to complete closure. 

Permit Modifications: The first sentence 
of the second pru·agraph of Section I A of 
Attachment H of the final Permit has been 
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.----------,-----------.----------.-----------.-------------.--------------------------------------------.----------------------------··----~ 

Comment 
No. 

536 

537 

538 

Page No. 

226 

228 

229 

Section No. 

10.5.2 

Table 10-1 

Table 10-2 

Subsection 

Waste 
Containers 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

KAFB 

KAFB 

SummaQ· of Comment 
NMED Response 

revised to read: 

Reusahle tools and equipment shall l•e 
scraped as necessary to remove an_v 
contaminated soil. dehris. or residue.: 
cleaned with detergent and water solution; 
and rinsed ·with clean water. 

5th bullet. Delete. This is already covered with Item 7 I Section I 0.5.2 of Attachment 10 of the draft 
in Section 10.5.1. 

Add "Extensions to the schedule may be requested, as 
necessru-y" to the footnote, as indicated in Table F-1 of 
the penn it renewal application. 

This is not the srune table as Table F-2 :;ubmitted with 
the permit renewal application. Most of the methods 
NMED substituted have been "Noticed for removal" 
from SW-846, and the target detection limits for the few 
methods (7061A, 7470A. and 7471 A) that have not 
been ''Noticed for removal" do not list the correct tru·get 
detection limits provided in those methods. In addition, 
NMED added "mg/kg" to the target detection limit 
column, but does not provide values in both units, and 
thallium is listed twice (with different detection limits). 
Replace this table with the original Table F-2 included 
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Permit has been deleted from the final 
Penn it. This includes the bullet that is the 
subject of the comment. 

Permit Modification: As indicated .:tbove. 

Attachment I 0. Table I 0-1 of the draft 
Pem1it is now Attachment H. Table H-1 of 
the final Pennit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 
Extensions for report5 may be requested as 
provided under Section 1.38 of Part 1 of the 
final Permit. Extensions for closure 
activities may be requested under certain 
conditions pursuant to 40 C.F.R. ~ 
264.113(a). 

Permit Modification: None. 

Attachment I 0, Table 10-2 of the draft 
Pennit is now Attachment H, Table H-2 of 
the final Pennit. 

NMED has revised the subject table <but did 
not replace it with Table F-2 of the 
Application). Some parts of the table were 
unnecessary, some detection limits were too 
high, and the table inadvertently did not 
include detection limits for constituents in 
soil. Furthermore, it was not cleru· in the 
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.. 

Comment 
Page No. Section No. Subsection 

Commenter's 
SummaQ· of Comment 

NMED Response 
No. Name 

in the application. draft Pennit what detection limits would 
have applied to soil samples and which 
~vould he applied to water samples. 

The column titled f11strumentatirm on the 
right side of the table has been deleted from 
the final Petmit as it does not acid 
information beneficial to the purpose of the 
table. 

Permit Modifications: Table H-2 of Permit 
Attachment H of the final Permit has been 
revised: 

I. The duplicate entry for thallium was 
removed. 

2. The analytical method and associated 
detection limits have been revised. 

3. The column Instruml:'ntatioll on tht: right 
side of the table was deleted. 

4. The title of Table H-2 was revise{( to read: 

Maximum Di!tl:'ction Limits and Analrrical 
Metlwdsj(>r Analysis uf'Mi!tals 

-
:'\39 230 Table 10-3 KAFB This table is not particul~u·ly useful if NMED is not Attachment I 0, Table I 0-3 of the draft 

going to provide compound specific detection limits. Permit is now Attachment H, Table H-3 of 
the final Petmit. 

NMED has revised the table to include 
detection limits for specific compounds. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above. , 

:'\40 230 Table 10-3 KAFB Again, this is not the same table as Table F-3 submitted Attachment I 0. Table I 0-3 of the draft ! 

with the permit renewal application. l'\MED has listed a Petmit is now Attachment H. Table H-3 of 
range for target detection limits: however. the target the final Permit. 
detection limits in Methods 82608 and 8270C me See NMED response to Comment #539. 
chemical and/or compound specific. This should be 

Permit Modification: See NMEIYs 
reflected in the table. 
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.------.------.------.------,--------,-----------------------,--------------··-----, 
Comment 

No. 

541 

Page No. 

231 

Section No. Subsection 

Table 10-4 

Commenter's 
Name 

KAFB 

Summary of Comment 

It appears that the target detection limits do not line up 
with the specific HE listed. Reformat table to align 
spe<..~ific analyte with specific target detection limit. The 
last value of 1.0 in the TDL column should he deleted. 

NMED Response 

response to Comment #539. 

Attachment I 0, Table l 0-4 of the draft 
Permit is now Attachment H. Table H-4 of 
the final Petmit. 

NMED ha~ cotTected the table and improved 
the readability of the table. 

The column Instrumentation on the right 
side of the table has been deleted as it does 
not add information beneficial to the 
purpose of the table. NMED notes also that 
references to "Target Detection Limits'' 
should actually be "Maximum Detection 
Limits" and has been revised to reflect this 
case in what is now Table H -4 of the final 
Pem1it. 

Permit Modifications: As indicated above. 
t-----t------t--------!t------t-------t--------------------t-------------··---l 

542 

543 

')~') __ ,_ 

234 

Table 10-5 

Table 10-6 

Table 10-7 

KAFB 

KAFB 

Suggest removing these tables. NMED can require 
KAFB to use SW-846 methods which will have 
associated sample preservation and cont..1iner 
requirements. It is not necessary for that specific 
information to be part of the penn it. 

The san1ple matrix type for equipment blanks (i.e .. 
equipment rinsate blanks) would be water only. Delete 
"Soil/". 
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Attachment I 0. Tables l 0-5 and 10-6 of the 
draft Petmit is now Attachment H. Tables 
H-5 and H-6 of the final Permit. 

NMED did not make the requested revision. 

The Closure Plan contains a sampling and 
analysis plan. Preservation and container 
requirements are common components of 
sampling and analysis plans. 

Permit Modification: None. 

Attachment 10, Table 10-7 of the draft 
Permit is now Attachment H. Table H-7 of 
the final Pennit. 

NMED has made the requested revision. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above, 
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···--r--· 

Comment 
Page No. Sedion No. Subsection 

Commcnter's 
Summary of Comment 

~MED Response 
No. Name 

544 235 Table 10-8 KAFB Add "7000 Series" to" Metals". See comment related to Attachment I 0, Table I 0-8 of the draft 
Table I 0-2 ah<we. Pennit has been deleted from the final 

Pem1it. 

Permit Modification: As indicated above . 
.. 

54.'\ General KAFB The only plans that should be included as attachments in NMED did not delete completely 
the permit are the W~t~te Analysis Plan (Attachment 5), Attachments 1-2 of the draft Permit (now 
the Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan (Attachment 6), combined into Attachment A of the final 
the Inspection Plan (Attachment 7), the Contingency Permit). The information retained in 
Plan (Attachment 8). the Personnel Training Plan Attachment A of the final Permit concerns 
(Attachment 9 ). and the Closure Plan (Attachment I 0). the location and other ba~ic details of the 

The information in Attachments I and 2 should be Facility and security. 

reduced to refle(;t actual permit conditions (perhaps m; a NMED deleted Attachment 3 of the draft 

module). Pcnnit (sec NMED response to Comment 

The information in Attachment 3 was provided to meet 
#417). 

Subpart X requirements, and should not he included in Regarding replacement of information in 

the permit. Permit Attachment 4 of the draft Permit 

The information in Attachment 4 needs to be replaced 
NMED did not make this revision (see 

with the infonnation presented on pages 6 and 7 of 7 
NMED's response to Comment #4221. 

from the Part A, which summru-ized the types of wastes Permit Modification: As indicated above. 

managed at each unit. 

1-· 
546 Throughout Text KAFB Throughout this permit, the words "This Permit With respect to RCRA facilities for RCRA 

Condition shall not be construed to limit the Dept's matters, NMED enforces the regulations and 
authority ... " From our understanding this means even if statutory requirements that the agency has 
a condition is not in the Penn it. and we don't know been authorized to enforce under the 
about it. the "Dept" c~m fine us without reprieve. In Hazardous Waste Act and the New Mexico 
addition, how can the Dept hold us to rules that m·e Environmental Improvement Board. 
"self-imposed" or imposed hy another gnverning body'? There are state RCRA regulations that are 

addressed or not addressed in detail in the 
Permit that apply to the Permittee. It us the 
responsihility of the Permittee to infcnn 
itself of these regulations and to comply 
with them. 

.. 
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NMED Response 
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Permit Modification: None. 

547 Throughout Text KAFB The language throughout tlus Pem1it isn't "public" The rules and technical requirements under 
friendly. Re-write so all users, who are not EPA types RCRA are unfortunately complex. T11e 
can understand. This would alleviate a lot of confusion NMED ha~ made an effort to write this 
when it comes to compliance. Pem1it using language and a structure that is 

as simple as possible to understand. 

The Permittee and the public can always ask 
the NMED questions if they don't 
understand a provision in the Permit. 

Permit Modification: None. 

548 Throughout Text KAFB Re-number paragraphs. Some are numbered while See NMED's response to Comment 411. 
others are not. When making reference to another Permit Modification: See NMED's 
paragraph. cite the exact reference paragraph to response to Comment #I. 
eliminate confusion. 

-

549 Throughout Text KAFB ''Compliance with this permit (pg. 2 paragraph 1.2.1) See NMED's response to Comment 41546. 
Compliance with the permit is the only defense we Permit Modification: None. 
have. The permit is our operating guidelines. If we 
can't stand on it, why do we have it? 
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