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Re: Draft response KAFB BFF
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Yep. Been at it a long time. Never expect everyone to agree.
Get Outlook for iOS

On Mon, Mar 23, 2020 at 7:22 PM-0600, "Cobrain, Dave, NMENV"
<dave.cobrain@state.nm.us> wrote:
I do. Please remember that New Mexico has public hearings that allow cross examination of
witnesses. I took plenty of bullets during the last administration for NMED and didn't enjoy it.
think it's a good idea to get out in front of questionable, uninformed or non-decision decisions
rather than responding to comments after a public notice by having to use those same kind of
literary gymnastics followed by verbal gymnastics on the stand under cross. For the BFFS, there
are technically informed critics.

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin.Pierard@state.nm.us>
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 5:27 PM
To: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrain@state.nm .us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
My point is that we don't have the ability to re-write the history on this. We have to stick within
the confines of the approved workplans etc even if those were approved by parties in NMED
outside of HWB, or when the administration was bad, or when it looked like rain. These workplans
were not approved by "Dennis" they were approved by NMED and they need to be treated as
such . I don't want to be the goal keeper trying to keep staff from demanding revisions that are
inconsistent with the work plan . A couple of the comments on the EDB bioremediation report
were totally inconsistent with the workplan and for several others I had to do some literary
gymnastics to relate them to the work plan . I need to be able to trust that the comments and
decisions we make are consistent with the terms of orders, permits, regulations and approvals.
That is why I want citations. We can always "note" where results might have been skewed even
when the respondent complied with the workplan, like the well packs in the EDB study, or where
improvements could be made in future efforts or should be made as remedies are developed. But
we should be clear that these are "of note", in case of future study or scale up or development of
potential remedies. I do not want to characterize these things as problems that arose prior to
"our" involvement. It's a poor practice both internally and externally. Internally I have found
myself seemingly having to explain to staff that HWB is part of NMED and externally I have had to
deal with ridicule from outside parties that is, at least partially, justified and has put us on the
defensive. I don't expect this to be a continuing problem if you catch my drift.

From: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrain@state.nm.us>

KAF85122

11111111111

Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 3:25 PM
To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevio.Pierard@state.nm.us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
The KAFB BFFS is unique in that HWB didn't review documents for 4 and½ years and the
comments generated between 2013 and 2015 were either corrupted, stunted, or never sent out.
Reviewing current documents is less of a problem but the documents Michiya is reviewing from
2019 connected to earlier documents were approved by Dennis who has different standards than
we do. It's important to at least acknowledge past problems even if we don't make the Air Force
correct them. Unacknowledged problems will be pointed out to us by commenters during remedy
selection and that will be harder to deal with . Right now we can point out problems that arose
prior to our involvement so that they're on record, which will help us in the long run.

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin Pierard@state nm us>
Sent: Friday, March 20, 2020 9:49 AM
To: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrain@state.nm.us>
Subject: FW: Draft response KAFB BFF
Very concerned with the highlighted statement. It is critical that our reviews focus on
conformance with the approved workplans. Making comments which may relate to "next step"
"further study" or potential remedies are fine but they need to be expressed clearly. In an earlier
email Michiya said "I think the work plan shouldn't have been approved and the approval should
be revoked". That of course couldn't happen but in the most extreme cases, and in this case,
while there were some shortcomings the workplan overall was acceptable for its limited purpose.
In my response to Kate I am making the case for LNAPL as within scope, which I believe, but the
primary goal was to determine if biodeg was possible. You and Ben will have to assure that our
folks stay within the bounds of approved workplans and if we have cause to comment beyond the
workplan that we clearly articulate that and provide linkage to overall project goals and good
scientific practices. We can not be put in a position of rescinding our comment letters.

From: Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Michiya .Suzuki@state.nm .us>
Sent: Friday, March 20, 2020 9:25 AM
To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin Pierard@state nm us>; Andress, Lane, NMENV
<Lane.Andress@state nm us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrain@state.nm.us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
Kevin,
Comments 10, 19, 23, and 34 are regarding the filter pack. I didn't find others.
Regarding Comment 11, my interpretation for Section 3.2.5.1 of the work plan is that the
intermediate wells were designed for the purpose of the pilot test, not for future monitoring. The
intermediate wells were screened deeper than the depths where LNAPL is present. The
intermediate wells are not useful for future monitoring in my opinion .

Regarding Comments 21 and 27, I agree but this letter was generally drafted to focus on LNAPL,
rather than dissolved phase remediation. If the focus was wrong, this letter may be rescinded. I
can review the report (and work plan) again and rewrite a new one focusing on the pilot test only.
Please let me know.
Regarding Comment 24, Section 3.4.2 of the work plan states, "If fouling of the injection well is
found to impact the performance of any phase of the pilot test, a conference call will be initiated
among USACE, CB&I, USAF, and the NMED. Responses to problematic changes in well
performance may include adjustments to pumping and injection rates together with adjustments
to the time periods of recirculation and amendment delivery. Additionally, if well redevelopment is
deemed necessary, an addendum work plan will be developed and submitted to the NMED."
Comments 12, 23 and 24 direct KAFB to resolve the biofouling issue. If the contingencies discussed
in Section 3.4.2 of the work plan were not taken place, these comments should still stand.
Michiya

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin.Pjerard@state.nm.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 5:03 PM

To: Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Michiya Suzuki@state nm us>; Andress, Lane, NMENV

<Lane.Andress@state nm us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave cobrain@state.nm.us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
Although the comments are good and should stand in most cases since the filter pack likely biased
results I think it's important to point out that they conformed to the workplan. I see this in
comment 10, 19, 23, and 34. Do you see this in any of our other comments?
On comment 111 want to clarify that this comment was associated with the use of this well for
future monitoring that was mentioned in section 3.2.5.1 of the work plan .
On comment 21 LNAPL recovery was not the focus of this pilot so I want to clarify that actions
taken to prevent drawdown below the top of the screen were appropriate and they can disregard
this comment.
On comment 24 I would like to clarify that Section 3.4.2 of the workplan includes contingencies for
biofouling, but it is unclear in the report if these contingencies were employed.
Comment 27 should be rescinded. Although the comment is correct, it pertains to an overall
remedial option. The statement on 3-12 of the Report is appropriate for this pilot study and
consistent with the workplan.

Please give me you thoughts on the above. thanks

From: Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Mjchjya Suzuki@state.nm us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 4:08 PM
To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin.Pjerard@state.nm us>; Andress, Lane, NMENV
<Lane.Andress@state nm us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave cobrain@state nm us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
After further review, I found Section 3.2 .6.1 of the Work Plan specifies top of filter pack for
injection well being above 10 feet top of screen.
Many of my comments related to this may need to be disregarded. But I think the work plan
shouldn't have been approved and the approval should be revoked.
Michiya

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin.Pierard@state nm us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 3:59 PM
To: Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Michiya Suzuki@state.nm.us>; Andress, Lane, NMENV
<Lane Andress@state nm us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave cobrain@state nm us>

Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
Very good, thanks

From: Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Michjya.Suzukj@state nm us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 3:56 PM
To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin Pjerard@state nm us>; Andress, Lane, NMENV
<Lane Andress@state.nm us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrajn@state.nm.us>

Subject: RE : Draft response KAFB BFF
Kevin,
Please see my comments attached.
If there are unclear points, please let me know.
Thanks,
Michiya

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevjn.Pierard@state nm us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 3:45 PM
To: Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Michjya Suzuki@state nm us>; Andress, Lane, NMENV
<Lane Andress@statenm.us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrajn@state.nm.us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
I don't think that I need to include that paragraph at all. I can ask Dennis about it but I don't think
it really matters at this point.

From: Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Michjya.Suzukj@state nm us>

Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 2:58 PM

To: Andress, Lane, NMENV <Lane Andress@state nm us>; Pierard, Kevin, NMENV

<Kevin Pierard@state nm us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <daye cobrain@state nm us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
LNAPL was detected in well KAFB 106MW1-S. LNAPL was present at the site. However, I didn't find
a record of discussion between KAFB and NMED regarding the detection of LNAPL at the site.
I'm still reviewing the draft and will send my comments once it's complete.
Thanks,
Michiya

From: Andress, Lane, NMENV <Lane Andress@state nm us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 2:52 PM

To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin Pjerard@state nm us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV

<daye cobrain@statenm.us>; Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Michiya,Suzuki@state nm us>
Subject: RE: Draft response KAFB BFF
Kevin,
Michiya will have to review this also.
Regarding your quote in your write up "With the presence of LNAPL confirmed, the work plan
indicates that a call would be held with NMED to discuss whether the project would move forward
at this location, but it is not clear to me that this call occurred or, if it did, what decisions were
made"
I don't see anyth ing regarding confirming the presence or absence of LNAPL in the documents we
have. These are the only other documents following the Ethylene Di bromide In Situ
Biodegradation Pilot Test REVISED WP, dated 12-22-16:
7/23/18: Phase 3 Ethylene Dibromide In Situ Biodegradation Pilot Test Notification Letter, Bulle Fuels
Facility, Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. dated July 2018. This
notification letter outlines the updates to the third phase (Phase 3) of the pilot study in accordance with
the approved Ethylene Dibromide In Situ Biodegradation Pilot Test Work Plan, Bulk Fuels
facility, Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, dated October 2016.
And 8/7/ 18 NMED Approval w conditions of the notification letter: conditions being 1. Bioaugmentation
shall remain as an approved, but deferred, component of the pilot test.
2. The biogeochemistry/LNAPL technical working group shall meet as soon as practicable to review pilot
test results and to discuss the deferral ofbioaugmentation.
Neither of those mention LNAPL at all. It is possible it was discussed in one of the working group
meetings.
Attached are my comments to your document.
Ifl can further assist, please let me know.

Lane
From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin Pjerard@state nm us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 1:44 PM
To: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrajn@state.nm.us>; Andress, Lane, NMENV
<Lane.Andress@state.nm.us>; Suzuki, Michiya, NMENV <Micbiya.Suzuki@state nm us>
Subject: Draft response KAFB BFF
Please look this over. I want to be sure its accurate and I need some info from you to the items
high Iighted.
Kevin Pierard, Chief
Hazardous Waste Bureau

NM Environment Department
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East, Bldg. 1
Santa Fe, NM. 87505
(505) 476-6035
kevin.pierard@state.nm.us
https-//www.envnm.gov/

