KAFB BFFS
ST-106/55-11 1
voe Analysis
Laboratory Det ection Lim it s
and dilution

..leJ tNTERED
'

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

.

Cobrajn Daye NMENY
pjerard. Keyjn. NMENY
RE: Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
Tuesday, March 16, 2021 3:27:43 PM

Labs dilute so that they don't foul their instruments and have to clean them after each batch run . If
you dilute for any method, the Dls for everything detected by the method will be raised by the
dilution factor in the sample. In a sample contaminated with gasoline being run for 8260 or TO-15,,
the lab will dilute to avoid fouling the instrument. If nothing can be measured due to the dilution
factor, the lab may run another aliquot with less or no dilution based on their level of confidence
that the contaminant levels aren't so high that it could cause a problem which will allow for lower
Dls. Either way, the Dls are raised by the dilution factor which can easily result in Dls above
established cleanup or screening levels. If sample is really contaminated, it doesn't really matter
because it's safe to assume that it ~ill exceed cleanup or screening levels but any facility claiming ND
is equivalent to no detection in a diluted sample is pure, or at the very least likely inaccurate,
speculation. If there's nothing there, what's the need to dilute the sample?
Dave Cobrain
New Mexico Environment Department
Hazardous Waste Bureau
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East Bldg 1
Santa Fe, NM 87505-6313
Main Office Phone 505-476-6000
Direct Line 505-476-6055
Cell 505-690-5802

- --- -------

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin.Pierard@state.nm.us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 3:01 PM
To: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrain@state.nm.us>
Subject: RE: Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit

They would only dilute in circumstances where.contaminant concentration are high correct? So the
masking could occur where some chemical constituents are present but at low concentrations? Just
trying to understand the implications of dilution

From: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobraio@state.nm.us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 2:46 PM
To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevjn.Pierard@state.om us>

Subject: RE: Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
The language in the KAFB permit is more specific and therefore somewhat more limiting for us. All
lab reports list dilution factors if dilution is needed and all of our permits specifically state that data
quality issues must be identified. Dilution is always considered to be a significant issue.
As an example, from the Safety Kleen Farmington Permit issued in 2020, reporting requirements
section the permittee must list:

KAFB5125

11111111111

and

From the 2009 WSMR permit reporting requirements section :

-

The original idea was that data would not be listed as ND but rather less than the DL (e.g., <0.5 ug/L),
<1.0 mg/kg). Dilution can always potentially mask detections. We treat all data in the same
manner. KAFB is no different. It's why Ben pointed out that the Dls for soil gas at the BFFS were
diluted to orders of magnitude above the VISLs which means there's no way KAFB can demonstrate
that the concentrations don't exceed the VISL at any location where Dls are not less than the VISL.
My reference to lines of evidence in an email this morning doesn't apply to the BFFS since the
contaminants under consideration are all known to be present.
Dave Cobrain
New Mexico Environment Department
Hazardous Waste Bureau
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East Bldg 1

Santa Fe, NM 87505-6313
Main Office Phone 505-476-6000
Direct Line 505-476-6055
Cel l 505-690-5802

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Keyjn.Pierard@state nm us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 20211:31 PM
To: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <daye,cobrajn@state nm us>
Subject: RE: Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
Kate is citing the following specific unique sentence from their permit : Part 6.5 .18 of Kirtland's RCRA
Permit:

"The Permittee shall also report whether any dilution of the sample was needed prior
to laboratory analysis, and the amount of dilution, if any. The Deportment will not accept)coded
(estimated) results for samples requiring dilution prior to laboratory analysis" .

In practice are we treating all sampling data where dilution was employed in the same manner?
How does this impact Kirtland?

From: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave,cobrain@state.nm.us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 9:44 AM
To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Keyin,Pierard@state.om us>
Subject: RE: Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
Since Kate is inappropriately citing the table in 270.42, I'll do the same, only using the more
applicable as opposed to selectively chosen listing. Appendix 1 C(5J "Groundwater Protection" in
Appendix I: Changes in Indicator Parameter, Hazardous Constituents, or Concentration Limits: a. as
specified in the groundwater protection standard - Class 3. Neither her cite or this one applies to
soil gas but if she wants to try to ignore basic risk assessment principles and permit requirements
regarding detection limits, a Class 3 still applies. We would have to deny the request anyway since
such a change would affect all of our other facilities by allowing the unacceptable at KAFB. There is
no way we can accept detection limits above risk-based screening levels as passing risk since there's
no way to tell what the actual concentrations are for samples diluted to levels above screening
levels. If contaminant concentrations are high enough to foul lab instruments, the contaminant
levels are obviously high enough to present an unacceptable risk level and also disqualify the data
for use in a model. In addition, we will not "work the closure of the OD unit and a corrective action
only permit in parallel" because there's no way to know if they need post-closure care until they've
finished work at the OD unit. It's the Air Force that keeps asking for extensions and they had a lot of
work to do based on our last comments on the Closure Report.
Dave Cobrain
New Mexico Environment Department
Hazardous Waste Bureau
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East Bldg 1
Santa Fe, NM 87505-6313
Main Office Phone 505-476-6000
Direct Line 505-476-6055
Cell 505-690-5802

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin,Pierard@state.nm.us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 8:49 AM
To: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave,cobrain@state.nm.us>; Wear, Benjamin, NMENV

<Benjamin.Wear@state.nm.us>
Subject: RE: Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
So what do you propose I say in response to her email? I don't think we should say they cannot
submit a modification proposal or that the modification will be denied in my response email. Seems
like they could propose a modification and we can either approve or disapprove. Although it would
be appropriate to say that the change in language will not change how NMED treats that data that
they submit. Basically saying the change would not result in a meaningful change in the data
interpretation for purposes of decision making. The language you highlighted is almost identical.
The difference is that KAFB uses "or" while CAFB uses "and" . I doubt in this case it would be a
significant difference. She also interpreted this change as a class 1, are you saying this would be a
class 2 or 3?

The Feb. 28, 2019 KAFB letter that was attached to Scott's email includes a number of suggestions
that are not agreeable. If I recall the clean closure cert may be ready in September. Would we
simply provide the draft permit and allow them to comment through that process rather than
engage on these issues now? Essentially this will allow us to only say "no" once and not get dragged
into some negotiation process in advance of the draft permit. If so we may be able to respond that
we will take the suggestions into consideration as we begin the permitting process. Let me know on
this as I need to respond to Scott as well.

From: Cobrain, Dave, NMENV <dave.cobrain@state.nm.us>
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2021 4:57 PM
To: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin.Pierard@state.nm.us>; Wear, Benjamin, NMENV

<Benjamin.Wear@state.nm.us>
Subject: RE : Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
The following out of the KAFB and CAFB permits (below) aren't really different overall, the KAFB
language just makes it more difficult to try to obfuscate so it saves NMED review time. Dilution that
results in a DL less than the screening level almost never happens but if it did, could result in data
acceptable for use. Why Kate is citing text from the Reporting Requirements section of the CAFB
permit doesn't make sense. Although the reporting requirements section requires a discussion of
dilution, among other things, it won't help make sample dilutions that result in Dls above screening
levels any more acceptable. The language in the CAFB permit is more common to our permits and
something similar will end up in the renewed permit. Either way, what Kate is asking for isn't
acceptable and it would be a waste of time to initiate a Class 2 or 3 permit mod because she thinks
that Dls that are greater than screening levels will ever be acceptable or somehow demonstrate that
a site can pass risk. That's contrary to basic risk assessment. Dls above screening levels don't, and
never will, pass risk. Other lines of evidence might be used but Dls above screening levels simply
don't pass risk by themselves.

KAFB
. Analyses conducted with detection limits that are greater than applicable background or regulatory
cleanup levels as applicable shall be considered data quality exceptions, and the reasons for use of
the elevated detection limits shall be reported to the Department; results based on these data
quality exceptions may not be accepted by the Department. All analytical data (including nondetects, estimated values, and detects) shall be included in the electronic copy of the Investigation
Report or other report in Microsoft™ Excel format with any qualifiers as attached from the analytical
laboratory. The Permittee shall not censor data based on detection limits, quantitation limits, or
measurement uncertainty. The Permittee shall also report whether any dilution of the sample was
needed prior to laboratory analysis, and the amount of dilution, if any. The Department will not
accept J-coded (estimated) results for samples requiring dilution prior to laboratory analysis.

CAFB
The Permittee shall submit a list of analytes and analytical methods to the NMED for approval as part

of each site-specific investigation, corrective measures, or monitoring work plan . The detection and
reporting limits for each method shall be less than applicable background, screening, and regulatory
cleanup levels. The preferred method reporting (practical quantitation) limits are a maximum of 20
percent of the cleanup, screening, or background levels. Analyses conducted with detection limits
that are greater than applicable background, screening, and regulatory cleanup levels shall be
considered data quality exceptions and the reasons for the elevated detection limits shall be
reported to the NMED.

Dave Cobrain
New Mexi co Environment Department
Hazardous Waste Bureau
2905 Rodeo Park Drive East Bldg 1
Santa Fe, NM 87505-6313
Main Office Phone 505-476-6000
Direct Li ne 505 -476-6055
Cell 505 -690-5802

From: Pierard, Kevin, NMENV <Kevin Pierard@statenm.us>
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2021 3:32 PM
To: Wear, Benjamin, NMENV <Beniamjn Wear@statenm.us>; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
<dave cobrain@state.nm.us>
Subject: FW: Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
Would the response to this simply be to tell the AF that if they desire a permit mod they need to
submit the mod request formally an we will review in due course?

From: LYNNES, KATHRYN D HQE USAF AFGSC 377 MSG/SAF/IEE <kathryn lynnes@us.af mil>
Sent: Monday, March 15, 202111:00 AM
To: Stringer, Stephanie, NMENV <Stephanje.Stringer@state.nm.us>; Pierard, Kevin, NMENV
<Kevin Pierard@state.nm.us>; SEGURA, CHRISTOPHER G GS-14 USAF AFCEC/CZO
<Christopher segura 2@us.af.mil>; CLARK, SCOTT C GS-13 USAF AFCEC/CZO <scott.c!ark@us.af.mjl >;
BODOUR, ADRIA A CIV USAF AFGSC 377 MSG/CEI <adria,bodour.l@us.af.mii>

Cc: CICCARELLI, CARLJ GS-14 USAF AFGSC 377 ABW/JA <earl cjccarelli@us.af.mil >; Knight, Andrew,
NMENV <Andrew Knight@state.nm.us>
Subject: [EXT] Modification of Part 6.5.18 of Kirtland's RCRA Permit
Good Morning:
Last month the Air Force raised the possibility of modifying the following language in Part 6.5.18 of
Kirtland's RCRA Permit:

"The Permittee shall also report whether any dilution of the sample was needed prior
to laboratory analysis, and the amount of dilution, if any. The Department will not accept Jcoded
(estimated) results for samples requiring dilution prior to laboratory analysis" .

As we discussed, BFF sample concentrations typically range over several orders of magnitude. If
samples contain high concentrations of target analytes the EPA Method prescribes that the samples
must be diluted as part of the analytical process in order to achieve optimal accuracy for the
analytes (e.g. TO-15 Method Section) . In addition, high concentration samples may damage
laboratory equipment without appropriate dilutions and accredited labs will not analyze these types
of samples undiluted .
We checked all of the other RCRA Permits on your website and found that no other permit
contained the unique language in Part 6.5 .18. Please see the attached spread sheet. This confirms
that this language is not consistent with standard analytical requirements in permits issued by

NMED.
I looked at 40 CFR 270.42 and Appendix I "Classification of Permit Modification" and found one
modification that potentially applies to our situation . Under "C(2) Groundwater Protection" in
Appendix I "Changes in ground-water sampling or analysis procedures or monitoring schedule, with

prior approval of the Director". This modification is identified as a Class 1 *, which requires prior
agency approval.
I propose a modification to replace the language in question with language from other NMED issued permits, such as "A summary of data quality exceptions and their effect on the acceptability of

the analytical data with regard to the monitoring event and the site status shall be included in this
appendix along with references to case narratives provided in the laboratory reports" (see Part

6.4.13.3 in Cannon's permit) .
As detailed in the email regarding the corrective action only permit that Scott Clark sent you earlier
today, the timeframe for a new permit is fairly long even if we work the closure of the OD unit and a
corrective action only permit in parallel. That is why we are proposing to pursue this modification .
Please let me know if this path forward on the modification of Part 6.5.18 makes sense to you and I
will draft the modification request.
Regards,
Kate
Kathryn (Kate) Lynnes
Senior Advisor, SAF/IEE
Bulk Fuels Facility Remediation
2000 Wyoming Blvd. SE
Kirtland AFB, NM 87117
Office: 505-846-8703

