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Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502

Reference: ~ Work Assignment No. Y513; State of New Mexico Environment Department,
Santa Fe, New Mexico; General Permit Support Contract; Triassic Park
Engineering Design Review; Draft Deliverable

Dear Mr. Garcia:

Enclosed please find the draft deliverable for the above referenced work assignment. This
deliverable consists of three separate sections:

1) A summary review of Gandy Marley’s response to comments on the first Notice of
Deficiency (NOD) dated February 1997. This summary indicates TechLaw’s preliminary
determinations as to whether each response is adequate, partially adequate, or inadequate.
References are provided to the location of new information in the application for each
adequate or partially adequate response, and to comment numbers in the new NOD for each
inadequate or partially adequate response.

2) A new Notice of Deficiency which addresses previous comments which were partially
adequate or inadequate, and provides new comments which were generated from the review
of technical information in the November 1998 application provided by the applicant. The
comments are listed in the order of subjects in the RCRA Part B Checklist.

3) A completed RCRA Part B Checklist (Section D only).

TechLaw was tasked in this work assignment to review the engineering design sections for
container and tank storage, surface impoundments and the landfill. We included review of
closure design requirements as well, after discussing the assignment with Mr. Pullen. During
TechLaw’s evaluation, several issues came to our attention:
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Many of the responses to the previous NOD comments, and related portions of the revised
Part B application, have one deficiency in common: they reference plans and documents
that are not (but should be) contained in the revised application. In addition, the June 1997
responses to-the original NOD frequently state that the final design drawings and
specifications will be prepared and/or finalized and submitted to NMED, "following...
receipt of Part B Permit” and other similar statements. A test fill has not been constructed
to determine actual impoundment and landfill clay liner construction requirements and
suitability of on-site clay for use in liners. "Detailed planning for Phase II and Phase III
liner installation... will be determined in the future..." (Section 3.1.4, page 3-7). Liner
material leachate compatibility information is not provided. These and other examples of
the overall "preliminary conceptual" deficiency in the application were addressed in
previous Notice of Deficiency comments (e.g., comments and responses No. 24, 28, 38, 50,
61, 96, 100 and 103). Many of the new comments on the revised application are at least
partial restatements of the previous NOD comments, because the information requested still
has not been provided, and/or the application or response states that missing information, or
final plans or details, will be submitted at some unspecified later date, or after the draft
permit is issued, or before construction begins.

The facility Engineering Design Report, specifications and operating plans include repeated
qualifications that the (substantially incomplete) plans that are provided are "not for
construction,"(e.g., Appendix A, Design Drawings, Drawing No. 2, General Note 3 ["Not
For Construction” is noted on 41 out of 45 drawings]; and Appendix C, Specifications,
cover page note). This qualification is not uncommon in permit applications- it is typically
used to ensure that there will be no confusion over minor details in the preliminary design
and the final plans which will be sent out for bids, and which will be used to actually
construct the waste management units. However, the Triassic Park application does not
contain an explanation of the use of the phrase "not for construction," or acknowledgment
of the requirement to provide "final" waste management unit designs in the application (not
after a draft permit is issued, or before construction begins), although such
acknowledgment was specifically requested in the previous NOD (see response No. and
new NOD Comment D-6). Therefore, in the context of the other statements noted above,
the phrase can be interpreted as meaning that the "final" design plans to be submitted in the
future may be quite different (in major and minor details) from the plans in the current
application.

This basic flaw in the application cannot be overlooked or handled with a compliance
schedule. Although a compliance schedule is not explicitly suggested in the application, it
is important to note that a compliance schedule in a Draft Permit, as provided in 20 NMAC
4.1.900 (incorporating 40 CFR 270.33), is generally appropriate only for an interim status
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facility which is already in full compliance with all 40 CFR 265 requirements, and only
limited additional 40 CFR 264 requirements for specific units would be included. A
compliance schedule cannot be used to allow a new facility to provide information required
in 40 CFR 270 after a Draft Permit is issued. (Also see the USEPA RCRA Permit Policy
Compendium, document 9524.1984(01), Use of Compliance Schedules in RCRA Permits.)
Minor modifications to the application (equivalent to Class 1 modifications as indicated in
40 CFR 270.42), if proposed by the applicants after issuance of a draft permit, could
possibly be incorporated into the final permit if approved by the Secretary. These
conclusions are incorporated into many of the enclosed review comments.

The application assumes or claims “generator” status for the landfill leachate collection
tanks to be installed at the top of the slope above each of the three sumps; for the stabilized
waste roll-off container storage area, and for the sump, tank and associated piping at the
truck wash. No justifications or explanations are provided for these assumptions, other
than simple statements that the facility will generate the wastes to be collected and stored at
these units. The enclosed NOD comments agree with the claim for landfill leachate,
because it will be a new type of waste, with a new EPA waste identification number, and
will have different physical and chemical characteristics than the wastes from which it will
be derived. The new comments for the other units disagree with the assumed generator
status, and request revision of the application to include the truck wash and the treated
waste roll-off storage area as units to be permitted. This issue was discussed in greater
detail in the TechLaw analysis of the status of the truck wash submitted to NMED on
January 26, 1999.

Major conflicts exist between the responses to previous NMED NOD comments on the
CQA Plan (responses No. 105b, ¢, d, e and f), and the revised CQA Plan in Appendix B of
the Engineering Report. These discrepancies indicate that the author(s) essentially ignored
many CQA concerns as noted in the previous NOD. The revised plan does not follow
several basic recommendations of the EPA’s Technical Guidance Document: Quality
Assurance and Quality Control for Waste Containment Facilities. The revised plan
includes a new definition of construction quality assurance which is very different from the
EPA definition, and does not include NMED as a "party" as requested in the previous
NOD. The revised CQA Plan provides no justification nor any attempt to explain why this
course of action was followed. The conflict between the responses to NMED comments
and the actual provisions of the proposed revised CQA Plan is also unexplained and,
strongly suggests that communications problems may exist within or between the applicant
and the consultant organizations.

As noted in the previous NOD, the soil proposed for use in constructing the compacted clay
component of the evaporation pond liner(s) does not appear to provide adequately low
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permeability. The response to this comment (No. 44) promised to provide additional test
data to confirm the suitability of this material, but the revised application actually provides
less soil test data than the original application. Section 2.6.1.1 of the application actually
assumes that “...unprocessed material [Upper Dockum siltstone, recompacted in laboratory
permeability test molds] has an intact permeability of close to 1 x 10-7 cm/sec. Therefore,
with processing, the material can be placed and compacted to meet the permeability
specification...” (emphasis added). This is a large leap of faith, and is not supported by
data (the permeability data from the original application, and the data from additional
testing in August, 1997- mentioned in Appendix D of the Engineering Report- are both are
both missing from this application) or by the proposed quality assurance approach, or the
proposed frequency of quality control testing of the soil (about one-half to one-third the
frequencies recommended by both EPA and GMI’s preferred experts- Koerner and Daniel).
See comments D-4e(2) and D-4g(3).

Responses concerning groundwater monitoring and vadose zone monitoring systems, within the
landfill section of the review checklist, were not reviewed by TLI because they are outside the
assigned scope of work. These responses (numbered 64 through 67) are indicated as “adequate,”
with the added note that these were NMED determinations. A response concerning sampling and
management of landfill leachate (second part of response number 95) was not addressed for the
same reason. You may wish to double check these responses. Similarly, responses 1 through 23,
123 through 146, and 158 through169, were not reviewed because these previous comments and
responses address the parts of the application that TLI was not assigned to review. The Part B
review checklist was also left blank for these portions of the application.

Enclosed are a hard copy and electronic files of all three deliverables on a 3.5 inch diskette in
Word Perfect 6.1. Please feel free to contact me or Mr. Greg Starkebaum, the senior review

engineer, if you have any questions. We both can be reached at 303/763-7188.

Sincerely,

éiw W (N
Junt K. Dreith

Project Manager

enclosures
cc: Steve Pullen, NMED G. Starkebaum, TechLaw
Cornelius Amindyas, NMED C. Dare, TechLaw

Robert S. (Stu) Dinwiddie, Ph.D D. Romero (file: NMEDS5)
W. Jordan, TechLaw M. Nur, TechLaw
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NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY
TRIASSIC PARK WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY
TATUM, NEW MEXICO

General Comment

The application organization does not lend itself to convenient grouping of unit-specific design,
construction and operating plans into stand alone segments, as will be required for inclusion into
a facility permit. The entire review and permit drafting process would be facilitated if the
application were to be conceptually reworked to allow for typical RCRA permit segmentation.
This is not a requirement, simply a suggestion that may help all parties work more efficiently.

D. PROCESS INFORMATION

As noted in the following comments, the hazardous waste unit design and operation information
in the application is still incomplete in many respects. In addition, notes on the design drawings
and specifications state that the plans provided are "not for construction." Other statements
indicate that details or modifications to the plans will be submitted to the NMED before
construction begins. Many responses to the previous NOD state that detailed design drawings
and other information "will be submitted,” but much of the promised information is not provided
in the application. The application does not provide an explanation of the degree of finality of
the current design drawings, so the impression conveyed is that the applicants intend to expand
and/or modify the plans extensively, both before and after a final permit is issued. A final
operations plan is expected to provide many of the necessary details of operation and
maintenance of the facility, but that plan has apparently not been written (see Section 2.5.3.2 of
the application), and the application does not indicate when that plan may be prepared and
submitted for review.

This approach is not in accord with the hazardous waste regulations, which require that complete
design and operating plans must be provided in the permit application. Only after the plans have
been determined to be complete and adequate by the Secretary may a draft permit be issued.
Proposed modifications to the facility plans received after the draft permit is issued, which would
require public notice and comment periods pursuant to 20 NMAC 4.1.900 (incorporating 40 CFR
270.42, e.g., Class 2 and 3 modifications in Appendix I), will not be included in the final permit.
Such modifications would be required to go through the procedures specified in 270.42, after the
final permit is issued. Less substantive (Class 1) modifications proposed after a draft permit is
issued may or may not be included in a final permit, at the discretion of the Secretary. Class 1
modifications included in the final permit are subject to the public notice requirements and
potential denial provisions of 40 CFR 270.42(a). The application must be revised to provide
complete design and operating plans as specified in the following comments.



D-1  Containers: 270.15, 264.170 through 264.178

The roll-off storage area described in Section 2.2.2 of the application (Page 2-4) is proposed to
consist of two portions. The stabilized waste storage portion of the area is proposed to be
operated as a (less than) 90-day storage area. However, the regulation which governs less than
90-day storage areas, 40 CFR §262.34, applies only to generators of hazardous waste. The term
"generator” is defined in 40 CFR §260.10, and the applicability of the exemption from permitting
requirements is explained in Notes 1 and 2 to 40 CFR §262.10. As such, “.. . any person whose
act first causes a hazardous waste to become subject to regulation,” would be considered the
generator of the waste. The Gandy Marley facility will not be the generator of wastes placed in
this storage area, and the wastes will be disposed on-site. In order for the stabilization process to
be considered a generator, the waste would have to change treatability groups (i.c., a wastewater
would become a non-wastewater.) Additionally, mixing two or more wastes does not generate a
new waste. [EPA RCRA Permitting Policy Compendium, Document 9453.1989(01)] Therefore,
the stabilized waste roll-off area must be included in, designed and operated as part of the
permitted roll-off container storage unit. Both the Part A and Part B applications must be revised
to include the stabilized waste roll-off storage area.

D-1a(3) Secondary Containment System Design and Operation: 270.15(a)(1),
264.175(a), 264.175(d)

Drawing No. 39, Sheet 2 of 2, shows the conceptual design drawing for the Drum Handling
Facility. This drawing indicates that the concrete floor will be underlain by a single
geomembrane, with no drainage geonet. The floor drain trench is designed with a secondary
liner and geonet, but there is no supporting structure (e.g., concrete) under the drainage trench
and sump. This design may be unstable and lead to significant movement of the foundation soil,
resulting in damage to the geomembrane(s), collapse of the trench walls, and/or cracking of the
floors. Releases of liquid wastes to the uncoated floor could accumulate within and below the
concrete. The design must be revised to provide a stable, sufficiently impervious base for storage
of containers.

Response No. 28 indicates that the Engineering Report will include engineering calculations
which will identify the minimum requirements for the foundation soils and concrete floor
coatings. There are no calculations provided for the container storage area that document the
foundation stability. Revise the Engineering Report to include the promised information and to
also address the concerns regarding differential settlement or swelling/upheaval.

Response No. 28 also states that the final design will include a sand layer that will allow the
liquids to migrate below the floor to the sump areas. It is assumed that the select subgrade
material included on Drawing No. 39 is sand(?), but the specifications do not include a “select
subgrade.” Revise the application to explain what the select subgrade material is intended to be,
and if it is intended to function as a drainage layer. Provide material and construction
specifications for this material.



Revise Section 2.2.1 to explain how incompatible waste will be managed or provide design
drawings for the roll-off container storage area that indicate where or how incompatible wastes
will be stored.

Appendix E-32, the Truck Roll-Off LCRS Pumping Capacity calculations, provides a sketch of
the sump on page 1 of 4. The phreatic surface line is shown as daylighting roughly three feet
from the top of the pipe, between the pipe centerline and the gravel surface. The information
provided is insufficient to be able to reproduce this estimated distance. Revise Appendix E-32 to
include a description of the approach used to approximate this distance. Additionally, the length
of the perforated pipe is stated as being seven feet in the sketch. Drawing No. 43 shows this
dimension as five feet. Either revise the calculations or provide the reasoning for not using the
design length in the calculations.

The Truck Roll-Off LCRS Pumping Capacity calculations on page 2 of 4 state that the area of the
liner is 59,858 square feet, while referring the reader to page 4 of 4 of the calculations. The
figure on page 4 of 4 does not have dimensions and is not to scale. Revise the calculations to

either provide the dimensions of the liner area, or refer to a scalable drawing (i.e., Drawing No.
41).

D-1a(3)(a) Requirement for the Base or Liner to Contain Liquids: 264.175(b)(1)

Demonstrate the capability of the base of the roll-off container storage area to contain liquids,
including:

o Demonstrate or verify that the lower portion of the composite base
(geomembrane) will remain free of cracks or gaps (breaches) during use;

. Demonstrate the imperviousness and compatibility of the lower portion of the
composite base (geomembrane) with regard to the wastes and precipitation;

o Demonstrate the compatibility of the upper portion of the composite base with

wastes (i.e., provide a discussion on the compatibility of the surface soil material
with the wastes to be stored at the roll-off container storage area; and

. Demonstrate the theoretical structural integrity of the lower portion of the
composite base (geomembrane) under anticipated routine and extreme loading
conditions. Ensure that calculations are provided documenting that the soils will
be capable of carrying the maximum anticipated load under saturated conditions,
without compromising the integrity of the geomembrane.

The application should also include a discussion on how the surface will be maintained to the
original design specifications (including placement, compaction, and compaction verification
testing) during routine operation and maintenance.

Provide a discussion of how the surface of the roll-off storage area will be maintained to prevent
cross-contamination or releases of waste via wheel tracking or wind dispersion. The discussion
should demonstrate that the road base surface proposed for the roll-off container storage area will



provide a working surface equivalent to the epoxy coated concrete surface proposed for the
container storage area.

There are no engineering calculations in Section 5 to demonstrate that the geomembrane will not
deform under the maximum anticipated loading, or that the soils (road base material) will not
shear or deform under saturated conditions and subsequently over stress the underlying
geomembrane. The application does not demonstrate the long-term durability of the soils (road
base material) as a working surface. Revise the discussion of the composite base/liner system to
address the durability of each of the composite base components individually and as a whole.
The base design selected should be equivalent to the recommended concrete secondary
containment system discussed in the preamble to the container storage regulations.

D-1a(3)(c)  Containment System Capacity and Control of Run-on: 270.15(a)(3) and (4),
264.175(b)(3) and (4)

Provide calculations in or referenced in Section 2.2.2.1 to demonstrate that the roll-off storage
area containment system will have sufficient capacity to contain 10% of the volume of the
containers or the volume of the largest container, whichever is greater. This demonstration must
discuss the volume of the largest container, total volume of containers, containment structure
capacity, and volume displaced by containers and other structures in the containment system.

As run-on into the containment system is not prevented, the collection system must have
sufficient excess capacity, in addition to that required to contain potential waste releases, to
contain any run-on that might enter the system. Calculations for only the run-on volume have
been provided so far. Revise the application to provide calculations demonstrating that the
containment system has sufficient capacity to contain run-on in addition to the volume required
above.

D-1a(3)(e)  Removal of Liquids from Containment System: 270.15(a)(5), 264.175(b)(5)

There is no discussion provided in Section 5 on how frequently the fluid level will be visually
observed in the sump system. Revise this section to include a discussion on inspection frequency
and the time frame for removal of any liquids detected.

There is no discussion provided in Section 7 on how frequently the fluid level will be visually
observed in the leachate collection and removal sump or the leak detection and removal sump.
Revise this section to include a discussion on inspection frequency and the time frame for
removal of any liquids detected.

D-1b Containers Without Free Liquids: 270.15(b)

As previously stated, the Part A must be revised to include the stabilized waste roll-off storage
area.



D-1b(1) Test for Free Liquids: 270.15(b)(1)

Provide a discussion of the test procedures or other documentation/information that will be used
to determine that the stabilized wastes to be stored in the stabilized roll-off container storage area
will not contain free liquids.

D-1b(2) Description of Containers: 264.171, 264.172

Provide the following information about the roll-offs used to treat/store hazardous waste:
approximate number of each type of container, construction materials, dimensions and usable
volumes, DOT specifications or other manufacturer specifications, liner specifications (if
applicable), container condition (new, used, reconditioned), marking and labels.

D-1b(3) Container Management Practices: 264.173

Describe the management practices to be used to ensure that the roll-offs/hazardous waste
containers are always kept closed during storage, except when adding or removing waste, and are
not opened, handled, or stored in a manner that may cause them to rupture or to leak.

D-1b(4) Container Storage Area Drainage: 270.15(b)(2), 264.175(c)

Describe how the storage area is designed or operated to drain and remove liquids unless
containers are otherwise kept from contact with standing liquids.

The response to the original comment states that the stabilized waste roll-off bin portion of the
Roll-Off Storage Area will control precipitation within the unit. No design discussion on this
portion of the unit or on how it will be operated so as to prevent a release is provided in the
application or the engineering report. Revise both the Part B Permit Application and the
Engineering Report to address drainage in both portions of the Roll-Off Container Storage Area.

D-2  Tank Systems: 270.16,264.19 through 264.194, 262.10

Section 3.01 in Appendix C (page 13205-3) states that “Polyethylene tanks shall be installed as
indicated on the Construction Drawing.” However, no Construction drawings are submitted with
the permit application. Drawing No. 40, the only sketch provided for the tank system, does not
provide the details of the construction of the polyethylene tanks and the drawing is labeled “not
for construction.” Revise the application to provide construction drawings that show the details
of the construction, specific to each tank system, including the base that will be supporting these
tanks. Construction drawings must be certified by a professional engineer.

Response No. 32 a & c state that the leachate generated at the landfill, and the wastewater and
sludge that will be generated at the truck wash, are considered to be generated on site and
therefore will be managed in non-permitted less-than-90-day storage units. NMED has
determined that the landfill leachate can be considered to be a newly generated waste, and is



therefore eligible for the exemption from permitting requirements. The truck wash is in a
different category. The response refers to the definition provided in 40 CFR 260.10: “Generator
means any person, by site, whose act or process produces hazardous waste identified or listed in
part 261 of this chapter or whose act first causes a hazardous to become subject to regulation.”
However, the response does not address the full definition and the notes to 262.10, which were
referenced in the original NOD, or the definition of “empty” containers in 261.7. The truck wash
sump and tank will contain rinsate or wash water from truck beds, tires, undercarriages and
heavy equipment tracks, etc. which will be traceable to or derived from any or all types of wastes
to be received at the facility. These wastes will include many listed and acutely hazardous waste
codes, as specified in the facility Part A. Wastes from containers which were not empty before
washing, all P-listed waste residues (including those from “empty” containers), and all types of
listed wastes contained in environmental media, such as soil washed from truck tires and dozer
tracks, are still hazardous wastes. None of these wastes will be “generated” at the truck wash,
although they may be mixed together there. The original waste codes for each detectable listed
hazardous constituent will apply to the mixed wastewater and sludge collected at the truck wash.
Note 1 to 40 CFR 262.10 states that “The provisions of §262.34 are applicable to the on-site
accumulation of hazardous wastes by generators. Therefore, the provisions of §262.34 only
apply to owners or operators who are shipping hazardous waste which they generated at the
facility.” The facility cannot use the less-than-90-day storage area exemption for the
accumulation of the wastewater and sludge from the truck wash unit. The truck wash will be
storing these wastes on site, but not “generating” any new hazardous wastes, and thus these
storage units must be permitted. Revise the application to include the truck wash tank and sump.

D-2a Tank Systems Description: 270.14(b)(1), 264.194(a)

Section 6.1.2 (Stabilization Unit Layout) states that “the control room is positioned centrally
along the west wall of the stabilization building. ... Reagent storage tanks and silos are also
located on the west side of the building which permits operations personnel to view reagent
delivery activities.” Assuming the convention that north = up, Drawing 33 indicates that the
control room, reagent tanks and silos are all located on the east side of the building. Revise the
application to reconcile this discrepancy between the text and the drawing, and provide a
direction arrow for the layout portion of the drawing.

D-2a(1) Dimensions and Capacity of Each Tank: 270.16 (b)

The application does not discuss the dimensions and capacities of the tank(s) that will be used for
wash water storage and settling at the truck wash. Revise the application to provide detailed
construction drawings, including tank locations, dimensions and capacities.

No discussion of the process design capacity for stabilization bins is provided in the text of the
application, except in Part A permit application, where it is indicated that the process design
capacity (total) will be 150,000 gallons/day. Revise the application to discuss the capacities of
each tank to be permitted.



Nominal dimensions and volumetric capacities of the stabilization bins are discussed in the
response No. 34. However, this information is not included in the text of the revised application.
Revise the application to include this information and show the final design dimensions on
construction drawings certified by an independent professional engineer registered in the State of
New Mexico.

D-2a(2) Description of Feed Systems, Safety Cutoff, Bypass Systems and Pressure
Controls: 270.16(c), 264.194(b)

Section 2.3.3 (Volume I) of the permit application discusses spill and overfill prevention in
general terms without committing to any specific measures that will be used for the tank system.
For example, it is stated that “spill prevention is primarily maintained by hard-plumbed piping.
When transfer lines are not hard plumbed or when open-ended lines are used, one or more of the
following spill prevention controls or an equivalent device will be used.” The application goes
on to list several types overfill prevention, including automatic feed cutoff, high-level alarm and
bypass, none of which are discussed or indicated on the design Drawing No. 40 in the
engineering report. Drawing No. 40 shows low- and high-level cutoff switches which are not
discussed in detail in the text of the application. Revise the application to provide descriptions
and drawings of the specific feed systems, spill prevention controls, safety cutoff, bypass
systems, and pressure controls that will be used with each tank. The discussion provided in the
text of Section 8.1.3 (Volume III) of the application is not adequate, and no construction
drawings are provided to show, for example, the location of the vent systems and their
construction.

Section 2.3.4 (Volume I) of the permit application states that pump transfer or gravity drain will
be used as feed mechanisms for tank systems, or an equivalent transfer mechanism will be used.
It is further stated that “liquids will be pumped into or out of the tank through permanent or
temporary transfer lines; or liquids will be allowed to drain by gravity through permanent or
temporary transfer lines.” Revise the application to discuss and show (on drawings) where these
different mechanisms will be utilized in the system. Discuss the procedures that will be used to
switch from one system to the other. The application must be specific in the description of the
design features of the system. Simply stating this or that or equivalent mechanism will be used is
not sufficient. Two or more designs for the same function may be included, but each design must
be complete.

Section 2.4.3 (Spill and Overfill Prevention) of the permit application states that “additionally,
the delivery system will be computerized and will be designed to ensure that the mixture used for
stabilization prevents overfilling.” However, Section 2.4.4 (Feed Mechanism, Pressure Controls,
and Temperature Controls) states that the “reagents will either be pumped from reagent tanks or
manually fed.” The engineering report in Volume III describes a computerized system for
injecting reagents into the system, however, it does not mention any manual feeding of the
reagents. In addition, Drawing No. 34 does not show any manual feeding mechanism. Revise
the application to address these discrepancies and to discuss the feed systems in detail.
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D-2a(3) Diagram of Piping, Instrumentation and Process Flow: 270.16(d)

The application does not provide details of piping, instrumentation and process flow for the tank
system and ancillary equipment. Only one drawing, Drawing No. 40, which is labeled “not for
construction,” is provided as a design drawing for the tank system. This drawing does not
contain adequately detailed information on piping, instrumentation and process flow for the tank
system and ancillary equipment. Section 2.3 (Volume I) of the permit application states that
“waste will be transferred from the tanks to the stabilization unit either by pumping into transfer
tankers or by direct piping.” However, these two transfer system are not discussed in detail or
shown on P&ID or process flow diagrams (PFDs). For example, Section 8.1.2 (Volume III) of
the permit application states that “discharge pipes to the stabilization building will be elevated
double walled pipes.” However, no drawings indicating these pipes and their process flow are
provided in the application. Revise the application to discuss these transfer processes in detail
and provide P&ID and PFDs for the tank systems and all the ancillary equipment associated with
the process.

D-2a(4) Ignitable, Reactive and Incompatible Wastes: 270.16(j), 264.17(b), 264.198,
264.199

Section 2.4 (Stabilization) states that “when the waste is sufficiently mixed, it will be tested in
accordance with the Waste Analysis Plan (see Section 4.0). It will then be placed in a roll-off
container and transferred to the roll-off storage area to cure.” Also see Section 6.1.4, Volume III,
first paragraph on page 6-3 which states that “the truck will either proceed to the landfill for
disposal or will stage the roll-off container in the truck roll-off area (if TCLP test results are
required).” Drawing No. 34 also indicates that after the waste is stabilized it would either go to
the roll-off area or the landfill. Discuss in what situations the waste will be directly transferred to
the landfill without interim storage at the roll-off storage area. Discuss the procedures and
criteria that will be use to determine whether a TCLP analysis will be required on a stabilized
waste.

Section 2.4.8 (Tank Assessment) states that “The engineering report presented with the
preliminary tank design drawing in Volume III includes a discussion of wastes to be excluded
from storage or treatment in [stabilization units] due to their excessive corrosive effects.”
However, the engineering report does not present or discuss this information. Revise the
application to provide this information or provide a reference in Section 2.4.8 indicating where
this information is located.

D-2¢(1) Assessment of New Tank System’s Integrity: 270.16, 264.192

Section 2.3 of the application (Volume I) states that “the tanks will be double-walled and
constructed of high density polyethylene materials that are compatible with the wastes to be
placed in the tanks.” However, except for stating that “these compatibilities are assessed in the
design specification and engineering report (Volume IIT)” no tests or evaluation of these
compatibilities were conducted and no results substantiating the statements in the application are
provided. The Part A permit application indicates that all of the wastes listed in Section XIV will
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be stored in the polyethylene tanks. Some of the wastes listed in Section XIV of Part A may be
corrosive and incompatible with the tank construction material (e.g., carbon tetrachloride,
benzenes, carbon disulfide, hydrogen peroxide) when present at high concentrations. In addition,
as a general guidance, strong nitric (50% or higher) and sulfuric (25% or higher) acids should not
be stored in the tanks (Reference: Table 23-2 of Perry’s Chemical Engineer’s Handbook, 6th
Edition, Perry & Green, 1984). Revise the application to either provide results of compatibility
tests conducted or literatures (e.g., manufacturer’s compatibility tables) indicating and certifying
that the hazardous wastes and/or hazardous waste constituents listed in Part A do not have a
detrimental effect on the structural integrity of the polyethylene tanks. In addition, provide
literature data (including manufacturer’s) or calculations to show that the secondary containment
is of sufficient strength to withstand all of the forces acting on it, especially in the event of failure
of the primary containment.

Section 8.2.1 states that “the tank manufacturer will provide recommended tank tie down details
for review and approval by a registered New Mexico professional engineer prior to tank
installation.” Revise the application to provide this information.

The application does not provide calculations and/or data to show that the concrete base for the
polyethylene tank system is capable of supporting the system, providing resistance to pressure
gradients below the system, and preventing failure due to settlement, compression, or uplift. The
application merely states that the tank system is designed as such, and does not provide
supporting design calculations and engineering drawings in the engineering report (Volume III).
Revise the application to provide a detailed demonstration of the structural integrity of the base
for the tank system.

The discussion, designs and supporting calculations presented in Volume I and Volume III of the
permit application for the Stabilization Unit are preliminary and lack the details required in final
design of a unit. Following are some of the deficiencies noted:

. The drawings are either labeled “not for construction” or do not show a seal of a
professional engineer. The text does not include an explanation of the meaning of
the “not for construction” designation, so they drawings are assumed to be
preliminary, not final design information.

. The design section references Calculation No. E-33, Appendix E, Volume VI and
states that it describes the steel plate, reinforcing members, and energy absorbing
devices intended for the stabilization bin system. However, the assessment and
supporting calculations presented in Calculation E-33 regarding the tanks’
structural integrity are inconclusive, and neither the calculations nor the results are
fully legible. For example, the inner liner with a thickness (1") would fail by the
impact of total and instantaneous hydraulic failure from a height of 15 feet.
However, no other iterations are presented to provide the thickness that would
withstand such an impact, except stating that “it does not appear cost effective to
design the inner liner for this possibility.”



. Except for stating that “all ancillary equipment will be supported and protected
against physical damage and excessive stress due to settlement, vibration,
expansion, or contraction,” the application does not discuss or show how this will
be accomplished, or identify which ancillary equipment requires such support and
protection.

The application states (in Section 2.4.8) that “a written assessment attesting that the tank system
has sufficient structural integrity and is acceptable for the storing and treating of hazardous waste
will be provided by an independent, qualified, New Mexico registered professional engineer
based on the final tank design drawings and prior to tank construction.” In addition, 6.1.1 states
that “it should be noted that certain components of the stabilization building, process control and
delivery systems, ventilation systems and steel bins will be completed under future design/build
contracts.” The applicants must note that components of hazardous waste management units
which are to be designed in the future are subject to the permit modification requirements of the
hazardous waste regulations. For the units which are proposed to be constructed under the
original permit, the application must include the final design and operating plans.

Revise the application to provide final design drawings which are certified by a professional
engineer. In addition, provide calculations supporting the design in a final format and discuss the
final designs of the process control, delivery and ventilation systems, and the final designs of the
steel bins.

D-2d(1) Plans and Description of the Design, Construction, and Operation of the
Secondary Containment System:

The application does not provide any calculation and/or data to show that the outer tank of the
double walled polyethylene tank system will provide secondary containment of sufficient
strength and thickness to prevent failure due to pressure gradients, physical contact with waste,
climatic conditions, or the stress of daily operations. The application, except for stating that the
containment system is designed as such, does not provide supporting design calculations or
engineering drawings in the engineering report (Volume III). Revise the application to provide a
detailed discussion of the secondary containment for the tank system.

The application states that the concrete pad for the tank system is not considered a secondary
containment and therefore does not have to meet secondary containment standards. However,
the containment is provided as an additional measure to prevent the spread of fluid should leaks
or spills occur at discharge piping connections and pumps located within the pad. This
containment requirement should be discussed further. In addition, Section 2.3.1 (Volume I) of
the permit application states that “each tank will be surrounded by a concrete area which will be
sloped to provide drainage to a sump.” However, these elements of the pad are not discussed in
the engineering report (Volume III). For example, no discussion or drawing shows the percent
slope that will be used; no discussion or drawing shows the design of the sump. Revise the
application to provide a detailed discussion and engineering drawings of the pad, sump and
berms for the tank system.
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Section 2.3.1 (Volume I) of the permit application states that “all ancillary equipment will be
provided with secondary containment except above ground piping (exclusive of flanges, joints,
valves, and other connections), welded flanges, welded joints, and welded connections that are
visually inspected for leaks each operating day.” Furthermore, it is stated in Section 2.3.12
(Volume I) of the permit application that “impervious concrete coatings will be applied to the
liquid waste storage tank containment area and the evaporation pond discharge station. Hose and
pipe connections will be inside the concrete containment area boundaries.” Revise the permit to
identify and discuss the ancillary equipment that will require secondary containment and provide
the details on the designs of these containment areas. Engineering drawings identifying the
equipment and the appropriate containments must accompany the discussion.

A distinction should be made between the “primary and secondary steel liners” and the “double
walls” of the stabilization bins. If they are one and the same, the application should state so in
the text of the application and reconcile the information with the design drawings provided. If
they are one and the same, then cross-section A-A’ on Drawing No. 34 should be discussed
further in the text, since it indicates a Leak Detection and Leachate Collection and Removal
System (LD/LCRS) within the vault while it also indicates that there is a “primary LD/LCRS”
within the liners or the double walls. If there is a LD/LCRS in the vault as indicated in this
figure, this implies that the vault serves as a secondary or tertiary containment. What is depicted
in this figure is contrary to the statement that “the vault will not be used as secondary
containment; therefore, it does not have to be lined or meet other requirements for secondary
containment.”

However, Drawing No. 34 supports the statement in Section 6.1.2 of Volume III that “the bin and
vault arrangement provides three levels of waste containment with the inner bin liner serving as
primary containment, the outer bin as secondary containment, and the vault as final or tertiary
containment.” See also, paragraph 2 of Section 6.1.3 (Volume III), page 6-2. This paragraph
explicitly proposes the vault as a containment and indicates that there will be a concrete epoxy
coating requirement. Although preliminary structural assessment indicates that impact from
loads and the bucket will be mostly absorbed by the wire rope isolators situated between the
liners, it is not shown how the vault will be designed to withstand any residual forces or
vibrations, and none of the drawings show how the bins will be tied down to the floor of the
vault.

Revise the application to address these discrepancies and provide detailed design drawings for
the construction of the vaults. Discuss how releases into the vault will be pumped out of the
LDRS (i.e., by stationary pumps or portable pumps).

D-4  Surface Impoundments

Since most of the design elements of the surface impoundments are similar to that of the landfill,
only comments specific to the surface impoundments are addressed under this section. If the
landfill comments are adequately addressed in a revised application, much of the revised
information will also be applicable to the impoundment. For example, shallow soil
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characterization, and material and construction specifications for the liner system, leak detection
system, foundation, and run-on/run-off control designs are similar.

Comments relating to the truck wash sump are placed under this section, because most of the
design components of the truck wash sump are similar to those of a surface impoundment. The
permit application assumes that the truck wash is not subject to permitting requirements, but
NMED has determined that the truck wash is not eligible for the generator exemption as
explained in Comment D-2.

The application does not provide adequate information on the run-on/run-off control system for
the Evaporation Pond. Section 2.6.1.4 (Run-On/Run-Off Control) states: “Section 2.5.1.5
contains information on run-on/run-off control for the landfill, which is also pertinent to the
evaporation pond.” The correct section is 2.5.1.6 (not 2.5.1.5), which mentions that a lined
collection basin located at the toe of the inter phase cut slope, as shown of Drawings 10 and 13 in
Volume III, will be used to collect runoff from the landfill side slopes. However, it is not clear
whether this basin will also receive runoff from the Evaporation Pond Areas. In addition, since
the basin is lined, it is unclear how the water accumulated in the basin will be managed to
prevent overflow. No details of this basin (e.g., capacity, material of construction) are presented
in the application. If the purpose of the basin is for only the initial phase of the landfill operation
describe how runoff from the landfill/evaporation pond and run on to the landfill/evaporation
pond will be managed after the construction phases are completed.

>

The last paragraph of Section 2.5.1.6 also states that “run-off from the Facility, but not from the
active portion of the landfill (including run-on/run-off from the landfill perimeter drainage ditch),
will be directed to the stormwater retention basin.” It is not clear from the design drawings
whether this information is true for the evaporation pond as well. Section 2.6.2.1 (Site
Preparation) states that “existing site drainage will be modified to route any run-on away from
the evaporation pond area. Access roads and a truck discharge station will be constructed. These
engineering controls and components are shown on Drawings 4, 5, and 31 in Volume II1.” These
drawings do not show the level of details needed for these engineering controls as they pertain to
the Evaporation Pond. In fact, the initial site grading plan shown in Figure 5 does not take into
account that a pond exists or will be built on the northwest corner of the landfill. Thus, reference
to Figure 5 is irrelevant and does not depict the engineering controls as they pertain to the
Evaporation Pond. In addition, the last paragraph in Section 4.1.4 (Evaporation Pond Discharge
Pad Arrangement) states that “Drawing No. 4 (Volume III) depicts the surface grades around the
perimeter of the evaporation pond area. Surface water run off from these areas will flow to the
roadway ditch system and ultimately to the stormwater detention basin.” The referenced Figure
No. 4 neither shows surface grades around the perimeter of the ponds nor how the run-on to the
ponds will be diverted to the stormwater detention basin. Revise the application to provide
detailed discussion and drawings showing the run-on and run-off control system for the
evaporation pond.

Section 2.6.2.3 (Structural Fill Areas) states that “areas of the evaporation pond requiring
structural fill will be constructed according to the specifications presented in Volume IV.”
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Revise the application to indicate the specific location for this information within the text of
Volume IV.

Section 4.1.2 (Evaporation Pond Layout and Phasing) states that “Pond units 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B
are 132-ft wide by 285-ft long by 12 feet deep and each will provide approximately 1.63 million
gallons [total of 6.52 million gallons for all four ponds] of useable storage capacity (excluding 2-
foot freeboard volumes).” Section 4.2.9 of Volume III also states that “the resulting pond
volume available for liquid storage and evaporation (not including 2 ft freeboard) is
approximately 6.5 million gallons.” However, Section 2.6.1 (Volume I) and the Part A form
indicate that the capacity of the surface impoundment (total volumetric capacity of all four
ponds) is to be 4.6 million gallons (it is not indicated whether or not the 2-ft freeboard is
accounted for in this volume).

The application does not show how these volumes were determined. Using the geometric
information provided in Section 4.1.2, we could not duplicate any of the volumes provided. The
scales provided on Figure 4 did not yield similar results either. According to Figure 4 (based on
the scale provided on the figure) the longest side of each pond is approximately 300 feet. Our
calculations were based on a trapezoidal cross section and a side slope of the longest side of
2H:1V.

In other calculations, for example, Calculation E-15: Anchor Trench Pullout Capacity,
evaporation pond slope length is given as 60 ft, which, using the 12 ft depth, would translate to a
slope of 5H:1V. This slope does not correspond with the slopes shown on the drawings and
discussed in the text of the application.

Revise the application to address the above discrepancies and present a sample calculation of
how the useable capacity of the ponds was determined, including the geometric shapes used as a
basis for the calculations.

D-de(2) Soil Liners: 270.17(b)(1), 264.221(a), and 264.221(c)(1)

Section 3.02.A of Specification Section 02221 (Clay Liner) states that “the clay liner shall be
constructed to the elevations, grades, and thicknesses shown the Construction Drawings.”
However, no construction drawings were submitted with the permit application to show the
elevations, grades and thicknesses to which the clay liner will be constructed. This deficiency
applies to most of the construction specifications where reference is made to construction
drawings that do not exist. Revise the application to provide final design drawings for units
where such drawings are required.

The previous NOD noted that the Upper Dockum material does not appear to provide the low
permeability required by 40 CFR 264.221(c)(1)(i)(b). Response No. 44 states that “additional
laboratory tests will be conducted on processed siltstone and mudstone samples to confirm their
permeability characteristics.” However, no further laboratory tests or results are presented in the
revised application. The application must be revised to provide permeability test data
representative of the proposed clay liner material which demonstrates that it can be used to
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construct impoundment liners with the necessary low permeability. The preferred method for
obtaining this information, in addition to laboratory testing of enough samples to demonstrate
that the data adequately represents the proposed liner material, is to construct a test fill and
perform a large-scale field permeability test on the test fill. Large-scale hydraulic conductivity
testing on “test pads” is strongly recommended by EPA and by Koerner and Daniel in Waste
Containment Facilities: Guidance for Construction, Quality Assurance and Quality
Control of Liner and Cover Systems (ASCE, 1995) (see Comment D-4g(3)). The application
must also identify the location of the borrow material proposed for the soil liner including a plan
drawing showing the location of the borrow area, or a cross section showing the depth that the
liner material will be taken from.

D-4e(2)(a)  Material Testing Data: 270.17(b)(1), and 264.221(c)

The previous NOD comment stated: “Some limited soil test data is included in Appendices E and
F, but the application does not indicate whether these data are representative of the proposed soil
liner materials. Many of the test data in Appendices E and F are not accompanied by sample
depth information, which makes the usefulness of the data questionable. Provide data from
index tests, laboratory and/or in situ hydraulic conductivity (permeability) tests, strength tests,
consolidation tests, and shrink-swell testing of the soil liner material. If detailed sample
locations and depths for all of the data in Appendix E and F can be provided, additional testing
needs may be minimal. (However, the shallow Quaternary soils have not been adequately
sampled or characterized - see landfill comments). Provide copies of the test procedures, or
reference standard test methods used to produce the data. Include complete soil test results and
sample identification information, including depths as well as horizontal reference points.
Discuss the potential for dispersion and piping of the soil due to flow of wastes into or through
the soil liner layer.”

Response No. 45 indicates that a table previously submitted will be revised to indicate standard
test methods used in the analyses for the soil liner material and the depth of sample location. The
response also states that “dispersion and piping of the soil will be discussed in the engineering
report for the landfill.” However, none of this information was presented in the revised
application. In addition, the response does not address the concern as to whether the data
presented in Appendices E and F of the original application are representative of the proposed
soil liner materials. Revise the application to provide the information requested in the previous
comment.

D-d4e(2)(b)  Soil Liner Compatibility Data: 270.17(b)(1), 264.221(a)(1)

The previous NOD comment requested information as follows: “The application does not
address soil liner compatibility with liquids which may be placed in the impoundment. Section
2.6.1.1 simply restates the requirement in 264.221(a)(1). The application should provide the
results of hydraulic conductivity tests of the soil liner material using wastes or surrogate solutions
representative of the liquid that may be placed in the surface impoundment. Discuss the effects
or predicted effects, if any, of the wastes on the soil hydraulic conductivity. Provide a copy of
the test procedures, or reference appropriate standard methods, along with a description of how
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the liquid samples were prepared or obtained, a demonstration that the liquid sample is
representative of wastes which may be placed in the impoundment, and the complete test results.
Alternatively, provide research reporting compatibility testing of similar soils and similar liquids
or provide typical liquid waste analyses and site specific soil chemical and mineral
characteristics, and use this information to predict the results (changes in hydraulic conductivity)
of interaction of the soil with wastes from the impoundment.”

>

Response No. 45 states that the evaporation pond soil liner compatibility testing will be
discussed in the engineering report, and promises to provide most of the information requested.
However, none of this information is presented in the engineering report. Revise the application
to provide the information requested in the previous comment.

D-41(1) System Operation and Design: 270.17(b)(1), 264.221(c)(2) and (3)

The previous NOD requested the final design and operation details for the leak detection system,
as required by 264.221(c)(2) and (3). The revised application does not provide this information,
although response No. 47 promised to provide the final design and operations plan. Section 4 of
the Engineering Report (Evaporation Pond) and the specifications do not mention pump controls,
leakage volume measurement devices, or the proposed management of liquids removed from the
leak detection and vadose zone sumps if the leakage rate is less than the Action Leakage Rate, or
if the (3) adjacent ponds cannot accept the additional liquids. Section 4.1.2 of the Engineering
Report refers to the ALR discussion in Appendix G (Volume VI), but the ALR discussion
(actually, the Response Actions in Section 7.0 of Appendix G) only provides for pumping the
entire contents of a pond into an adjacent pond, after the ALR has been exceeded- it does not
mention pumping from a leak detection sump into another pond. The application must be
revised to provide complete details of the leak detection system design, including the proposed
methods for controlling the pumps, measuring and recording the liquids present in the sump and
removed, and plans for handling the removed liquids.

D-4g Liner System, Construction and Maintenance

D-4g(1)(c)  Leak Detection System: 270.7(b)(1), and 264.221(a)

The application must provide detailed final material specifications of piping to be used in the
leachate detection systems.

No distinction is made between the truck wash liquid collection sump and the LDRS sump in the
text of the application. The discussion in the text of the application and details provided on
Drawing 44 do not clearly present the details of the main sump. It appears most of what is
presented in Drawing 44 pertains to the LDRS system. Also, it is not clear where the physical
locations of these sumps are in relation to each other. Drawing 44 shows only one liner running
underneath the whole floor area of the truck wash bays, but does not indicate the presence of a
secondary liner that is associated with the Leak Detection System. No discussion of the capacity
of the main sump and no cross-section of the main sump is provided in the drawing. No
calculations of the pump or sump capacity are presented.
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Section 9.1.3 states that “because this sump is close to the surface and any fluids in the sump can
be observed by looking down the LDRS riser pipe, fluid level instrumentation is not required.”
The cross-section of the truck wash leak detection sump depicted on Drawing No. 44 indicates
that the bottom of this sump is six feet below the pad surface (i.e., distance from the pad surface,
excluding the height of the riser above the pad). Liquid released into the sump may not be
visible to the naked eye until the level rises above the sump trough, which would defeat the
proposed purpose of this sump as a “leak detection” device. It appears that the sump is a leachate
collection system rather than a leak detection system. Revise the application to provide detailed
descriptions and design drawings of the sumps.

D-4g(3) Construction Quality Assurance Program: 270.17(b)(1), 270.17(b)(4),
270.30(k)(2), 264.19, and 264.229 (a)

The application does not provide evidence demonstrating that the clay material available on-site
will provide the low permeability required for a soil liner. In fact, the laboratory hydraulic
conductivity test data for Upper Dockum material (Appendix E in the original application) which
showed test results consistently higher than the maximum acceptable value, and the original
plans for use of a bentonite-soil mixture for the pond liner, have been removed from the revised
application. Although the previous NOD specifically pointed out the inadequacy of the available
data, and the necessity for careful control of the construction of the soil liner, the revised
application largely ignores these concerns, without explanation or justification. For example,
although the previous NOD comment specifically recommended the use of a large-scale
infiltrometer test to determine the permeability of the test fill, in agreement with both the EPA
Technical Guidance Document and the Koerner and Daniel guidance cited in response No. 53
(Waste Containment Facilities: Guidance for Construction, Quality Assurance and Quality
Control of Liner and Cover Systems, page 55), the revised application and CQA Plan
(Appendix A, Test Fill Plan) includes only laboratory permeability testing. As noted in the
Koemer and Daniel guidance (page 55), "...laboratory hydraulic conductivity tests can under
predict the large-scale hydraulic conductivity by a factor of up to 100,000." The suggested
approach of using on-site material for the soil liner and inadequate testing to demonstrate
adequate performance is thus highly questionable. The application must be revised to provide
representative hydraulic conductivity test data for the materials proposed for use in constructing
the soil liner. The Test Fill Plan must be revised in accordance with standard industry practice as
recommended by EPA, and Koerner and Daniel, to include a large-scale infiltrometer test to
determine the large-scale hydraulic conductivity of the test fill.

Response No. 53i states that “the CQA plan will be revised to distinguish CQC and CQA
responsibilities including evaluation of earthwork and geosynthetic installer CQC plans.”
However, in the CQA plan presented in Appendix B of the revised permit application, no
distinction is made between CQA and CQC when discussing the activities the CQA engineer
conducts on a daily basis, including activities that would fall under CQC of earth materials as
well geosynthetics and other non-soil components of the evaporation pond and the truck wash
unit. In addition, Section 2.2 (Use of the Terms in This Plan) of Appendix B, states that “in the
case of geosynthetic and other non-soil components, CQC is provided by the Manufacturers and
installers of the various geosynthetics.” This statement directly contradicts response No. 53i.
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Revise the CQA Plan and related sections of the application to present CQA and CQC activities
in a distinct manner, as suggested in the EPA Technical Guidance Document: Quality
Assurance and Quality Control for Waste Containment Facilities, EPA/600/R-93/182, and in
Waste Containment Facilities: Guidance for Construction, Quality Assurance and Quality
Control of Liner and Cover Systems, page 22, and identify who will be conducting the
activities.

Response 53] states that “The testing frequencies for both pre-construction and post-construction
will be reviewed. Recommendations in “same ref. as previous comments...” will be used as basis
for testing frequencies.” This statement is false. Table II-3 of the CQA Plan and the testing
frequency recommendations in Daniel and Koerner, Waste Containment Facilities (WCF),
Tables 3.8 and 3.10, are compared side by side below.

TP CQA Table I1-3 CF
Compaction curve  Not mentioned 4,000 m’ (5,263 yd®)
Sieve analysis 3,000 yd? 800 m? (1,053 yd®)
Atterberg limits 3,000 yd? 800 m? (1,053 yd®)
In-situ moisture 300 ccy 5/ac/lift (161 ccy)
In-situ density 300 ccy 5/ac/lift (161 ccy)
Calibration density 1 per day 1 per 20 nuclear densities
Moisture by oven 1 per day 1 per 10 nuclear moistures
Shelby tube 1,000 yd* /ac/lift (538 yd?)

permeability

As shown above, the proposed soil liner testing frequencies are only one-third to one-half of the
frequencies recommended by Koerner and Daniel. The application CQA Plan must be revised to
provide for soil testing at least as frequently as recommended by Koerner and Daniel. In
addition, the application must be revised to include moisture-density curves every 5,000 yd? (at
minimum) and at every visible change in soil type (color or texture).

Response 53k promises that a statement that "no waste shall be accepted at the site until NMED
has reviewed the certification report." The revised application does not contain such a statement,
or the actual (different) requirement for submittal of the certification report, in 264.19(d). Revise
the application to include (in the CQA Plan) a statement that no waste will be received in a unit
until a signed CQA certification report for that unit has been submitted to the NMED Secretary.

D-4i Leakage Response Action Plan: 270.17(b)(5), 264.223(b) and (c)

The application Response Action Plan in Appendix G includes all of the requirements of 40 CFR
264.223 and 264.304 (for both the evaporation pond and the landfill) on the first page of Section
7.0. Then a separate section is provided for the evaporation pond, beginning at the bottom of the
page. This second section includes all of the preceding responses, except for the requirement to
“determine whether waste receipt should cease or be curtailed...” etc., in 264.223(b)(4). The
separate plan for the impoundment also includes an additional commitment (not found in the
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regulations) to “immediately remove the surface impoundment from service and remove any
fluids contained in the surface impoundment to an adjacent approved pond or other approved
facility...” There appears to be no need for the separate (and incomplete) set of responses for the
evaporation pond. Revise the application to clarify the applicability of the responses on the first
page of Section 7.0 to both the landfill and the impoundment (add a reference to 264.223), and
remove the following separate section concerning the impoundment only.

D-4j(3) Prevention of Overtopping: 270.17 (b)(2), and 264.221(g)

According to Section 4.1.2 (Evaporation Pond Layout and Phasing) of Volume III, “Pond
overtopping will be controlled manually through the use of liquid elevation indicators placed in
the pond.” If this is the only overtopping control and this requires Facility personnel checking
the fluid level in the pond to prevent overtopping, then the proposed weekly inspection is not
sufficient. What does inspection of “improper operation of overtopping control systems” mean
in this context? Revise the application to fully describe the design and/or operating procedures
that will provide adequate protection against impoundment overtopping/overflow.

In response No. 58, a brief discussion of the availability of sufficient volume for a 100-year, 24-
hour storm is provided. However, no such discussion is provided in the text of the application.
The details of the pond capacity and freeboard calculations are not provided in the application,
although the response states that this information “will be presented in the pond detailed design
drawings.” In addition, the overtopping prevention measure proposed does not address the
concerns specified in the previous NOD comment. Revise the application to provide the
information source references and calculations supporting the statement that the impoundment
has at least the capacity to accept run-off from the 100-year storm..

D-6  Landfills: 270.14(a), 270.21 and 264.300 through 264.317

As noted in the following comments, the landfill design and operation portion of the application
is still incomplete in many respects. The application must be revised to provide complete design
and operating plans.

D-6¢(3) Loads on Liner System: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(I)

The laboratory test report and stability calculations in Appendix E-2 include assumptions that are
not carried through to the engineering report and construction specifications. The calculations
assume that the largest equipment on a slope will be a D6 dozer (maximum ground pressure 9.8
psi), and that the protective cover soil will never be saturated; resulting in a factor of safety of
1.8. The specifications (Appendix C, page 02232-3) allow equipment with up to 20 psi ground
pressure on 24-inches of soil (the cover soil thickness). The consequences of saturation or near-
saturation of the cover soil are not addressed under static or dynamic conditions, although soil
saturation was specifically requested to be considered in the previous NOD comment. The
laboratory testing (Appendix D) used only slightly moistened, well-compacted cover soil (only
the GCL was saturated). The specifications (page 02232-4) only limit cover soil placement
during precipitation, leaving open the possibility that a dozer much larger than a D6 may be
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operated on wet, nearly-saturated cover soil layers during the hours and days after rain storms.
Although these conditions may not result in catastrophic slope failures, the application does not
demonstrate that such circumstances have factors of safety greater than 1. In addition to these
concerns, the application does not provide calculations of the predicted stresses in the synthetic
liner system materials or anchor trenches due to down-drag loading on the slopes. Loading due
to wet protective cover soil on the 300 feet slopes may exceed anchor trench capacity, and
therefore require that cover soil placement be limited to only a portion of the slope above the toe.
If sacrificial geomembranes are proposed (see Comment D-6¢(5)), consideration of an additional
loading scenario may be necessary. The application must be revised to demonstrate that the
landfill liner system will be constructed to prevent failure due to climatic conditions, the stress of
installation, and the stress of daily operation.

D-6¢(4) Liner System Coverage: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(iii)

Two significant deficiencies were identified in the revised liner coverage information. 1) The
landfill liner is intended to eventually cover the floor and sidewalls of the entire (Phase I, II and
I1I) landfill, but none of the drawings actually shows the full extent of the planned liner. For
example, Drawing 8 shows the anchor trench for the Phase 1 liner, but no drawings are provided
to show the anchor trenches and/or liner coverage for Phase Il and Phase I1I. Similarly, the text
of the application only suggests (Volume III, Section 3.1.4, page 3-7) that the plans for Phase II
and Phase III liner installation, access ramps and waste fill sequencing "...will be determined in
the future." 2) The liner anchor trench is located in the center of each of the two Phase IA access
ramps (Drawings 8, 13 and 14). This leaves the outer half of each access ramp outside the limits
of the liner system. The entire surface of the access ramps will be routinely contaminated with
wastes tracked from the active fill face by waste hauling and water trucks, and waste placement
and compaction equipment, contrary to the statement in Section 2.5.1.2 (page 2-14) in the
application. (Both ramps apparently may be used for both entry to, and exit from, the landfill.)
The application must be revised to demonstrate that the liner system will be installed to cover all
surrounding earth likely to be in contact with waste or leachate during Phases I, IT and III.

D-6¢(5) Liner System Exposure Prevention: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)

The application does not explain whether the entire installed liner system will be immediately
covered with soil, or why "...a sacrificial geosynthetic will [or may] be deployed..." instead (as
stated in the response to the previous NOD). The revised application (text Section 2.5),
engineering report and specifications do not mention possible use of sacrificial geosynthetics.
(See comment 68.) The application must be revised to demonstrate that the liner system will be
constructed to prevent failure due to climatic conditions, the stress of installation, and the stress
of daily operation.

D-6d Liner System Foundation: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(ii)

The response promises to provide bearing capacity and stability evaluations for load bearing
embankments, but the revised application text (Section 2.5) and engineering report (Volume II,
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Section 3) do not include such evaluations, or even mention the load bearing embankments that
are shown on the west and south sides of the landfill on Drawing 6 (Volume III, Appendix A).
The outward slopes of these embankments appear to be about 3:1, but the slope is not specified.
The embankments will apparently be built directly on top of the existing highly variable
Quaternary sediments, as indicated on Drawing 7 (Cross-Section A-A’). The embankment on
the west side of the Phase III sub-cell is more than 20 feet above natural grade, about twice as
high as proposed in the original application. Slope failure or severe settlement of the constructed
embankments could result in damage to the liner and cover systems, increased erosion, and
release of wastes to the environment. The application must be revised to demonstrate that the
liner system will be placed on a foundation capable of providing support to the liner system
adequate to prevent failure due to settlement, compression or uplift.

The interim Phase II cut slope to the south of the initial Phase I fill is proposed to be left at 2:1
grade until Phase II excavation begins. The stability of this slope was not evaluated in the
application. A failure of this slope may disrupt operations, fill in the proposed "clean" runoff
collection basin, and possibly damage the completed liner on the floor of Phase I, where
contaminated landfill runoff is proposed to be collected. The stability analysis in Appendix E-1
suggests that 3:1 slopes will have only minimal factors of safety (1.4 for static and 1.2 under
seismic loading), assuming unsaturated conditions and Upper Dockum strength properties for the
Quaternary sediments. The top forty feet or so of the slope actually will have less strength, and
the exposed slope will be repeatedly wetted and eroded by precipitation. The bare slope may be
left exposed with no maintenance for perhaps 10 years or more, if the landfill business is slow.
Finally, the slope stability evaluation for the 3:1 slopes does not include static or dynamic
loading due to construction equipment. Therefore the proposed 2:1 cut slope is apparently likely
to fail. A sudden slope failure could threaten the lives of workers.

The bare 3:1 cut slopes above the access ramps on the east and west sides of the proposed Phase I
fill will be exposed to precipitation infiltration and erosion from the time of excavation until the
decision is made to complete the liner system on these slopes. The application provides no
indication of how long this time period might be. The slope stability calculations in Appendix E-
1 assume that "due to the temporary nature of the cut slope, a [factor of] safety less than [the
typical minimum of] 1.5 was accepted.” (Page 2) The parameters in the calculation are claimed
to be "very conservative," but in fact the climatic exposure conditions (infiltration of
precipitation over an extended time period) and routine heavy loading due to construction on the
slopes (e.g., 40-ton truck and 80-ton scraper traffic) have not been accounted for. The exposure
of these bare slopes will be extended, for at least several years, not "temporary." Although a
calculation concerning Ramp Stability is provided in Appendix E-6, this addresses only scraper
loads on the "subbase and road base," not the stability of the slopes on which the access ramps
are located. The slope stability evaluation must be revised to fully account for actual slopes in
the landfill (both 2:1 and 3:1); actual soil strengths; exposure effects due to weathering,
precipitation infiltration and erosion; and construction stresses on the slopes due to dynamic
loads from trucks, dozers and scrapers.
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D-6d(4)(b)  Bearing Capacity: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(ii)

The response discusses interface shear testing and slope stability analyses, but the comment
requested a foundation bearing capacity analysis. Bearing capacity is particularly important in
the areas around the boundary of the landfill where embankments (structural fills above natural
grade) are proposed to be constructed on top of relatively weak sandy sediments. Revise the
application to provide an analysis of the bearing capacity of the liner system foundation, with
emphasis on the structural fills on the west and south sides of the landfill.

D-6e(1)(a)  Synthetic Liner Compatibility Data: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)

The application (Section 3.2.3.5) does not provide information necessary to demonstrate that the
liner system materials will be compatible with the wastes and leachate that will be in contact
with those materials, as required by 264.301(a)(1)(i). Liner compatibility data from testing with
synthetic and real leachates is available from liner manufacturers and other sources. Revise the
application to include summary information and references to the data relevant to the proposed
geomembrane and other liner system components.

D-6e(1)(c)  Synthetic Liner Bedding: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(ii)

The proposed specifications (02119) and CQA requirements (Section I1.3) for prepared subgrade
materials allow any type of soil found on site to be used, and do not correspond with previously
approved criteria. The CQA Plan provides no method for enforcing the limited subgrade criteria
mentioned in the response (Response No. 81 states that prepared subgrade "...materials will be
free of particles larger than 1 inch in diameter or sharp objects which may puncture the liner").
The proposed specifications and CQA Plan do not include any prohibition or mention of sharp
objects. No grain size analyses are required for prepared subgrade, and no gradation range is
specified for this material. This means that any of the soils excavated anywhere on site (sand,
gravel, caliche, silt or clay) can be used for prepared subgrade, so long as cobbles, large roots and
branches are not visible. Proctors are required only once every 6 acres (CQA Plan, Table II-2),
equal to 4,629 cubic yards of material, i.e., one test for about 231 dump truck loads of material
(at 20 yards each). This approach is not consistent with the Alternative Liner System HELP
Analysis, in Appendix E-28 of the application. This document provided the basis for the
preliminary 1996 NMED approval of the proposed alternative (non-MTR) design for the Triassic
Park landfill liner and cover systems. For example, the Prepared Subgrade description in Section
4.2.8 of this document states:

"The prepared subgrade material considered is essentially the same material considered
for the clay barrier material described above. ... this material is the same material
proposed for the clay barrier... For the prepared subgrade layer, the same soil texture
number and defaults were input as the clay layer described above including the
conductivity."
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Since the characteristics of this component of the alternative liner design are proposed to be
modified in a non-conservative manner in the current application, the applicability and adequacy
of the 1996 HELP analysis is called into question. Revise the application to specify clay liner
material for Prepared Subgrade, or revise and expand the Alternative Liner System HELP
Analysis report to demonstrate that the proposed open or empty specification (any type of soil) as
a substitute for the clay material will provide equivalent physical support, and equivalent
hydraulic performance, of the liner system.

D-6e(2)(b)  Soil Liner Compatibility Data: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(i), 264.301(c)(1)(ii)

Limited GCL testing to determine saturated shear strength was performed (Appendix D), but no
waste nor leachate compatibility data are provided. The application must be revised to provide
an evaluation of the chemical compatibility of the bentonite and synthetic materials with leachate
which may be generated in the landfill. Manufacturer’s test data, scientific or engineering
literature, or testing with synthetic leachate may be acceptable if the character of the leachate is
demonstrated to be similar to leachate which may be generated in the landfill.

D-6£(1) System Operation and Design: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2), 264.301(c)(2),
264.301(c)(3)

The application presents only a partial design and incomplete specifications for the leachate
collection and leak detection systems. Phase II and III plans "will be determined in the future"
(Section 3.1.4, page 3-7), and the design details and specifications for flow meters and fluid level
transducers or equivalent devices, and data recorders, are not provided in the application. The
design will apparently include a trench across the center of the floor of each of the three separate
sections or phases of the landfill, to accommodate the 8-inch diameter pipes in the leak detection
and leachate collection systems. However, the application provides no description nor drawing
to demonstrate how the trenches will be designed or how the pipes will be installed. Another
example is the absence of plans for connecting the future (Phase IB, II and III) portions of the
liner system to the previously constructed liners and drainage nets. Apparently the anchor
trenches may be excavated, or the old liners will be cut at the top of the anchor trenches so that
the new liners and drainage nets can be attached.

Plans for operation of the leachate collection and leak detection systems do not include pump
operating levels, or procedures and equipment for draining leachate collection tanks.
Management of the leachate collection tanks is important because at leachate and leak flow rates
well below the proposed Action Leakage Rate (900 gpad), the small leachate collection tanks
must be emptied several times per day (i.e., through the night, weekends, and holidays). The
prompt emptying of leachate collection tanks (required to minimize the buildup of head on the
liners) must be included as part of the landfill leachate collection and leak detection system
operation plans. The application must be revised to provide complete leachate and leak detection
system design and operation plans.
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D-6£(2) Drainage Material: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2), 264.301(c)(3)(ii)

The design calculations for the Action Leakage Rated (Appendix G-2) recommends (sheet 3 of
40) that the proposed geocomposite drainage material be tested to confirm that the assumed
factors of safety are adequate. The discussion of leak detection system design parameters in
Section 5.2.2 of Appendix G states that transmissivity test results, under conditions similar to
those anticipated in the field, "are required in the specifications and CQA Plan." However, the
CQA Plan (Appendix B, Section VII-1.4, Conformance Testing) indicates only that testing shall
be done according to the specification. The specification (Appendix C, Section 02710-2.01)
refers to Table 02710-1, which explains the required transmissivity test setup in Note 5 at the
bottom of the table. Note 5 requires that "the geocomposite shall be sandwiched between a layer
of protective soil... and a 60-mil thick HDPE geomembrane." This test setup is appropriate for
the geocomposite above the primary liner (the LCRS), but it is not similar to the conditions that
the leak detection geocomposite will be exposed to. In addition, the compressive stress of
10,000 psf specified for the test (also in Note 5) may be substantially less than the actual load on
the floor of the landfill at most locations, when filling is complete. The maximum depth of waste
fill and cover appears to be approximately 140 to 150 feet, which would result in loading of
14,000 to 15,000 psf, assuming average waste density of only 100 pounds per cubic foot (which
may be an underestimate). Revise the application to require testing of the geocomposite under
conditions similar to those which will exist in the landfill, e.g., compacted soil, GCL and
textured 60-mil HDPE membrane below the geocomposite, with textured 60-mil HDPE
membrane and lightly compacted above the geocomposite, under compressive stress
representative of the actual loading on the floor of the landfill. (Note: Testing with only soil
above the geocomposite is also necessary to demonstrate that the LCRS will function as
designed.)

D-6£(3) Grading and Drainage: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2), 264.301(c)(2),
264.301(c)(3)

In addition to the absence of plans for the Phase II and Phase III systems, discrepancies exist
between the text of the Engineering Report (Volume III of the application) and the Specifications
in Volume IV, Appendix C. The pumps indicated in the LCRS and LDRS descriptions (Section
3.1.3, page 3-5, Table 2 and Section 3.2.8, page 3-17) appear to be identical. However, the pump
specifications in Section 11210 of Appendix C state that the Vadose Sump and Secondary
Leachate Collection System pumps will be identical, but the LCRS pump will have a much
larger capacity. Grundfos pump performance curves for the "25519-9" pumps specified in
Appendix C suggest a flow rate of about 35 gpm at 100 to 110 feet of head, not 20 gpm as
indicated in Table 2. The application must be revised to correct these discrepancies.

Grundfos performance curves (not included in the application) for the two pumps specified in
Appendix C indicate (in notes at the bottom of the charts) that the minimum submergence (liquid
above the pump) is 2 feet for the smaller pump and 5 feet for the larger. Revise the application
to provide additional details of the actual pumps to be installed and the operating parameters
(submergence, on/off operating limits, and resulting depth of leachate on the liners) that are
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proposed to be included in the facility permit. Plans and procedures must be provided to
minimize the head on the liners, and to maintain the leachate head on the liners (outside the
limits of the sumps) at less than one foot.

The application does not provide a means for measuring or recording volumes of leachate
removed from the LCRS or the LDRS. Although flow meters apparently may be installed on
pipelines from the landfill sumps ("FM" items on Drawing 19, Sheet 1), flow meters are not
discussed in the Engineering Report or included in the Specifications. In addition, the
application provides no methods to measure the volume of leachate in the LDRS sumps,
although a small 3-inch pipe ("pressure transducer conduit") is included next to each Riser Pipe
in Drawing 19. Revise the application to provide the method(s) to measure and record the
volumes of leachate removed from each LCRS and LDRS, and the volume of leachate present in
each LDRS sump.

D-6£(4) Maximum Leachate Head: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2), 264.301(c)(2)

Although the application provides calculations of the drainage capacities of the Phase I
geocomposite (leachate collection and leak detection layers) and LCRS sump in Appendixes E-
31 and G-1, Phase II and Phase III are not included. Results from testing the geocomposite
under design conditions are not available, but are to be provided at some later date. The
application does not address the details necessary to demonstrate that the leachate collection and
removal system will be operated in such a manner as to prevent the buildup of more than one
foot of head on the top liner. For example, the pump operating control systems, fluid pressure
transducers or other monitoring devices, flow meters and data recording devices are not included
in the application text, the Engineering Report, drawings or specifications.

In addition, the application does not provide plans for performing maintenance and monitoring,
as necessary to demonstrate that high leachate flow rates will be managed to prevent buildup of
more than one foot of head on the top liner (outside the sump area). The proposed collection of
contaminated runoff inside the active waste disposal area (in a "pond" at the toe of the waste fill,
as shown on Drawing 10) will allow collected water to drain into the leachate collection system
at a rapid rate. (The protective soil cover above the drainage geocomposite may consist of
lightly compacted sand, gravel or any other type of soil found on site.) High rates of inflow to
the LCRS sump will result in the requirement to frequently empty the small leachate collection
tank. Rainstorms may produce very large volumes of leachate. For example, 3.3 inches of
rainfall on the Phase IA area of about 16.5 acres may produce as much as 1,500,000 gallons of
leachate which must be pumped out of the leachate collection sump. In this case, the 9,000
gallon tank may have to be drained as fast as it is filled by the continuously operating 50 gpm
leachate pump, i.e., every 3 hours for 21 days, including nights, weekends and holidays. This
design may not prevent the accumulation of more than 1 foot of head on the liners, even with the
sump pump operating continuously. The application must be revised to provide complete design
plans for the landfill (Phases I, IT and III) leachate collection and leak detection and removal
systems (including pump controls, flow meters, pressure transducers, data recorders, etc.) and
plans for operating and maintaining these systems. The plans must demonstrate that the leachate

24



i
B

head on the primary liner will not exceed 1 foot during the active life and post-closure care
period of the landfill, using the 25-year, 24-hour storm as the minimum design basis.

D-6£(5) Systems Compatibility: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2)(D)(A), 264.301(c)(3)(iii)

The application does not provide waste and leachate compatibility information for the liner
system construction materials. The application must be revised to demonstrate that all
components of the leachate collection and leak detection systems are chemically resistant to the
wastes to be managed in the landfill and the leachate that will be generated from them.

D-6£(7) Prevention of Clogging: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2)(ii), 264.301(c)(3)(iv)

The application provides a design specification for the geotextile to be used to filter soil particles
out of the leachate drainage layer (Appendix E-21), but does not suggest any other measures to
prevent or respond to clogging of the leachate collection and leak detection systems. One
potential cause of clogging of the leachate collection geonet and/or sump is excessive runoff
infiltration, which may result from the proposed ponding of runoff on the protective soil cover at
the toe of the waste fill. The filtration geotextile should not be expected to completely exclude
clay-sized particles, especially when large volumes of infiltrating runoff are expected to pass
through the protective soil cover, over a period of several years. The proposed geocomposite
testing (Appendix G-1, sheet 8 of 40), although intended to simulate LDRS design conditions,
should include testing of the actual LCRS conditions as well (including infiltration of large
volumes of water through typical sand and other surficial soils from the site. Revise the
application to evaluate the potential for clogging of the leachate collection system by infiltrating
soil particles, and redesign the runoff collection pond if necessary to prevent clogging.

D-6g Liner System Construction and Maintenance: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)

The application does not provide complete (e.g., Phase II and Phase III) material specifications
for the liner system, or test fill results for the clay liner in the Phase I sump. The application
must be revised to include the entire landfill and all components of the liner system, including
clay liner compaction and placement requirements based on or confirmed by test fill results.

D-6g(1)(b)  Soil Liners: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)

The application includes clay liner material specifications (Section 02221), but no information to
demonstrate that this material can or will be compacted as necessary to achieve the required low
permeability. No data is provided to demonstrate that the clay material available on site will
meet the permeability specification, or that the clay will be chemically resistant to the wastes and
leachate to be managed in the landfill. Obtaining these data will probably require performance of
the EPA 9090 test procedure and construction of a test fill. Revise the application to provide
compaction, permeability and waste compatibility test results.
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The application does not provide plans for Phases II and III of the landfill. The design report
does not clearly indicate whether the leachate collection and leak design systems are expected to
be identical to Phase I. The sump designs for Phases II and III are not provided, although they
will clearly have different dimensions and floor slopes than the Phase I sump. Revise the
application to provide complete design information for the entire landfill. See Comments D-
6f(1) and D-61(3).

D-6g(2) Construction Specifications: 270.14(a), 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)

The construction specifications (Appendix C) are not certified, stamped or signed by a
professional engineer. Revise the application to provide the necessary certification.

D-6g(2)(b)  Soil Liner: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1), 264.303(c)(2)

The application does not include design details for Phase II and Phase III of the landfill. Revise
the application to include design details for the entire landfill.

D-6g(2)(d) Leachate Collection and Leak Detection Systems: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)
and (c)

The application does not include specifications for several components of the leachate collection
and leak detection and removal systems. The proposed method of connecting new segments of
the liner, leachate collection and leak detection systems is also not addressed, as noted in the
previous NOD. Revise the application to include design details, specifications and CQA
requirements for leachate level sensors, pump control systems and flow meters; and the proposed
methods for connecting new sections of the liner system during expansion beyond the Phase 1A
limits.

D-6g(3) Construction Quality Assurance Program: 270.21(b)(1), 270.30(k)(2), 264.19,
264.303(a)

The Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) Plan has the name of a professional engineer printed
on the cover page, but a seal, signature or certification is not included. Revise the application to
include certification.

The CQA Plan does not address pumps, controls and instrumentation, although these are integral
components of the leachate collection and leak detection systems. Revise the application to
include CQA requirements for pumps and controls, liquid level sensors, flow meters and data
recorders.

The response to the previous NOD (response No. 105b) stated that the CQA Plan would be
revised to incorporate the most recent EPA guidance (Technical Guidance Document: Quality
Assurance and Quality Control for Waste Containment Facilities, EPA/600/R-93/ 182). The
revised CQA Plan conflicts with several basic recommendations in the EPA guidance. For
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example, the definitions of Construction Quality Assurance and Construction Quality Control
(CQC) in the CQA Plan are radically different from the definitions in the EPA guidance. The
proposed Triassic Park definition of Construction Quality Control includes "Manufacturers,
Suppliers, Contractors or Owners..." in the group of those who may perform CQC functions, and
carries this approach through the entire CQA Plan. In contrast, the EPA guidance states (page 2)
that CQC "...is normally performed by the geosynthetics installer, or for natural soil materials by
the earthwork contractor... (CQC) refers to measures taken by the installer or contractor to
determine compliance with the requirements..." The application CQA Plan does not include any
Manufacturing Quality Assurance or Control (MQA/MQC) as recommended by the EPA
guidance (page 2). The proposed CQA approach for the Triassic Park facility (with no CQC) is
confusing, and is not in agreement with EPA guidance or typical industry practice. Assignment
of CQC functions to Manufacturers, Suppliers or Owners (Section 2.2) is inappropriate, and will
not improve the quality or assist in documentation of the quality of the constructed units.
Manufacturers, Suppliers and the Owner are not expected to construct any of the permitted units.
The application provides no justification or explanation for the proposed changes in the approach
recommended by EPA. Revise the application CQA Plan to provide definitions and assigned
functions for MQA, MQC, CQA and CQC in accordance with the EPA Technical Guidance
Document.

The proposed CQA Plan does not include the NMED as a party to CQA, as requested in the
previous NOD comment. This is another example of the failure of the CQA Plan to incorporate
the recommendations of the EPA Technical Guidance Document into the Triassic Park plan, and
another contradiction between the response (No. 105d, which promised to incorporate the NMED
into the CQA Plan and Project Organization Chart) and the actual revised application. Compare
Figure I-1 of the proposed CQA Plan with Figure 1.1 of the EPA guidance. The proposed plan
and project organization do not illustrate nor account for the flow of work from design through
manufacturing, construction, inspection, certification, approval by NMED, and finally actual
operation of the facility. The application CQA Plan must be revised to include the NMED as a
party in the Project Organization, and the structure of the MQA/CQA organization must be
revised to account for the flow of work on the facility from start to finish. If the proposed
organization does not mirror the recommended structure in the EPA guidance (EPA/600/R-
93/182, page 4), the revised application must provide a full explanation of why the EPA
guidance is not being followed.

The previous NOD requested acknowledgment of the permit modification requirements of 40
CFR 270.41 and 42, and the response (No. 105¢) promised to include "... Agency notification of
any design changes which might require permit modification." However, the revised CQA Plan
only suggests (Section 1.4, page XVIII-5) that when design or specification changes are required,
the owner will notify NMED. The plan does not indicate whether the NMED will be notified
before or after such changes are constructed, and does not mention the permit modification
requirements of 20 NMAC 4.1.9, incorporating 40 CFR 270.41 and 42. Revise the CQA Plan to
specifically acknowledge the permit modification criteria in 40 CFR 270.41 and 42.
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The previous NOD requested that the CQA Plan be clarified to provide for separate certification
of each phase of landfill liner system construction, including the final cover. The response (No.
105f) promised to provide for submittal of certification reports for each constructed phase.
However, the revised CQA Plan does not mention the phased construction plans or the
requirement for multiple certification reports. Revise the CQA Plan to provide for submittal of
certification reports for each phase of liner system construction.

Section 2.5.2 of the application text is inconsistent with the EPA CQA guidance. For example,
the final bullet on page 2-20 discusses a need for unidentified subcontractors and consultants to
have an acceptable CQA program. There should be no need for any additional CQA program
outside the one to be included in the facility permit. There should never be any need for a
consultant to have a CQA program even if they are also a construction contractor. Revise the
text of the application to conform to the definitions and practices outlined in the EPA guidance.

D-6g(4) Maintenance Procedures for Leachate Collection & Leak Detection Systems:
270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a) and (c)

Response No. 106 to the previous NOD promised to provide maintenance plans. However, the
revised application does not include maintenance plans. Section 2.5.3.2 of the application states
that "The landfill structure will be maintained through a routine preventive maintenance program
which will be fully defined in the final site operations plan." As noted in previous comments,
the application must include final design and operation plans. Revise the application to include
maintenance plans for the landfill leachate collection and leak detection systems.

D-6g(5) Liner Repairs During Operation: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)

Response 107 states that repairs to the landfill liner will be made in accordance with the original
specifications and CQA Plan. However, the text of the application does not mention liner
repairs. The most appropriate document for such a commitment to be located would apparently
be the final site operations plan, which has not been submitted. Revise the application to include
the final site operations plan, and ensure that the operations plan contains a clear and explicit
commitment to repair the landfill liner as stated above.

D-6h Action Leakage Rate: 270.21(b)(1)(v), 264.302

The proposed Action Leakage Rate (ALR) of 900 gallons per acre per day (gpad) is a large rate
of flow. The initial Phase IA liner as proposed on Drawing 9 will cover a surface area of about
16.5 acres. Therefore an average flow of 14,850 gallons per day (gpd) or less into the Phase IA
LDRS sump would not trigger implementation of the Response Action Plan. The largest ALR
will be for the Phase II sump, which will drain about 37 acres. The Phase II ALR would
therefore be 33,300 gpd. This rate of flow would require nearly constant operation of the 25
gallons per minute (gpm) secondary leachate collection system pump specified in Appendix C,
Section 11210, page 2. In addition, the 9,000 gallon leachate collection tank would have to be
emptied four times per day to keep pace with the leachate pump. The application does not
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provide plans to continue operation of the leachate pumps and transfer of collected leachate
around the clock, as will be required to minimize the head on the liner system, if the leakage rate
approaches the ALR. Revise the application to provide for continuing operation of the leachate
and/or leak detection system sump pumps, and emptying of the leachate collection tanks if
necessary to allow continued operation of the sump pumps, throughout the times when the
facility is otherwise non-operational, i.e., overnight, weekends, and holidays.

The proposed ALR is 900 gpad, nine times the EPA- recommended minimum. The explanation
given for the nine-fold increase is the high transmissivity of the geocomposite. However, the
transmissivity cited in Section 3.2.9 of the Engineering Report is 2.2 x 10 m?%sec, which is only
7.33 times greater than the minimum of 3 x 10 m%sec required in 40 CFR 264.301(c)(3)(ii). In
addition, the value specified in Section 02710 of the construction specifications (page 02710-9)
is 2.0 x 10*m%/sec, only 6.7 times greater than the minimum required value. Revise the
application to include an Action Leakage Rate of no larger than 670 gpad, or provide additional
information to justify a larger value.

D-6h(2) Monitoring of Leakage: 270.21(b)(1)(v), 264.302(b)

Response 109 to the previous NOD does not address the request to provide the method the
facility will use to determine whether the Action Leakage Rate has been exceeded for each sump.
The revised application likewise provides no method nor calculations of the weekly volume of
leachate removed from the leak detection sump which would constitute such exceedance. The
Phase I liner system (and presumably the Phase II liner) will have two different areas, during the
initial Phase IA operating period and the next (Phase IB?, IIA/IIB?) period. Therefore, the Phase
I sump should have two different weekly total volumes calculated to compare with the actual
leachate pumped. These calculations and resulting volumes are necessary to demonstrate how
the leak detection system will be operated, and when the Response Action Plan will be
implemented. Revise the application to include calculations of the total weekly volume for each
sump, for each different development or operating period, that will trigger implementation of the
Response Action Plan.

D-6i(1) Response Actions: 270.21(b)(1)(v), 264.304

The Response Action Plan for the landfill provides for monitoring the landfill sumps weekly and
after significant precipitation. The term "significant” is not defined. The proposal to check
sumps only weekly, after the ALR has been exceeded, does not meet the requirements in 20
NMAC 4.1.500 (incorporating 40 CFR 264.301(c)(3)(v) and (4)), i.e., to prevent liquids from
backing up into the drainage layer and to minimize the head on the bottom liner. If the sump in
the Phase II sector was to be checked and pumped by manual control only weekly (due to failure
of the fluid level sensor in the sump, or any other reason) and the leak rate remained at or near
the ALR, about 233,000 gallons would have accumulated and would be waiting to be removed
from the sump, each week. This approach could result in accumulation of large amounts of
leachate in the leak detection system drainage layer, and expose the bottom liners to high
pressures and extreme variations in pressure. The RAP must be revised to provide methods (e.g.,
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daily or more frequent inspections) and/or equipment (automated leachate detection, alarm and
pump operating systems) as necessary to prevent backup of leachate into the LDRS drainage
layer, and to minimize head on the bottom liner.

D-6j Run-on and Run-off Control Systems: 270.21(b)(2), 264.301(g)

The application provides only partial run-on and run-off control system design calculations and
drawings. No calculations or designs for managing run-on or run-off beyond the initial Phase 1A
development are included. Revise the application to include plans for managing run-on and run-
off for each and every phase of future development of the landfill.

Section 2.1.3, Facility Traffic Plan, Unimproved Access Roads and Temporary Construction
Haul Roads, states that although the construction haul roads are not shown on the drawings,
provisions for surface water drainage such as culverts and ditches, as well as erosion control
features, will be included. Many of the construction haul roads will be in the landfill excavation
or immediately adjacent to it. The run-on and run-off control measures associated with the haul
roads may directly impact the waste fill or waste emplacement operations, must be included in
the application. Revise the application to include sufficient detail on these features to allow for
full review.

Section 2.2, General Facility Design Analyses, Erosion Control, states that a freeboard height of
3.5 inches (0.3 feet ) was selected. Provide the rationale for the selection of this value for the
channel design.

Section 2.1.3, Facility Traffic Plan, Unimproved Access Roads and Temporary Construction
Haul Roads, states that the truck staging area will only be constructed with a gravel surface.
Provide information on how any releases from trucks waiting to deposit their contents will be
managed. Additionally, this area is to drain to the surface water detention basin. Provide
information on whether or not the discharge from this area will be under valve control. In the
event that a release does occur, having this area under valve control could prevent the release
from impacting the surface water in the detention basin and any areas downstream of the
detention basin.

Section 2.0, Hydrogeology, Section 2.3, Return Period/Precipitation, states that three return
periods were used to design and evaluate the stormwater control system. This is an
oversimplification, as each channel was not evaluated for each of the return periods, and the
ramp ditches, site perimeter ditches, and roadside ditches were only evaluated for a 2 year return
period. This section needs to be expanded such that the complexity of the design is fully
discussed.

Section 2.4, Hydrograph Response Shape, states that a medium hydrograph response was
selected for disturbed as well as undisturbed areas. During construction of the landfill, none of
the areas will be vegetated, and if vegetation does exist, it will not be very hardy. The worst case
conditions will occur during this poor-vegetation state, which would be representative of a fast or
high response rate. Either provide the justification for using the medium response rate to predict
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the runoff response, or revise the response hydrograph used such that it is representative of a
non-vegetated/unprotected area.

This Section 3.0, Channel Design, states that channels with peak flow velocities greater than 5
feet per second from an average storm will be lined with gravel or rip rap if required. No
information is provided on how a determination will be made as to whether gravel or rip rap will
be placed. Revise this section to include this information.

Section 5.0, Ponds, of the Storm Water Control System Design, does not discuss the design
approach shown on Drawing No. 27, Section 24. Surface water will be allowed to pond and
percolate into the landfill cover and the soils that will serve as the road subgrade. This could
potentially create an unstable condition on top of the liner. Provide a design discussion and
calculations that clearly demonstrate that the soil will remain stable, and the cap surface will not
be negatively impacted by this proposed water management approach.

Table A-1, Curve Numbers, does not provide a value for the curve number used for the waste
area type. Revise this table to include this value.

The Channel Design information presented for Ditch 5, in Attachment 2, Channel Designs and
Drawing No. 25, Sheet 2 of 2, states that the side slope used for design of this ditch was 2H:1V.
The supporting computer run for Ditch 5 in Attachment 1 shows that this was used only for the 2
year, 24 hours rain event. A value of 3H:1V was used for the 25 year, 24 hour rain event. Either
revise the Channel Design Table and Drawing No. 25 such that the correct side slope is
referenced, or recalculate the flow for the 25 year, 24 hour rain event using a side slope of
2H:1V, as indicated.

The maximum total depth for Ditch 3, at a slope of 1.1 percent to 2.0 percent, should be 2.4 feet,
not 2.3 as indicated on Drawing No. 25 and the Channel Design Table in Attachment 2. Revise
both accordingly.

The spillway 25 year, 24 hour flow value presented in the Channel Design Table is actually the
100 year, 24 hour flow value. Revise the table to include a footnote to this effect.

In Appendix F-2, the velocity of the flow in the Channel Design Table for Ditch 1, during the 2
year, 24 hour rain event should be 4.1 feet per second (fps), not 4.3 fps as indicated by the table.
Revise the table accordingly. Additionally, revise the table to include a reference for why the
velocity calculations were not required for the 2 year storm analysis given the following
conditions: the 25 year, 24 hour rain event flow velocity was less than 5 fps, so the 2 year, 24
hour rain event flow velocity would also be less than 5 fps, or because erosion protection had
already been specified, so verification that it was needed is unnecessary.

Flow calculations were provided for a Landfill Phase I Run-off Data set, but the results are not

discussed in the Surface Water Control System Design. Revise the channel design discussion to
explain the data generated by this analysis, and how it is being used.
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In Attachment 3, Apron Design, provide a reference for the equation that was used to determine
the apron width.

Drawing No. 25, Sheet 1 of 2, does not include any flow directions or elevations. Revise this
drawing to include the flow direction of each water conveyance channel and to include surface
contours such that the surrounding surface water flow directions can be determined in
relationship to the surface water control system features.

There is no material definition for the perpendicular cross hatching underneath each of the cross-
sections in Drawing No. 39. Define the material the perpendicular cross hatching represents.

Detail F, on the right hand side of Drawing No. 39, calls out the prepared subgrade. The
direction arrow is pointing to the wrong material. The prepared subgrade is represented by the
vertical cross-hatching, not the perpendicular cross hatching. Revise the drawing accordingly.

Detail 2, on Drawing No. 43, Sheet 1 of 2, refers to a clay liner material. No discussion in the
engineering report refers to a clay liner material used in the roll-off area. Revise the engineering
report to discuss the clay liner material shown in Detail 2.

Drawing No. 43, Sheet 2 of 2, does not provide a slope for the HDPE pipe. Revise the drawing
to include the installation slope for the HDPE pipe along the sump wall.

Section S-105, Drawing No. 45, Sheet 5 of 5, does not provide an overlap dimension for the
steel reinforcement. Revise Section S-105 such that all steel reinforcement overlaps are
specified.

None of the arrow heads are visible in Section S-563 of Drawing No. 45, Sheet 5 of 5. Revise
this section such that all dimensions and call outs are clearly discernable.

Section 2.5.1.6, Run-on/Run-off Control, of the Part A Application states that the run-off from
the landfill side slopes above the liner system will be channeled away from the waste and
managed as clean water. Facility run-on will be diverted via a diversion channel to a natural
drainage discharge point, and facility run-off will be managed in detention basins according to
Section 2.1.4, Facility Stormwater Control, of the Engineering Report. There is no discussion
provided on how clean water will be managed, except that it will be collected in the detention
basins, and allowed to evaporate. As the design capacity of the detention basins is for only a 24-
hour, 25 year storm event, provided a discussion on how facility run-off will be managed if the
detention basins are not dry at the beginning of a 24-hour, 25 year rain event.

The information presented on Drawing 10 is inconsistent with Drawing 13. Drawing 13 shows a
surface water diversion berm and associated culvert, but these two features are not shown on
Drawing 10. Revise one or both of these two drawings such that these inconsistencies are
resolved. Additionally, these features are not discussed in the stormwater management design
portion of the permit application. Any surface water management features that control or manage
runoff must be discussed in the Engineering Design portion of the application under the surface
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water management section and all supporting design calculations must be provided. Revise the
storm water Engineering Design portion of the application to discuss all storm water
management features.

D-6j(3) Management of Collection and Holding Units: 270.21(b)(4), 264.301(T)

Although the text of the application (Section 2.5.1.3, page 16) appropriately proposes that the
three leachate collection tanks will be managed as less-than-90-day storage units, the basis for
the permitting exemption and the generator requirements of 20 NMAC 4.1.300 (incorporating 40
CFR 262.34(a)(1)(ii)) are not mentioned. The tanks are not required to be permitted (in part)
because the waste they will store (F039 leachate) will be produced on-site and is listed in 40 CFR
261. Generator requirements include the tank management standards in 40 CFR 265 Subpart J,
except 265.197(c) and 265.200. For example, 265.192 requires that the new tanks must be
assessed and certified by an independent professional engineer, and 265.193 specifies adequate
containment requirements. The generator requirements that must be met if the tanks are to be
exempted from permitting requirements should be acknowledged in the application. In addition,
the details of plans for emptying the tanks and managing leachate must be included in the
application.

D-6j(5) Maintenance: 270.21(b)(2) and (3), 264.301(g) and (h)

The drainage control section of the application (2.5.1.6) and response No. 120 to the previous
NOD do not mention the requirements for maintenance of the drainage system. Section 2.5.3.2
of the application indicates that an operations and maintenance plan will be prepared at some
future date. Revise the application to include maintenance requirements for the run-on/run-off
control system.

D-6k Control of Wind Dispersion: 270.21(b)(5), 264.301(j)

The application (Section 2.5.1.7) does not address the previous NOD comment, although
response No. 120 suggested suspending waste placement operations and/or employing wind
screens and fencing as necessary to control or prevent escape of wind-blown wastes. The revised
application focuses solely on spraying water to limit dust escape. Since many wastes may not be
dust or soil-like, and may consist of materials which could be more easily dispersed by wind,
such as paper, cloth or building debris, additional control measures such as those mentioned in
response No. 120 should be included in the landfill operating plans. In addition, the plans should
account for tracking of wastes out of the active fill face area and the potential for subsequent
dispersal. Cleanup of vehicle tires or treads may be advisable before allowing them to exit from
the active face. Revise the application to provide effective means to control or prevent dispersal
of wastes by wind. Provide a maximum wind speed, above which waste dumping and spreading
operations will be halted; and differentiate between disposal operations below the perimeter road
and operations above that elevation, where exposure to wind will be greatly increased.
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L CLOSURE PLANS
I-1a  Closure Performance Standard: 270.14(b)(13), 264.111

The closure plan in the revised application proposes the same definition of the closure
performance standard identified as unacceptable in the previous NOD. Closures of all units are
to be followed by sampling of soil to determine if contamination exists. The single criterion to
be used in these determinations is that no indicator parameter concentration should be more than
three standard deviations above background. Response No. 147b and the revised application do
not address the objections raised in the previous NOD, but simply restate the preference for this
simple way of demonstrating compliance with clean closure requirements. Background samples
are not proposed to be taken before operations begin, indicator parameters are not proposed, and
the number and locations of background samples are not suggested. The probable absence of
organic hazardous constituents in quantifiable concentrations is not addressed. The need to
account for environmental and human health toxicity in the potential contaminants is not
mentioned. The closure plan must be revised to address each of the above factors in developing
specific and detailed procedures for demonstrating clean closure and adequate decontamination
around the landfill. The number, locations and analytical parameters for background samples
must be provided, etc.

Response 147d states that it is agreed that any concentrations found in closure confirmation
sample analyses that are above the range of regional background values must be addressed in a
comprehensive risk assessment. This statement contradicts the explicit language of both the
original and the revised closure plans, as well as response No.147b. Three standard deviations
above the mean of background values will almost always be far above the highest value in a
normal population (i.e., a group of representative samples). Since a large difference of opinion
clearly exists, it is even more important that the application include specific details of how the
background and closure sampling will be performed. The application must be revised to provide
a.detailed sampling and analysis plan for determining background concentrations in the soils at
and near the facility, prior to the start of operations (unless another means of demonstrating clean
closure is provided).

I-1e(2) Disposal or Decontamination of Equipment, Structures and Soils:
264.112(b)(4), 264.114

Response 151 states that the information requested in the NOD comment was provided.
However, review of the closure plan in the revised application failed to locate any mention of a
commitment that any hazardous constituents left at a unit will not impact any environmental
media in excess of Agency-established exposure levels and that direct contact will not pose a
threat to human health or the environment (see Preamble 51 FR 16444, May 2, 1986). Revise
the closure plan to include the above commitment.
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I-1e(3)(b) Cover Design: 264.310(a)

The proposed cover design described in the closure plan (Section 8.1.6, Volume I) states the
vegetative cover thickness as 2 feet, but the Engineering Report (Section 3.1.5 states that this
layer is 2.5 feet thick. Revise the application to resolve this discrepancy.

I-1e(3)(e) Grading and Drainage: 264.310(a)(3)

The cover design does not provide any kind of outlet drainage for the geocomposite, at the toe of
the cover. Revise the application to address the predicted effects of drainage of infiltrating
precipitation off the cover. If increased erosion, root penetration at the outer limit of the cover,
or other adverse effects are likely to occur, provide additional design features (e.g., perimeter
drain piping) to minimize these effects.
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SUMMARY REVIEW OF TRIASSIC PARK
RESPONSES TO FEBRUARY, 1997 NMED NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY
DATED JUNE, 1997

The following summary notes on the responses to the NOD comments considered both
the initial responses in the June, 1997 document, and the actual modifications in the
revised Part B application dated November, 1998. In many cases, the response appeared
to be adequate, but the promised modifications to the application were not made,
resulting in classification of the response as inadequate.
Comments 1-23

Not in TLI scope of work.
Comment 24

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-1.
Comment 25

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-1.
Comment 26

The response to this comment is adequate.
Comment 27

The response to this comment is adequate.
Comment 28

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-1a(3).
Comment 29

The response to this comment is adequate.
Comment 30

The response to this comment is adequate.

Comment 31



The response to this comment is adequate.
Comment 32

The response to part a of this comment is adequate. The descriptions of the tanks
are provided in Section 2.3.

The responses to parts b and ¢ of this comment is inadequate. See new NOD
Comment D-2.

Comment 33

Stabilization Bins: The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD
Comment D-2a(1).

Truck Wash Tank: The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD
Comment D-2.

Comment 34

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-2.
Comment 35

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-2a(2).
Comment 36

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-2a(3).
Comment 37

The response to this comment is adequate.
Comment 38

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comments D-2
through D-4.

Comment 39

The response to this comment is adequate. Section 2.6.3 of the application has
been revised to state that “Hazardous wastes which may be placed in the
evaporation pond include all wastes listed in the Part A application (Volume I),
provided that LDR treatment standards are met prior to placing the wastes.”



Comment 40

The response to this comment is inadequate. This response references response
136. However, response 136 does not respond to the issues raised in this
comment. Response 40b hinted at options of the leachate disposal which are
contained in Comment 159 (I-2c). Response 159 states that the plan for discharge
of treated leachate is addressed in response 40. However, response 40 does not
address this issue. No new NOD comment was generated regarding this issue,
since Post-Closure Plan review was not in the TLI scope of work.

Comment 41

The response to part a of this comment is inadequate. A long term exposure test
is proposed to be conducted in the response, but is not addressed in the text of the
application.

The response to part b of this comment is inadequate. Calculations which define
the stresses on the evaporation liner system due to thermal expansion and
contraction are provided in Section 4.2.3 of the revised permit application. See
new NOD Comment D-4c.

Comment 42

The response to this comment is adequate. Bearing capacity evaluations and
related information are provided in the Engineering Report and appendices.

Comment 43

The response to this comment is partially adequate. Detailed material
specifications and construction installation specifications are included in
Appendix C of the Engineering Report in the revised permit application. Design
drawings labeled “not for construction have also been provided, and a revised
CQA plan is included. New NOD comments are provided in the relevant sections
of the NOD pertaining to each unit.

Comment 44

The response to this comment is inadequate. The response states that “additional
laboratory tests will be conducted on processed siltstone and mudstone samples to
confirm their permeability characteristics.” However, no results from these
laboratory tests were presented in the revised application. See new NOD
Comment D-4e(2).

Comment 45



The response to this comment is inadequate. The response indicates that a table
previously submitted will be revised to indicate standard test methods used in the
analyses for the soil liner material and the depth of sample location. The response
also states that “dispersion and piping of the soil will be discussed in the
engineering report for the landfill.” However, none of this information was
presented in the revised application. In addition, the response does not address
whether the data presented in Appendices E and F of the original application are
representative of the proposed soil liner materials. See new NOD Comment D-
4e(2)(a).

Comment 46

The response to this comment is inadequate. The response states that the
evaporation pond soil liner compatibility testing will be discussed in the
engineering report, and promises to provide most of the information requested.

However, none of this information is presented in the engineering report. See new
NOD Comment D-4e(2)(b).

Comment 47

The response to this comment is partially adequate. The leak detection system is
discussed in Section 4.2.6 of the revised application. See new NOD Comment D-
41(1).

Comment 48

The response to this comment is partially adequate. A conceptual discussion of
the methods and equipment that will be used for measuring and recording the
volume of liquids present in the sump is presented in Section 6.1.2 of the revised
permit application. See new NOD Comment D-4(7).

Comment 49

The response to this comment is partially adequate. With regard to the clay liner
source for the evaporation pond, the application states that material for the
evaporation pond compacted soil liner will be siltstone or mudstone obtained
during landfill excavation. The response discusses the material’s permeability,
but states that additional laboratory tests will be conducted on processed siltstone
and mudstone samples to confirm their permeability characteristics. See new
NOD Comment D-4¢(2).

Comment 50

The response to this comment is partially adequate. Discussion of the drainage
layer and sump materials for the evaporation pond is presented in Section 2.6.1.2



of the revised application. However, no discussion of the piping material is
presented. See new NOD Comment D-4g(1)(c).

Comment 51

The response to this comment is adequate. The information requested is in
Appendix C - Construction Specifications.

Comment 52

The response to this comment is adequate. The information requested is now
presented in Appendix C of the revised permit application in Specification 02221.

Comment 53

The responses to parts a and b of this comment are adequate. Separate sections
are now provided for the clay liner in Appendices B and C

The response to part ¢ of this comment is inadequate. No hydraulic conductivity
test or results are provided in the revised permit application. See new NOD
Comment D-4¢(2).

The response to part d this comment is inadequate. No discussion on particle size
of the clay liner is presented in the text of the application. However, Specification
02221, Item 2.01.B.3 states that the clay liner shall have “particles no larger than 2
inches (in largest dimension) after processing but prior to placement and no larger
than 1 inch (in largest dimension) after placement and compaction.” (This
specification is different than indicated in the response.)

The response to part e of this comment is inadequate. References to soil admixing
have been deleted from the application, because natural barrow material is
believed to meet the permeability requirement. However, the application and
Engineering Report do not address the concern in the original comment- that the
permeability test results in Appendix E indicate that none of the tested shallow
on-site soils provide the required low permeability. The text of the application
and response No. 44 argue that the results presented in Appendix E and F
“indicate that the unprocessed material has an intact permeability close to 1x107
cm/sec or less,” and promise to conduct additional laboratory tests on processed
siltstone and mudstone samples to confirm their permeability characteristics.
However, no data from additional laboratory tests are presented with the revised
application. See new NOD Comment D-4g(3).

The responses to parts fand g of this comment are partially adequate. A test fill
plan is presented in Appendix A. However, the absence of adequate permeability
data from laboratory testing strongly suggests that there may be problems in



constructing clay liners that actually meet the required low permeability in the
field. See new NOD Comment D-4g(3).

The response to part h of this comment is partially adequate. Although the
response lists reasons for digging Test Pits in the clay liner during construction,
the permit application and the relevant sections of the text, specifications, and
CQA plan do not contain this information.

The response to part I of this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-
4g(3).

The response to part j of this comment is partially adequate. In Table II-3 in
Section II of the CQA Plan, some testing is proposed to occur less frequently than
indicated in this comment. See new NOD Comment D-4g(3).

The response to part k of this comment is inadequate. The suggested statement
(in the response) that “no waste shall be accepted at the site until NMED has
reviewed the certification report” is not included in the application. See new
NOD Comment D-4g(3).

Comment 54
The response to this comment is adequate. Discussions of the Action Leak Rate
and Response Action Plan are presented in Section 4.2.7 (Volume I), the RAP is
in Appendix G, Section 7.0, and the supporting calculations are presented in
Appendix G-2, Volume IV. The proposed ALR is the minimum recommended by
EPA.

Comment 55
The response to this comment is adequate. See Comment 54 above.

Comment 56

The response to this comment is partially adequate. See new NOD comment D-
4(i) and Comment 54 above.

Comment 57
The response to this comment is inadequate. The statement that “operation of
overtopping control systems” will be inspected is still in the text of the
application. However, a description of the control systems is not provided. See

new NOD Comment D-4;.

Comment 58



The response to this comment is inadequate. A brief discussion of the availability
of sufficient volume for 100 year - 24 hour storm is provided as a response.
However, no such discussion is provided in the text of the application. The pond
capacity and freeboard calculations are not provided. See new NOD Comment D-

4j(3).

Comment 59
The response to this comment is adequate. The response states that “the structural
integrity of the evaporation pond subgrade and any structural fill components will
be addressed in the engineering report identified in Comment Response 38... In
addition, provisions will be stipulated for future re-certifications if subgrade or
structural fill conditions change or if the evaporation pond is out of service for
longer than six months.” As to the berm issue, the application states that “The
purpose of the perimeter berm is to provide an anchor for geosynthetics and to
provide surface water diversion and is not a structural component of the
evaporation pond.”

Comment 60
See Comment 59 above.

Comment 61
The response is partially adequate. The revised application provides more details
of the proposed design, construction and operation of the landfill than were
provided in the original application. See new NOD Comment D-6.

Comment 62

The response is adequate. The list of wastes in the Part A is referenced in Section
2.5.1.1 of the Part B application.

Comment 63

The response is adequate. The revised application (Section 2.5.1) does not
include a proposed waiver from double liner requirements.

Comment 64
The response is adequate. (NMED determination.)
Comment 65

The response is adequate. (Not applicable; NMED determination.)



Comment 66
The response is adequate. (NMED determination.)

Comment 67
The response is adequate. (NMED determination.)

Comment 68
The response is partially adequate. Stability analyses for the protective soil cover
on the constructed liner are provided in Appendix E-2. See new NOD Comment
D-6¢(3).

Comment 69
The response is partially adequate. Partial liners system design information is
provided in Section 3.1 of the Engineering Report. See new NOD Comment D-
6c(4).

Comment 70
The response is partially adequate. The revised application (Appendix C,
Geocomposite specification 02710, pages 2 and 5) provides that the geocomposite
to be supplied must be capable of withstanding outdoor exposure with no
measurable degradation for at least 30 days, and must not be exposed for more
than 30 days or the manufacturer’s exposure limit (if that is longer). See new
NOD Comment D-6¢(5).

Comment 71
The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6d.

Comment 72

The response is adequate. Additional soil sample data is provided in Appendix D.

Comment 73

The response is adequate. Additional soil sample data is provided in Appendix D.

Comment 74



The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comment D-6d.
Comment 75

The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comment D-6d.
Comment 76

The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comment D-6d(4)(b).
Comment 77

The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comment D-6d.
Comment 78

The response is adequate. New material specifications for the liners are included
in Appendix C, although the specific manufacturer has not been identified.

Comment 79

The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comment D-6e(1)(a).

Comment 80

The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comments D-6¢(3) and D-6e(1)(a).
Comment 81

The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comment D-6e(1)(c).
Comment 82

The response is adequate. GCL specifications are included in Volume IV,
Appendix C, Section 02780.

Comment 83

The response is partially adequate. Specifications are provided for the proposed
GCL. See new NOD Comment D-6e(2)(b).

Comment 84

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6e(2)(b).



Comment 85

The response is adequate. Shear testing of the GCL is reported in Volume V,
Appendix D and slope stability calculations are in Appendix E-2.

Comment 86
The response is partially adequate. Partial design details are provided in Section
3.1.3, but only the Phase IA portion of the landfill is included. See new NOD
Comment D-6e(2)(c).

Comment 87
The response is not adequate. See new NOD Comment D-61(1).

Comment 88
The response is partially adequate. Geocomposite transmissivity is described in
Section 3.1.3 of the Engineering Report in Volume III, and specifications are
included in Appendix C, Section 02710. See new NOD Comment D-6£(2).

Comment 89
The response is partially adequate. Section 3.2.8 and Appendixes G-1 and G-2
provide information and calculations supporting the proposed design. See new
NOD Comment D-6£(3).

Comment 90
The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6£(4).

Comment 91
The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-61(5).

Comment 92
The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6¢(3).

Comment 93

The response is adequate. Pipe strength is addressed in Appendix E-26.

Comment 94
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The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6£(7).

Comment 95
The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comments D-6f(1) and D-6£(3).
(Note: Review of proposed leachate sampling, analysis and subsequent
management plans were not included in the TLI scope of work.)

Comment 96
The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6g.

Comment 97

The response is adequate. Synthetic liner specifications are provided in Appendix
C Section 02775.

Comment 98

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6g(1)(b).
Comment 99

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6g(1)(b).
Comment 100

The response is partially adequate. Uncertified construction specifications are
provided as Appendix C of the Engineering Report. See new NOD Comment D-

62(2).
Comment 101

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6e(1)(c).
Comment 102

The response is partially adequate. GCL and clay material and construction
specifications are provided in Appendix C. See new NOD Comment D-6g(2)(b).

Comment 103

The response is adequate. Geomembrane specifications are included in
Appendixes B and C.
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Comment 104

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6g(2)(d).
Comment 105

The response is partially adequate. The CQA Plan (Appendix B to the

Engineering Report) does not include extraneous units or materials which are not

proposed for use at the facility. See new NOD Comment D-6g(3).
Comment 106

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6g(4).
Comment 107

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6g(5).
Comment 108

The response is partially adequate. Action Leakage Rate calculations are

provided in Appendix G-1. See new NOD Comment D-6h.
Comment 109

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6h(2).
Comment 110

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6i(1).

Comment 111

The response is partially adequate. A revised Response Action Plan is provided
(Appendix G-2). See new NOD Comment D-6i(2).

Comment 112

The response is partially adequate. Drainage system design is provided for Phase
IA. See new NOD Comment D-6j.

Comment 113

The response is inadequate. See new NOD Comment D-6;.



Comment 114

The response is inadequate.

Comment 115

The response is inadequate.

Comment 116

The response is inadequate.

Comment 117

The response is inadequate.

Comment 118

The response is inadequate.

Comment 119

See new NOD Comment D-6;.

See new NOD Comment D-6;j.

See new NOD Comment D-6;.

See new NOD Comment D-6;.

See new NOD Comment D-6j(3).

The response is partially adequate. Construction and material specifications for
soil and geomembrane liner materials are provided, but no plans beyond Phase IA
are included. See new NOD Comment D-6;j.

Comment 120

The response is inadequate.

Comment 121

The response is inadequate.

Comment 122

The response is inadequate.

Comments 123 - 146

Not in TLI scope of work.

Comment 147

See new NOD Comment D-6j(5).

See new NOD Comment D-6k.

See new NOD Comment D-6l.



The response to part a of this comment is adequate. The confusing statement is
still in the application but is explained.

The response to part b of this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment I-

1(a).
The response to part ¢ of this comment is adequate.

The response to part d of this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment I-

1(a).

Comment 148

The response to this comment is adequate. The revised closure plan indicates that
a maximum of one-third of the total area of the top of the waste fill will require
installation of the final cover at the time of facility (final) closure.

Comment 149

The response to this comment is adequate (see 148). Although the closure plan
does not request an extension of the maximum time allowed for closure (180
days) for the evap ponds and landfill, the explanation of closure activities appears
reasonable.

Comment 150

The response to this comment is adequate. Expanded descriptions of closure
work are provided.

Comment 151

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment I-1e(2).

Comment 152

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment I-1e(3)(b).

Comment 153

The response to this comment is inadequate. See new NOD Comment I-1e(3)(e).

Comment 154

The response to this comment is adequate. Settlement is briefly discussed.



Comment 155

The response to this comment is adequate. Post-closure maintenance is briefly
discussed (see 157).

Comment 156

The response to this comment is adequate. Frost penetration is addressed in the
Engineering Report.

Comment 157

The response to this comment is generally adequate. A cover design is provided,
although the question of relative permeability is not addressed (it is probably not
possible to prove that the cover liner permeability will be less than or equal to that
of the bottom liners). The question of drainage from the geocomposite is
addressed in new NOD Comment I-1e(3)(e).

Comments 158 - 169

Not in TLI scope of work.



Facility Name_Triassic Park; Gandy-Marley Inc.

ID No. NM0001002484

Date Part B Received November 12, 1998

Date Review Due

PART A APPLICATION

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

B-1 General description

B-2 Topographic map

B-2a General requirements

B-2b Additional requirements for
land disposal facilities

B-3 Location information

B-3a Seismic standard

B-3b Floodplain standard

B-3b(1) Demonstration of compliance

B-3b(1)(a) Flood pfoofing and flood
protection measures

B-3b(1)(b) Flood ptan

B-3b(2) Plan for future compliance

with floodplain standard

B-3b(3) Waiver for Land Storage
and Disposal Facilities

B-4 Traffic information

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

c-1 Chemical and physical
analyses
C-1a Containerized waste

Cc-1b Waste in tank systems

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete
(Y/N)

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information
Drum Container Storage Area
Roll-Off Container Storage Area for Liquids

ER

Engineering Report

i,



c-2f

c-29

C-2h

c-3

C-3a

-2 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Complete Adequate
(Y/N) (Y/N)

Waste in piles

Landfiiled wastes

Wastes incinerated and
wastes used in performance
tests

Wastes to be land treated

Wastes in miscellaneous
treatment units

Wastes in boilers and
industrial furnaces

Waste analysis plan

Parameters and rationale

Test methods

Sampl ing methods

Frequency of analyses

Additional requirements
for wastes generated
off-site

Additional requirements
for ignitable, reactive
or incompatible wastes

Additional requirements
pertaining to boilers and
industrial furnace facilities

Additional requirements
pertaining to containment
buildings

Waste analysis requirements
pertaining to
land disposal restrictions

Waste analysis

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




C-3a(1)

C-3a(2)
C-3a(3)

C-3a(4)
C-3a(5)

C-3a(6)

C-3a(7)

Cc-3a(8)

C-3a(9)

C-3a(10)

C-3b

C-3b(1)

C-3b(2)

C-3b(3)

C-3b(4)

C-3b(5)

C-3b(6)
C-3(7)

-3 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Complete Adequate
(Y/N) (Y/N)

Spent solvent and dioxin
wastes

California list wastes

Listed wastes

Characteristic wastes
Radioactive mixed waste

Leachates

Lab packs

Contaminated debris

Waste mixtures and wastes
with overlapping
requirements

Dilution and aggregation
of wastes

Notification, certification
and recordkeeping requirements

Retention of generator notices
and certifications

Notification and certification
requirements for treatment
facilities

Notification and certification
requirements for land disposal
facilities

Wastes shipped to
Subtitle C facilities

Wastes shipped to
Subtitle D facilities

Recyclable materials

Recordkeeping

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

g,



C-3c

C-3c(1)

C-3c(2)

C-3¢(3)

C-3d

C-3d(N

C-3d(2)

C-3d(3)

C-3d¢4)

C-3d(4)(a)

C-3d(4)(b)
C-3d(4)(c)
C-3d(4)(d)
C-3d(4)(e)

Requirements pertaining
to the storage of
restricted wastes

Restricted wastes stored
in containers

Restricted wastes stored
in tanks

Storage of liquid PCB
wastes

Exemptions, extensions,
and variances to land
disposal restrictions

Case-by-case extensions
to an effective date

Exemption from
prohibition

Variance from a
treatment standard

Requirements for surface
impoundments exempted from
land disposal restrictions

Exemption for newly
identified or listed wastes

Treatment of wastes
Sampling and testing
Annual removal of residues

Design requirements

PROCESS INFORMATION

D-1

D-1a

Containers

Containers with free
liquids

-4 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Revision 8, 12/93

Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit Location of Information

Section 2.2
D: Drawings 37, 38, 39/ER Section 7.0

N N D-1 R: Drawings 41, 42, 43,/ER Sec 5.0, E32
D: Section 2.2.1.1

N N D-1a(3) R: Section 2.2.2.1




D-1a(1)
D-1a(2)

D-1a(3)

D-1a(3)(a)

D-1a(3)(b)

D-1a(3)(c)

D-1a(3)(d)
D-1a(3)(e)

D-1b

D-1b(1)
D-1b(2)
D-1b(3)
D-1b(4)

D-2

D-2a

D-2a(1)

Description of containers

Container management
practices

Secondary containment
system design and operation

Requirement for the base
or liner to contain liquids
Containment system drainage

Containment system capacity

Control of run-on

Removal of liquids from
containment system

Containers without free
liquids

Test for free liquids
Description of containers
Container management practices
Container storage area
drainage

Tank systems

Tank systems description

Dimensions and capacity
of each tank

-5

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Revision 8, 12/93

Technicatlly See
Complete Adequate Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Location of Information

Section 2.8 D: Section 2.2.1.3

Y Y R: Section 2.2.2.3
Sections 2.2.10, 2.2.13 : 2.2.1

N N D-1 : 2.2.2
D:Section 2.2.1, 2.2.1.1 Drug Nos 37,38,39

N N D-1a(3) R: Section 2.2.2.1 Drwg. Nos. 41,42,43
D: Sectin 2.2.1, 2.2.1.1 Drwg Nos 37,38,39

Y N D-1a(3)(a) R: Section 2.2.2.1, Drwg. Nos. 41,42,43
D: Secton 2.2.1.1, Drwg. Nos. 37,38,39

Y N D-1a(3) R: Section 2.2.2.1, Drwg. Nos. 41,42,43
D: Section 2.2.1.3

Y N D-1a(3)¢c) R: Section 2.2.2.1
D: Section 2.2.1

Y Y R: Section 2.2.2.1
D: Section 2.2.1.1, ER Section 7.0

N N D-1a(3)(e) R: Section 2.2.2.1, ER Section 5.0

N N D-1b Not Included

N N D-1b(1) Not_Included

N N D-1b(2) Not Included

N N D-1b(3) Section 2.2.2.3

N N D-1b(4) Not Included
Part A, Part B, Sections 2.3, 2.4, 6.0,

N N D-2 8.0, 9.0, Drawings 33, 40, 44
Part A, Part B, Section 2.3,

N N D-2,D-2a Drawings 40 & 44
Part A, Part B, Section 2.3,

N N D-2a{1) Drawings 40 & 44




D-2a(2)

D-2a(3)

D-2a(4)

D-2b

D-2b(1)

D-2¢

D-2c(1)

D-2¢(2)

D-2d

D-2d(1)

D-2d(1)(a)

D-2d(1)(b)

D-2d(1)(c)

D-2d(1)(d)

Description of feed
systems, safety cutoff,
bypass systems, and
pressure controls

Diagram of piping,
instrumentation and
process-flow

Ignitable, reactive and
incompatible wastes

Existing tank system

Assessment of existing
tank system's integrity

New tank systems

Assessment of new tank
system's integrity

Description of tank system
installation and testing
plans and procedures

Containment and detection
of releases

Plans and description of
the design, construction,
and operation of the
secondary containment
system

Tank age determination

Requirements for secondary
containment and leak
detection

Requirements for an external
liner, vault, double-walled
tank or equivalent device

Secondary containment and
leak detection requirements
for ancillary equipment

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

-6 -

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

Part A, Part B, Section 2.3,
Drawings 40 & 44

Part B, Section 2.3, Figures 33,34,40
Appendices A, B, C, E, and G

Part B, Sections 2.3, 2.4, 4.0, 6.0

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.0, 8.0
Appendix E, Calculation No. E-33

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.0, 8.0
Appendix E, Calculation No. E-33

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.0, 8.0
Appendix E, Calculation No. E-33

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.1
Drawing Nos. 40, 34

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.1
Drawing Nos. 40, 34

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.1
Drawing Nos. 40, 34

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.1
Drawing Nos. 40, 34

Technically See
Complete Adequate Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment
N N D-2a(2)
N N D-2a(3)
N N D-2a(4)
N/A -
N/A
N N D-2¢(1)
N N D-2¢¢1)
N N D-2c(1)
N N
N N D-2d(1)
N/A
N N D-2d¢1)
N N D-2d¢1)
N N D-2d(1)

Part B, Sections 2.3, 6.1
Drawing Nos. 40, 34




D-2d(1)(e)

D-2d(2)

D-2d(3)

D-2d(3)(a)

D-2d(3)(b)

D-2d(3)(c)

D-2e

D-3

D-3a

D-3b
D-3b(1)
D-3b(1)(a)
D-3b(1)(b)
D-3b(1)(c)
D-3b(1)(d)
D-3b(1)(e)
D-3b(2)

-7 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See
Complete Adequate Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment

Containment buildings used
as secondary containment
for tank systems N/A

Requirements for tank
systems until secondary
containment is implemented N/A

Variance from secondary
containment requirements N/A

Variance based on a

demonstration of equivalent
protection of groundwater

and surface water N/A

Variance based on a

demonstration of no

substantial present or

potential hazard N/A

Exemption based on no free
liquids and location
inside a building

Controls and practices to
prevent spills and overflows N see D-2a(3) above

Waste piles

List of wastes

Liner exemption

Enclosed dry piles

Protection from precipitation

Free liquids

Run-on protection

Wind dispersal control

Leachate generation

Exemption for monofills

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-3b(3)

D-3b(4)

D-3b(5)

D-3c
D-3c(1)
D-3c(1)(a)
D-3c(1)(b)

D-3¢(2)

D-3c(3)

D-3c(4)
D-3c(5)

D-3c(6)

D-3¢(7)
D-3c(7)(a)
D-3c(7)(b)
D-3c(7)(c)
D-3c(8)
D-3c(9)
D-3¢(10)
D-3d

D-3d(1)

-8 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Complete Adequate
(Y/N) (Y/N)

Alternate design/
no migration

Exemption based on alternative
design and location

Exemption for replacement
waste piles

Liner system

Liner description

Synthetic liners

Soil liner

Liner location relative to
high water table

Calculation of required soil
liner thickness

Liner strength requirements

Liner strength demonstration

Liner/waste compatibility
testing results

Liner installation

Synthetic liner seaming

Soil liner compaction
Installation inspection/
testing programs

Liner coverage

Liner exposure prevention

Synthetic-liner bedding

Liner foundation report

Liner foundation design
description

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-3d(2)
D-3d(3)
D-3d(4)
D-3d(4)(a)
D-3d(4)(b)

D-3d(4)(c)

D-3d(4)(d)

D-3d(5)

D-3d(6)

D-3e

D-3e(1)

D-3e(2)
D-3e(2)(a)
D-3e(3)
D-3e(4)
D-3e(5)
D-3e(6)
D-3e(7)
D-3e(8)

D-3e(9)

-9 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Complete Adequate
(Y/N) (Y/N)

Subsurface exploration data

Laboratory testing data

Engineering analyses

Settlement potential

Bearing capacity and
stability

Potential for bottom
heave or blow-out

Construction and
operational loadings

Foundation installation
procedures

Foundation installation
inspection program

Leachate collection and
removal system

Upper leachate collection
and removal system

Leachate detection system

Grading and drainage

Chemical resistance

Strength of materials

Prevention of clogging

Installation

Maintenance

Liquid removal

Location relative to
water table

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-3f

D-3f(1)

D-3f(2)

D-3g

D-3g(1)

D-3g9(2)

D-3g(3)
D-3h

D-3h(1)
D-3h(2)
D-3h(3)
D-3h(4)
D-3i

D-3i(1)
D-3i(2)
D-31(3)
D-3i(4)

D-3j

D-3k

D-3L

D-3L(H

D-3L(2)

Action leakage rate

Determination of
action leakage rate

Monitoring of leakage

Leakage response
action plan

Response action

Leak and/or remedial
determinations

Notifications

Run-on control system
Calculation of peak flow
Design and performance
Construction
Maintenance

Run-off control system
Calculation of peak flow
Design and performance
Construction
Maintenance

Management of collection
and holding units

Control of wind dispersal

Groundwater monitoring
exemption

Engineered structure

No liquid waste

- 10 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete
(Y/N)

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-31(3)
D-31(4)
D-31(5)
D-31(6)

D-3L(7)
D-3m

D-3m(1)
D-3m(2)
D-3m(3)

D-3n

D-3n¢1)
D-3n(2)
D-3n(3)

D-3n(4)

D-30

D-4
* Section 9.0 of the
D-4a

D-4b

D-4b(1)

Complete
(Y/N)

- 11 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

Exclusion of liquids

Containment system

Leak detection system

Operation of leak
detection system

No migration

Treatment within the pile

Treatment process description

Equipment used

Residuals description

Special waste management
plan for piles containing
F020, F021, F023, F026, and
F027 wastes

Waste description

Soil description

Mobilizing properties

Additional management
techniques

Construction quality
assurance program

Surface impoundments N

Part B addresses "The Truck Wash" Unit

List of wastes Y

Liner system exemption
requests N/A

Exemption based on existing
portion N/A

Revision 8,

12/93

See See
Attached Attached
Comment Exhibit Location of Information
D-4 Part B, Sections 2.6, 2.4, 4.0, and 9.0*

Part A, Section XIV




D-4b(2)

D-4b(3)

D-4c

D-4c(1)

D-4c(2) *

D-4c(3)
D-4c(4)

D-4c(5)

D-4d

D-4d(1) *
D-4d(2) *
D-4d(3) *
D-4d(4) *
D-4d(4)(a)
D-4d(4)(b)
D-4d(4)(c)

D-4e

D-4e(1) *

D-4e(1)(a)

Exemption based on alternative

design and location
Exemption for replacement
surface impoundments

Liner system, general items

Liner system description

Liner system location relative

to high water table
Load on liner system
Liner system coverage

Liner system exposure
prevention

Liner system, foundation
Foundation description
Subsurface exploration data
Laboratory testing data
Engineering analyses
Settlement potential
Bearing capacity

Potential for excess
hydrostatic or gas pressure

Liner systems, liners

Synthetic liners

Synthetic liner
compatibility data

- 12 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete Adequate
(Y/N) (Y/N)

N/A
N/A

Y Y

Y Y
Yy Y

Y Y

Y Y

Y Y
Yy Y

N N

N N

N N

Technically

See See

Attached Attached
Comment Exhibit

See Landfill Comments

See Landfill Comments

See Landfill Comments

See Landfill Comments

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

Part B, Section 4.1.3, Drawing Nos. 31&32
Appendix C - Specifications

Part B, Section 4.1.3, Drawing Nos. 31&32
Appendix C - Specifications

Part B, Section 4.2, Drawing Nos. 31 & 32
Appendix E, Calculation Nos. E-7, E-15 ?

Part B, Section 4.1

Part B, Section 4.2.8

ER- 4.2.

ER- 4.2

See Landfill Comments

See Landfill Comments

See comments
below

Part B, Sections 4.0 and 2.0

See Comments Under Landfill

Part B, Section 4.0

See Comments Under Landfill

Part B, Section 4.0




D-4e(1)(b)

D-4e(1)(c)

D-4e(2)

D-4e(2)(a)
D-4e(2)(b)
D-4e(2)(c)

D-4f

D-4f(1)

D-4f(2)

D-4f(3)

D-4f(4)
D-4f(5) *
D-4f(5)(a) *
D-4f(5)(b) *
D-4f(6) *
D-4f(7)
D-4f(8)

D-4g

D-4g9(1)

Synthetic liner strength

Synthetic liner bedding

Soil liners

Material testing data

Soil liner compatibility data
Soil liner strength

Liner system, leachate
detection system

System operation and design
Drainage material

Grading and drainage

System compatibility

System strength

Stability of drainage layers
Strength of piping
Prevention of clogging
Liquid removal

Location relative to
water table

Liner system, construction
and maintenance

Material specifications

- 13 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Revision 8, 12/93

Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit Location of Information
Part B, Section 4.2.3
Y Y Calculation Nos. E-15, E-27
N N See Landfill Comments Section 4.1.3, Drawing No. 32
Section 4.2.4
N N D-4e(2) Appendix C - Section 022221
N N D-4e(2)(a) Not Provided
N N D-4e(2)(b) Not Provided
N N D-4e(2)(a)&(b) Not Provided
Part B, Section 4.2.6, Drawing 32
Y N D-4f¢1) Appendix E (Calc. E-32), Appendix G (G-2)
Part B, Section 4.2.6, Drawing 32
Y N D-4f¢1) Appendix E (Calc. E-32), Appendix G (G-2)
Section 4.2.3.2, 4.2.6, Drawing 32
Y Y Calculation No. G-2, App. C Sect. 02712
Section 4.2.3.2, 4.2.6, Drawing 32
Y Y Calculation No. G-2, App. C Sect. 02712
Section 4.2.3.2, 4.2.6, Drawing 32
Y Y Calculation No. G-2, App. C Sect. 02712
See Landfill Comments
See Landfill Comments
See Landfill Comments
See Landfill Comments Section 4.2.3.2, Calc. No. G-2
Y N D-4f(1) Section 4.2.7 and Appendix G

Not Reviewed

See Comment
Below

Section 4.2 and 9.1

D-49(1)(c)

Drawings 32 and 44, Appendix C




D-4g(1)(a) * Synthetic liners

D-4g(1)(b) Soil liners

D-4g9(1)(c) * Leachate detection system

D-4g(2) * Construction specifications

D-4g(2)(a) * Liner system foundation

D-4g(2)(b) Soil liner
D-4g(2)(c) *

Synthetic liners

D-4g(2)(d) * Leachate detection system

D-4g(3) * Construction quality
assurance program

D-4g9(4) Maintenance procedures for
leachate detection system

D-4g(5) Liner repairs during
operations

D-4h Action leakage rate

D-4h(1) Determination of action
leakage rate

D-4h(2) Monitoring of leakage

D-4i Response action plan

D-4i(1) Response action

D-41(2) Leak and/or remedial
determinations

D-4i(3) Notifications

*Applies only to the ponds
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COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit

See Landfill Comments

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

Appendix C

Section 4.2.4, Appendix C, Sect. 02221

Section 4.2.6 & Appendix C (02712,02775)

Appendix C (02712, 02775)

No specifications provided on
Soil Liner Foundation

(May we need to make a
separate comment here)

Appendix C (02712 - 02780)

Appendix B

Section 4.2.7 and Appendix G

Not Provided in the Evaporation Pond or
Truck Wash Section or in Specification
02775

Section 4.2.7 and Calc. No. G-2

Appendix G-2

Sections 4.2.6 and 9.1.3

Section 4.2.7 and Appendix G

Section 4.2.7 and Appendix G

Section 4.2.7 and Appendix G

N N D-4e(2)
Y Y
See Landfill

N N* Comments
See Landfill

N N D-4e(2)
See Landfill
Comments

See Landfill

Y Y Comments

N N D-4g(3)

Y Y

N N D-6g(5)

Y Y

Y Y

Y N D-4i

Y N D-4i

Y N D-4i

Y N D-4i

Y Y*

Section 4.2.7 and Appendix G




D-4j

D-4j(1)
D-4j(2)
D-4j(3)
D-4j(4)
D-4j(5)
D-4k

D-4k(1)
D-4k(2)
D-4k(3)
D-4k(4)
D-4k(5)
D-4k(6)

D-4k(7)
D-4k(8)

D-41

D-41L(1)
D-41(2)
D-41(3)
D-41(4)

D-5

Prevention of overtopping
Design features

Operating procedure
Overtopping prevention
Freeboard requirements
Outflow destination

Dike stability

Engineer's certification
Dike design description
Erosion/piping protection
Subsurface soil conditions
Stability analysis

Strength and compressibility
test results

Dike construction procedures

Dike construction
inspection program

Special waste management plan
for surface impoundments

- 15 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically

Complete Adequate
/N Y/N)
N N
N N
N N
N N
N N
N N

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
NA
N/A
N/A
. 7. S
N/A

containing F020, F021, F022, F023

F026, and F027 waste

Waste description

Soil description
Mobilizing properties

Additional management
techniques

Incinerators

NA

N/A

N/A
_N/A

N/A

Revision 8, 12/93

See See
Attached Attached
Comment Exhibit Location of Information
D-4¢3) Section 4.1.2
D-4j(3) Section 4.1.2
D-41(3) Section 4.1.2
D-4i¢3) Section 4.1.2
D-4i(3) Section 4.1.2
D-4j(3) Section 4.1.2

Not Provided

(No dike in the Design- Below Grade)

Part A; Section 2.6

Part A, Section XIV




D-5a
D-5b
D-5b(1)

D-5b(1)(a)

D-5b(1)(b)

D-5b(1)(c)
D-5b(1)(d)
D-5b(1)(e)

D-5b(1)(f)

D-5¢

D-5¢(1)

D-5¢(2)
D-5c¢c(3)
D-5c(4)

D-5c(4)(a)

D-5c(4)(b)
D-5d

D-6

D-6a

D-6b

D-6b(1)

- 16 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete

(Y/N)

Justification for exemption

Technically
Adequate
CY/N)

Trial burn

Trial burn plan

Detailed engineering
description of incinerator

Sampling and monitoring
procedures

Trial burn schedule

Test protocols

Pollution control equipment

operation

Shutdown procedures

Data submitted in lieu
of trial burn

Detailed engineering
description of incineration

Expected incinerator operation

Design and operating conditions

Previous trial burn results

Sampling and analysis
techniques

Methods and results

Determinations

Landfills N

List of wastes Y

Liner system exemption
requests N/A

Exemption based on existing

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

Section 2.5 and Engineering Report (ER)

2.6.3; Part A Form

o



D-6b(2)

D-6b(3)

D-6b(4)
D-6b(5)

D-6b(5)(a)
D-6b(5)(b)
D-6b(5)(c)
D-6b(5)(d)
D-6b(5)(e)
D-6b(5)(f)

D-6b(5)(g)
D-6¢c
D-6c(1)

D-6c(2)

D-6c(3)
D-6¢c(4)

D-6c(5)

D-6d
D-6d(1)
D-6d(2)

D-6d(3)

portion

Exemption based on alternative

design and location

Exemption for replacement
landfill unit

Exemption for monofills

Groundwater monitoring
exemption

Engineered structure
No liquid waste
Exclusion of liquids
Containment system
Leak detection system

Operation of leak detection
system

No migration
Liner system, general items

Liner system description

Liner system location relative

to high water table
Loads on liner system
Liner system coverage

Liner system exposure
prevention

Liner system, foundation
Foundation description
Subsurface exploration data

Laboratory testing data

- 17 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Complete Adequate
(Y/N) (Y/N)
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N N
N N
Y
Yy N
N N
Yy N
N N
N N
Y Y
Y Y

Revision 8, 12/93

See See
Attached Attached
Comment Exhibit Location of Information
D-6c(3) 2.5.1; Engineering Report-3
D-6c(3) 2.5.1; ER-3
(NMED Determination)
D-6c(3) 2.5.1.2; ER-3.2.3
D-6c(4) 2.5.1.2; ER- Drawings 9 & 11
D-6c(5) 2.5.1.2; CQA-02710
D-6d 2.5.1.2; ER-3.1.3
D-6d 2.5.1.2; ER-3.1.3

Appendix D

Appendix D




D-6d(4)

D-6d(4)(a)
D-6d(4)(b)
D-6d(4)(c)
D-6d(4)(d)

D-6e
D-6e(1)

D-6e(1)(a)

D-6e(1)(b)
D-6e(1)(c)
D-6e(2)

D-6e(2)(a)
D-6e(2)(b)
D-6e(2)(c)

D-6f

D-6f(1)
D-6f(2)
D-61(3)
D-6f(4)
D-6(5)
D-6f(6)
D-6f(6)(a)
D-6f(6)(b)

Engineering analyses
Settlement potential

Bearing capacity

Stability of landfill slopes

Potential for excess
hydrostatic or gas pressure

Liner system, liners
Synthetic liners

Synthetic liner compatibility
data

Synthetic liner strength
Synthetic liner bedding

Soil liners

Material testing data

Soil liner compatibility data
Soil liner strength

Liner system, leachate
collection/detection systems

System operation and design
Drainage material

Grading and drainage
Maximum leachate head
System compatibility

System strength

Stability of drainage layers

Strength of piping

- 18 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Complete Adequate

(Y/N) (Y/N)

N N
N N

N N

N N

Y Y

N N

N N

N N

Y Y

N N

N N

N N

N N

N N

N N

N N

N N
—N_ N

N N

N N

N N

Y Y

Y Y

Revision 8, 12/93

See See

Attached Attached

Comment Exhibit Location of Information
D-6d .1.2; ER-3.1, 3.2
D-6d_ .1.2; ER-3.2.2
D-6d(4)(b) ER-3.2.1
D-6d .1.2; ER-3.2.1

.1.8

See below .1.2; ER-3.2.3
See below .1.2; ER-3.2.3
D-6e(1)(a) .1.2; ER-3.2.3.5
— .1.2; ER-3.2.1
D-63¢1)¢c) .1.2; ER-3.1.3
See below
D-6e(2)(b) .1.2; ER-3.1.3
D-6e(2)(b) .1.2; ER-3.2.3.5, 3.2.4
D-ée(2)(a) .1.2; ER-3.1.4
See below .1; ER-3.1.3
D-6f¢1) .1; ER-3.1.3
D-6f¢2) .1; ER-3.1.3
D-6f(3) .1; ER-3.1.3
D-6f(4) .1; ER-3.1.3
D-6f(5) .1: ER-3.2.3.5
D-6f(5) .1; ER-3.2.3.5
- ER-3.2.3
- .1; ER-3.2; App. E-26




Revision 8, 12/93
.19-

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit Location of Information

D-61(7) Prevention of clogging N N D-6f(7) 2.5.1; ER-3.2.3.3, App. E-21
D-6f(8) Liquid removal N N D-6f(1)&(3) 2.5.1; ER-3.2.8
D-61(9) Location relative to

water table (Not in TLI Scope of Work)
D-6g Liner system, construction

and maintenance N N D-6g 2.5.3.2; ER-3.1.3
D-6g9(1) Material specifications N N See below 2.5.1; ER-3.1.3, App. C
D-6g9(1)(a) Synthetic liners Y Y 2:5.1; ER - App. C
D-69¢(1)(b) Soil Lliners N N D-6a(1)¢b) 2.5.1; ER-3.1.3; 3.1.5
D-6g(1)(c) Leachate col lection/

detection systems N N D-6f¢4) 2.5.1; ER-3.1.3
D-6g(2) Construction specifications N N D-69(2) 2.5.1; ER- APP. C
D-6g(2)(a) Liner system foundation N N D-6g9¢2)¢(b) 2.5.1; ER - App. C
D-6g(2)(b) Soil liner N N D-6g(2)(b) 2.5.1; ER - App. C
D-6g(2)(c) Synthetic liners Y N D-6f(1) 2.5.1; ER - App. C
D-6g(2)(d) Leachate collection/

detection systems N N D-69¢2)¢d) 2.5.1; ER - App. C
D-6g(3) Construction quality

assurance program N N D-6g(3) 2.5.2.3; ER - App. B
D-6g(4) Maintenance procedures

for leachate collection/

detection system N N D-6g(4) 2.5.2.3
D-6g(5) Liner repairs during operations __N N D-6g¢5) Not addressed in application
D-6h Action leakage rate N N D-6h 2.5.3.8; ER- App. G-1
D-6h(1) Determination of action

leakage rate N N D-6h 2.5.3.8; ER- App. G-1
D-6h(2) Monitoring of leakage N N D-6h(2) 2.5.3.8; ER - App. G-1

D-61 Leakage response action plan N N D-6i(1) 2.5.3.9; ER - App. G-2




D-6i(1)
D-6i(2)

D-6i(3)

D-6j

D-6j(1)
D-6j(1)(a)
D-6j(1)(b)
D-6j(2)
D-6j(2)(a)
D-6j(2)(b)
D-6j(3)

D-6j(4)
D-6j(5)
D-6k
D-6L

D-6L(1)

D-61(2)

D-61(3)
D-61(4)
D-6L(5)
D-61(5)(a)

D-61¢5)(b)

Response actions

Leak and/or remedial
determinations

Notifications

Run-on and run-off
control systems

Run-on control system
Design and performance
Calculation of peak flow
Run-off control system
Design and performance
Calculation of peak flow

Management of collection
and holding units

Construction

Maintenance

Control of wind dispersal
Liquids in landfills

Bulk or noncontainerized
free liquids

Containers holding free
liquids

- 20 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Restriction to small containers Y

Nonstorage containers
Lab packs
Inside containers

Overpack

Revision 8, 12/93

Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit Location of Information

N N D-6i(1) .5.3.9; ER - App. G-2
N N D-6i¢1) .5.3.9; ER - App. G-2
N N D-6i(1) .5.3.9; ER - App. G-2
N N D-6] .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6j .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6j .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6j .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6j .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6j .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6j .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6j(3) .5.1.3; ER-3.1.3
N N D-6j .5.1.6; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6i¢5) .5.3.2; ER-3.1.6; 3.2.10
N N D-6k .5.1.7
Y Y _ .5.3.7
Y Y _ .5.3.7
Y Y — -5.3.7

Y _ .5.3.7
Y Y —_ .5.3.7
Y Y — .5.3.7
Y Y - .5.3.7
Y Y .5.3.7




D-6L(5)(c)
D-61¢5)(d)
D-6L(5)(e)
D-6m

D-6n

D-6n(1)
D-6n(2)
D-6n(3)
D-7

D-7a
D-7a(1)
D-7a(2)
D-7a(2)(a)
D-7a(2)(b)
D-7a(3)

D-7a(3)(a)
D-7a(3)(b)
D-7a(3)(c)
D-7b
D-7b(1)
D-7b(2)
D-7b(2)(a)
D-7b(2)(b)

Sorbent material
Incompatible wastes
Reactive wastes
Containerized wastes

Special waste management plan

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

2:5.3.7

Not in TLI Scope of Work

Not in_TLI Scope of Work

for landfills containing wastes

F020, F021, F022, F023, F026
and F027

Wastes description

Soil description
Mobilizing properties

Land treatment

Treatment demonstration
Demonstration wastes
Demonstration data sources
Existing literature
Operating data

Laboratory/field testing
programs

Toxicity testing

Field plot testing
Laboratory testing
Land treatment program
List of wastes
Operating procedures
Waste application rates

Waste application methods

- 21 -
COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST
Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit
Y Y _
N/A -
N/A -
N/A -
N/A R




D-7b(2)(c)
D-7b(2)(d)

D-7b(2)(e)

D-7c

D-7c(1)

D-7c(1)(a)
D-7c(1)(b)
D-7c(1)(c)
D-7c(1)(d)
D-7c(1)(e)
D-7c(1)(f)
D-7c(1)(9)
D-7c(1)Ch)
D-7c(1)(i)

D-7c(i)(])

D-7c(2)

D-7c(2)(a)
D-7c(2)(b)
D-7c(2)(c)
D-7c(2)(d)
D-7c(2)(e)
D-7c(2)(f)

D-7c(2)(g)

Complete

Control of soil pH

Enhancement of microbial
or chemical reactions

Control of soil moisture

Unsaturated zone monitoring
plan

Soil-pore liquid monitoring
Sampling location

Sampling frequency

Sampling equipment

Sampling equipment installation
Sampling procedures

Analytical procedures
Chain-of-custody

Background values

Statistical methods

Justification of principal
hazardous constituents

Soil core monitoring
Sampling location
Sampling frequency
Sampling equipment
Sampl ing procedures
Analytical procedures
Chain-of-custody

Background values

- 22 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

(Y/N)

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-7c(2)(h)
D-7c(2)(i)

D-7d
D-7d(1)

D-7d(2)
D-7d(3)
D-7d(4)
D-7d(5)

D-7e

D-7e(1)
D-7e(2)

D-7e(3)

D-7e(4)

D-7e(5)
D-7f
D-7f(1)

D-7f(1)(a)
D-7f(1)(b)
D-7£(2)

D-7f(2)(a)
D-7f(2)(b)

D-79

Statistical methods

Justification of principal
hazardous constituents

Treatment zone description

Horizontal and vertical
dimensions

Soil survey

Soil series descriptions
Soil sampling data
Seasonal high water table

Unit design, construction,
operation, and maintenance

Run-on control
Run-off control

Minimizing hazardous
constituent run-off

Management of accumulated
run-on and run-off

Control of wind dispersal
Food chain crops

Food chain crop
demonstration

Demonstration basis

Test procedures
Cadmium-bearing wastes
Crops for human consumption
Animal feed

Special Waste management

Complete

- 23 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See See

Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-79(1)
D-7g(2)
D-79(3)

D-7g9(4)

D-7h
D-8

D-8a

D-8b
D-8¢

D-8d

D-8d(1)

D-8d(1)(a)
D-8d(1)(b)
D-8d(2)

D-8d(2)(a)
D-8d(2)(b)
D-8d(3)

D-8d(3)(a)
D-8d(3)(b)

D-8e

plan for land treatment units
containing wastes F020, F021,
F022, F023, F026, and F027
Waste description

Soil description

Mobilizing properties

Additional management
techniques

Incompatible wastes
Miscel laneous units

Description of
miscel laneous units

Waste characterization
Treatment effectiveness
Environmental performance
standards for miscellaneous

units

Protection of groundwater
and subsurface environment

Environmental assessment
Performance standards

Protection of surface water,
wetlands, and soil surface

Environmental assessment
Performance standards
Protection of the atmosphere
Environmental assessment
Performance standards

Monitoring, analysis

- 24 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete
(Y/N)

Technically
Adequate
Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-8e(1)

D-8e(2)

D-9

D-9a

D-9a(1)

D-9a(2)

D-9a(3)

D-9a(4)

D-9a(5)

D-9b

D-9b(1)

D-9b(2)

D-9b(3)

D-9b(4)

D-9b(5)

- 25 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete
(Y/N)

inspection, response, reporting,

and corrective action

Elements of a monitoring
program

Air monitoring alternatives

Boilers and Industrial
Furnaces (BIFs)

Waivers/exemptions

Waiver of DRE trial burn
for boilers

Low risk waste exemption

Waiver of particulate matter
standard

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

Waiver of trial burn for metals

Waiver of trial burn for
Hcl/clz

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs - organic
emission standards

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs - PM
emissions standards

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs - metals
emissions standards

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs - alternative
metals approach

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs - hydrogen
chloride/chlorine emissions
standards

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

o,



D-9b(6)

D-9b(7)

D-9b(8)

D-9c

D-9d

D-9e

D-9f

D-9g

D-%h

D-9i

D-9j

D-9k

D-9k(1)

D-9k(2)

D-9k(3)

D-9k(4)

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs - fugitive
emissions

Pretrial burn requirements

for new BIFs - automatic
waste feed cutoff

Pretrial burn requirements
for new BIFs - monitoring
requirements

Trial burn plan requirements
for all BIFs

Trial burn results

Post-trial burn requirements
for new BIFs

Data in lieu of trial burn
Alternative HC Limit for
industrial furnaces with
organic matter in raw
materials

Alternative metals
implementation approach

Monitoring requirements

Automatic waste feed
cutoff system

Direct transfer standards

Direct transfer standards -
containment system

Direct transfer standards -
condition of containers

Direct transfer standards -
compatibility of waste
with container

Direct transfer standards -

- 26 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See See

Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) /Ny Comment Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-9k(5)

D-9k(6)

D-9k(7)

D-9k(8)

D-10a

D-10a(1)
D-10a(2)

D-10a(3)

D-10a(3)(a)

D-10a(4)

D-10a(4)(a)
D-10a(4)(b)
D-10a(4)(c)

management of containers
Direct transfer standards -
special requirements of
ignitable or reactive waste
Direct transfer standards -
special requirements of
incompatible wastes

Direct transfer standards -
closure

Direct transfer standards -
secondary containment
requirements

Bevill residues

Containment buildings

Containment building
description

Construction
Strength requirements

Design requirements for
units not managing liquids

Primary barrier

Design requirements for
units managing liquids

Primary barrier

Liquid coltection system

Secondary containment system

D-10a(4)(c)(i) Leak detection system

D-10a(4)(c)(ii) Secondary barrier

D-10a¢4)(d)

Temporary variance
from secondary containment
requirements

- 27 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete
(Y/N)

Technically
Adequate
C(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




D-10a(4)(e)

D-10a(5)

D-10a(6)

D-10a(7)

D-10a(8)

D-10a(9)

D-10b

D-10b(1)
D-10b(2)
D-10b(3)
D-10b(4)
D-10b(5)

D-10b(6)

D-10b(7)
D-10b(8)
D-10b(9)

D-10c

Waiver of secondary
containment requirements

Design of units managing
both liquids and non-liquids
in the same unit

Compatibility of structure
with wastes

Fugitive dust emissions

Structural integrity
requirements

Certification of design

Containment building
operations

Primary barrier integrity
Volume of waste

Tracking of waste out of unit
Liquids removal

Management of incompatible
wastes

Management of liquids and
non-liquids in the same unit

Fugitive dust emissions
Treatment of wastes
Equipment decontamination

Containment buildings as
tank secondary containment

GROUNDWATER MONITORING

E-1

Exemption from groundwater
protection requirements

Complete
(Y/N)

- 28 -
COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Adequate
Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




E-1a
E-1b
E-1c

E-2

E-2a

E-2b

E-2c
E-2d
E-2e

E-3

E-4
E-5

E-6

E-6d

E-6d(1)

E-6d(2)

E-6d(3)

Waste piles
Landfill
No migration

Interim status groundwater
monitoring data

Description of wells

Description of sampling/
analysis procedures

Monitoring data
Statistical procedures
Groundwater assessment plan

General hydrogeologic
information

Topographic map requirements
Contaminant plume description

General monitoring program
requirements

Description of wells

Description of sampling/
analysis procedures

Procedures for establishing
background quality

Statistical procedures

Parametric analysis of
variance (ANOVA)

Non-parametric ANOVA
(based on ranks)

Tolerance or prediction
interval procedure

Complete
(Y/N)

- 29 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technical ly
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




E-6d(4)

E-6d(5)

E-7

E-7a

E-7b

E-7c

E-7e

E-8

E-8a

E-8a(1)

E-8a(2)

E-8a(3)

E-8a(4)
E-8a(5)

E-8a(5)(i)

Control chart approach
Alternative approach
Detection monitoring program

Indicator parameters, waste
constituents, reaction
products to be monitored

Groundwater monitoring
system

Background groundwater
concentration values for
proposed parameters

Proposed sampling and
analysis procedures

Statistically significant
increase in any constituent
or parameter identified at
any compliance point
monitoring well

Compliance monitoring
program

Description of the monitoring
program

Waste description

Characterization of
contaminated groundwater

Hazardous constituents to be

monitored in compliance program

Concentration limits

Alternate concentration
limits

Adverse effects on
groundwater quality
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COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

e



E-8a(5)(ii)

E-8a(6)

E-8a(7)

E-8a(8)

E-9

E-9a

E-9b

E-9c

E-9¢(1)

E-9¢(2)
E-9d

E-9d(1)
E-9d(2)
E-9d(3)
E-9d(4)
E-9d(5)

E-9d(6)
E-9d(7)
E-9d(8)

E-9d(9)

Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit

Potential adverse effects

Engineering report describing
groundwater monitoring system

Proposed sampling and
statistical analysis procedures
for groundwater data
Groundwater protection standard
exceeded at compliance point
monitoring well

Corrective action program

Characterization of
contaminated groundwater

Concentration limits
Alternate concentration
limits

Adverse effects on
groundwater quality
Potential adverse effects
Corrective action plan
Location

Construction detail

Plans for removing wastes
Treatment technologies

Effectiveness of correction
program

Reinjection system
Additional hydrogeologic data
Operation and maintenance

Closure and post-closure plans

- 31 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See See

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




E-%e

E-9e(1)

E-9e(2)

E-9e(3)

E-%e(4)

Complete

Groundwater monitoring program

Description of monitoring
system

Description of sampling and
analysis procedures

Monitoring data and statistical
analysis procedures

Reporting requirements

PROCEDURES TO PREVENT HAZARDS

F-1

F-1a

F-1a(1)
F-1a(2)(a)
F-1a(2)(b)
F-1a(3)
F-1b
F-1bC1)
F-1b(2)
F-2

F-2a
F-2a(1)
F-2a(2)
F-2b(1)
F-2b(2)

F-2b(2)(a)

Security

Security procedures and
equipment

24-hour surveillance system
Barrier

Means to control entry
Warning signs

Waiver

Injury to intruder

Violation caused by intruder
Inspection schedule

General inspection requirements
Types of problems

Frequency of inspections
Container inspection

Tank system inspection

Tank system external
corrosion and releases

(Y/N)

- 32 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




F-2b(2)(b)

F-2b(2)(c)

F-2b(2)(d)

F-2b(2)(e)
F-2b(3)
F-2b(3)(a)

F-2b(3)(b)
F-2b(3)(c)

F-2b(4)
F-2b(4)(a)
F-2b(4)(a)(1)
F-2b(4)(a)(2)
F-2b(4)(a)(3)
F-2b(4)(b)
F-2b(4)(c)
F-2b(5)(a)

F-2b(5)(b)

F-2b(6)
F-2b(6)(a)

F-2b(6)(b)
F-2b(6)(c)

Complete

Tank system construction
materials and surrounding area

Tank system overfilling
control equipment

Tank system monitoring and
leak detection equipment

Tank system cathodic protection
Waste pile inspection

Run-on and run-off control
system

Wind dispersal system

Leachate collection and
removal system

Surface impoundment inspection
Condition assessment
Overtopping control system
Impoundment contents

Dikes and containment devices
Structural integrity

Leak detection system

Incinerator and
associated equipment

Incinerator waste feed cut-off
system and associated alarms

Landfill inspection

Run-on and run-off control
system

Wind dispersal control system

Leachate collection and

(Y/N)

- 33 -
COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit
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Location of Information




F-2b(7)

F-2b(7)(a)

F-2b(7)(b)
F-2b(8)

F-2b(9)

F-2b(10)

F-3

F-3a
F-3a(1)
F-3a(2)
F-3a(3)
F-3a(4)
F-3b

F-4

F-4a
F-4b
F-4c
F-4d
F-4e

F-5

removal system

Land treatment facility
inspection

Run-on and run-off control
system

Wind dispersal control system
Miscellaneous unit inspections

Boilers and industrial
furnace inspections

Containment building
inspections

Waiver or documentation of
preparedness and prevention
requirements

Equipment requirements
Internal communications
External communications
Emergency equipment

Water for fire control

Aisle space requirement

Preventive procedures,
structures, and equipment

Unloading operations

Run-off

Water supplies

Equipment and power failure
Personnel protective equipment

Prevention of reaction of
ignitable, reactive, and

- 34 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete
(Y/N)

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information

P



F-5a

F-5b

F-5h

F-5i

Complete

incompatible wastes

Precautions to prevent
ignition or reaction of
ignitable or reactive wastes

General precautions for
handling ignitable or
reactive waste and mixing of
incompatible waste

Management of ignitable or
reactive wastes in containers

Management of incompatible
wastes in containers

Management of jgnitable or
reactive wastes in tank systems

Management of incompatible
wastes in tanks systems

Management of ignitable or
reactive wastes placed in
waste piles

Management of incompatible
wastes placed in waste piles

Management of ignitable or
reactive wastes placed in
surface impoundments

Management of incompatible
wastes placed in surface
impoundments

Management of ignitable or
reactive wastes placed in
landfills

Management of incompatible
wastes placed in landfills

Management of ignitable or
reactive wastes placed in
land treatment units

(Y/N)
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COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit
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Location of Information




F-5n

F-50

CONTINGENCY PLAN

G-1
G-2
G-3
G-4
G-4a

G-4b

G-4c
G-4d

G-4e

G-4f

G-4g

G-4h

G-4i
G-4j

G-4j(1)
6-4j(2)

G-4j(3)

Management of incompatible
wastes placed in land
treatment units

Management of incompatible

wastes placed in containment
building units

General information
Emergency coordinators
Implementation
Emergency actions
Notification

Identification of
hazardous materials

Assessment

Control procedures
Prevention of recurrence
or spread of fires,

explosions, or releases

Storage and treatment of
released material

Incompatible waste

Post-emergency equipment
maintenance

Container spills and leakage
Tank spills and leakage
Stopping waste addition

Removing waste

Containment of visible releases
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COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
Y/N) Y/N) Comment Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




G-4j(4)
G-4](5)

G-4k

G-4k(1)

G-4k(1)(a)
G-4k(1)(b)
G-4k(1)(c)
G-4k(1)(d

G-4k(1)(e)
G-4k(2)
G-4k(3)

G-4k(3)(a)

G-4k(3)(b)

G-41
G-41(¢1)
G-41(2)
G-5

G-6
G-7
G-8

Notifications, reports

Provision of secondary
containment, repair or closure

Surface impoundments
spills and leakage

Emergency repairs
Stopping waste addition
Containing leaks
Stopping leaks

Preventing catastrophic
failure

Emptying the impoundment
Certification

Repairs as a result of
sudden drop

Existing portions of
surface impoundment

Other portions of surface
impoundment

Containment building leaks
Repair of containment building
Certification following repair
Emergency equipment
Coordination agreements
Evacuation plan

Required reports

PERSONNEL TRAINING

Complete
(Y/N)
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COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93
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Technically See See
Complete Adequate Attached Attached
(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit Location of Information

H-1 Outline of the training

program
H-1a Job title/job description
H-1b Training content, frequency,

and techniques .
H-1c Training director
H-1d Relevance of training to

job position
H-1e Training for emergency response
H-2 Implementation of training

program -
CLOSURE PLANS, POST-CLOSURE PLANS
AND FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS
1-1 Closure plans Y N 1-1a 8.0
I-1a Closure performance standard Y N I-1a 8.3
I-1b Partial closure and final

closure activities Y N I1-1a 8.1, 8.3
I-1c Maximum waste inventory Y Y Table 8.1
I-1d Schedute for closure Y Y Figure 8-1
I1-1d¢1) Time allowed for closure Y Y 8.1, Figure 8-1
1-1d(1)(a) Extension for closure time Y Y 8.4
I-1e Closure procedures Y Y 8.1
I-1e(1) Inventory removal Y Y 8.1
I-1e(2) Disposal or decontamination

of equipment, structures

and soils Y N 1-1e(2) 8.1
I-1e(3) Closure of disposal units/

contingent closures _N/A
I-1e(3)(a) Disposal impoundments N/A

i,



I-1e(3)(a)(i)
I-1e(3)(a)(ii)
I-1e(3)(b)

I-1e(3)(c)

I-1e(3)(d)
I-1e(3)(e)
1-1e(3)(f)
I-1e(3)(9)
1-1e(3)¢h)
I-1e(4)
I-1e(5)
I-1e(6)
[-1e(7)
I-1e(8)
I[-1e(9)

I-1e(10)

I-1e(10)(a)
1-1e¢10)(b)

I-1e(11)

I1-1e¢12)

I-1e(13)

1-2

- 39 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Revision 8,

12/93
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Technically See See
Complete Attached Attached
(Y/N) Comment Exhibit Location of Information
Elimination of liquids N/A
Waste stabilization N/A
Cover design Y 1-1e3(b) 8.2.2, ER-3.1.5
Minimization of liquid
migration \ ER-3.1
Maintenance needs Y 8.2
Drainage and erosion Y I-1ea(3)(e) ER-3.1
Settlement and subsidence Y 8.2
Cover permeability Y 8.2.2
Freeze/thaw effects Y ER-3.1, App. E-25
Closure of containers Y I-1a 8.1
Closure of tanks Y I1-1a 8.1
Closure of waste piles N/A
Closure of surface impoundments __Y I-1a 8.1
Closure of incinerators N/A
Closure of landfills Y I-1a 8.1
I-1e(2)
Closure of land treatment
facilities N/A
Continuance of treatment N/A
Vegetative cover N/A
Closure of miscel laneous
units N/A
Closure of boilers and industrial
furnaces (BIFs) N/A
Closure of containment
buildings N/A

Post-closure plan/
contingent post-closure




I-5b(1)

1-5b(2)

Inspection plan
Monitoring plan
Maintenance plan
Land treatment

Post-closure care for
miscel laneous units

Post-closure security
Post-closure contact

Notices required for
disposal facilities

Certification of closure
Survey plat

Post-closure certification
Post-closure notices
Closure cost estimate

Financial assurance
mechanism for closure

Closure trust fund
Surety bond

Surety bond guaranteeing
payment into a closure

trust fund

Surety bond guaranteeing
performance of closure

Closure letter of credit

Closure insurance

Financial test and corporate

guarantee for closure

- 40 -

COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Complete
Y/N)

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information




1-5g

I-6

1-7

1-7a
I-7b

I-7b(1)

I-7b(2)

1-7¢
1-7d

1-7e

1-79

1-8

1-8a

I1-8a(1)
1-8a(2)

Use of multiple financial
mechanisms

Use of financial mechanism
for multiple facilities

Post-closure cost estimate

Financial assurance mechanism
for post-closure care

Post-closure trust fund
Surety bond

Surety bond guaranteeing
payment into a post-
closure trust fund
Surety bond guaranteeing
performance of post-
closure care
Post-closure letter of credit
Post-closure insurance
Financial test and
corporate guarantee for

post-closure care

Use of multiple financial
mechanisms

Use of a financial mechanism
for multiple facilities

Liability requirements

Coverage for sudden
accidental occurrences

Endorsement of certification
Financial test or corporate

guarantee for
liability coverage

Complete
(Y/N)

-4 -
COMPLETENESS/TECHNICAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit
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Technically
Adequate
(Y/N)

Complete
(Y/N)
1-8a(3) Use of multiple insurance
mechanisms
1-8b Coverage for nonsudden

accidental occurrences

1-8b(1) Endorsement or certification

1-8b(2) Financial test or corporate
guarantee for liability
coverage

1-8b(3) Use of multiple insurance
mechanisms

1-8c Request for variance

1-9 Use of state-required
mechanisms

1-9a Use of state-required
mechanisms

1-9b State assumption of

responsibility

CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS

J-1 Solid waste management units

J-1a Characterize the solid waste
management unit

J-1b No‘solid waste management
units

J-2 Releases

J-2a Characterize releases

J-2b No releases

OTHER FEDERAL LAWS

PART B CERTIFICATION

See
Attached
Comment

See
Attached
Exhibit

Revision 8, 12/93

Location of Information
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(Y/N) (Y/N) Comment Exhibit Location of Information



