@ MONTGOMERY WATSON

June 11, 1999

Date:

Montgomery Watson

P.O. Box 774018

1475 Pine Grove Road
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477

- Tel: 970 879 6260
Fax: 970 879 9048

To: Greg Starkebaum
TechlLaw Inc.

From: Patrick Corser

Montgomery Watson

The following items are enclosed:

No. of
Copies

Description

Information — May 1999

1 Preliminary Draft of Gandy Marley, Inc. Response to Request for Supplemental

Greg,

Regards
Pat
cc: S. Krpge, NMED w/o attachments

D. Gandy w/o attachments

Stephanie Kruse (NMED) requested that I forward a copy of this to you. This is a preliminary draft
of our response to comments. The response to TechLaw questions are the same as what I forwarded
to you previausly. If you have any questions that I can help with, please feel free to give me a call.

This data is submitted:

D At your request

[:l For your approval

EI For your review

] For your acmE - Job Number: __@Z_*_.

D For your files=0Outgoing Correspondence ‘

D For your in

Incoming Ccrrespondence
mtcmal Ccrrespondence
ion
fa-tin~ Notos

C... ..“'.ECT‘S




May 1999 Preliminary DRAFT * Gandy_ y, Inc. * NMED Coromoras # Page 1

Vi,

TRIASSIC PARK WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY
Gandy Marley, Inc.
Tatum, New Mexico

REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
TRIASSIC PARK PERMIT APPLICATION
May 1999

RCRA Permits Management Program, Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau (RPMP/HRMB)
staff of the New Mexico Environment Department have reviewed the Trassic Park Hazardous Waste
Management Disposal Facility (the Facility) Permit application submitted in December 1997 (Vols. I
and I revised in November 1998. In a letter dated March 11, 1999, the RPMP/HRMB provided a

request for supplemental information in a series of questions prepared by RPMP/HRMBN and their
subcontractor Techlaw.

This document provides a response to each comment. The format includes a presentation of the
original comment as submitted by RPMP/HRMB. Text presented “in bold” is taken directly from

the text of the Facility Permit Application. The response follows each question and is presented in
italics.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1.
The stabilized waste portion of the Roll-Off Container Storage Area must be addressed in the
Permit application as a regulated unit under the proposed RCRA Permit.

Response: The stabilized waste portion of the Roll-Off Contamer Storage area will be added to the permit
as a pemtted urit.  The necessary changes will be made to incorporate the area into the penmit application.

Comment 2.

The Truck Wash Area must be addressed in the Permit application as a regulated unit under
the proposed RCRA Permit.

Response: The Truck Wash Area will generate derrved waste and therefore, is not subject to the RCRA
permitting requirements.  All potential waste generated in this area will be tested and subject to the 90 day
storage limistation.  The area is shoun in the Waste Analysis Plan as a potential generator site for site
generated waste (NMED conaurrence 5/4/99).

Comment 3.
The Permit application, Vol. I, Section 3.7, Grownduater Protaction Requirements, p. 3-25,
regarding groundwater protection requirements is currently incomplete. The application
suggests a separate submittal would follow requesting the substitution of vadose zone
monitoring for groundwater monitoring. A draft letter from Gandy Marley's contractor
dated November 9, 1998 proposes a groundwater monitoring equivalency demonstration

(GMED) to justify vadose zone monitoring.

The November 9, 1998 letter correctly states that the Secretary of the New Mexico
Environment Department (NMED) can waive groundwater monitoring requirements if
there is concurrence that there is no potential for migration of liquid from the regulated unit
to the uppermost aquifer. NMED must withhold making this concurrence decision until a
complete application, with all questions answered (see Comments No. 23 through No. 33 and
Comments No. 75 and No. 76), is provided. Furthermore, NMED reserves the authority to
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Response: The potential storage vobame for Roll-Off Contamer Uit will be added to Part A.

PART B

Section 1.0, General Facility Standards

Comment 5.
Section 1.1.3, Land Disposal, p. 1-2. ...Other areas that may be designated as SWMUs

include the untarping, sampling, and weigh scales area, the truck staging area, and
“the stormwater retention basin...

These units are not regulated units under the proposed Permit. They are, however, regulated
under RCRA and will be inspected under HRMB's Compliance and Inspection Program.

If a release or spill requiring Corrective Action occurs at one of these areas or at any other
location at the Facility, the. area or location will be incorporated into the RCRA Permit
through a Permit modification.

Response: Cormment noted

Comment 6.
Section 1.3, Location Information, p. 1-5, 4th paragraph. ...Land use plans and/or zoning
maps have not been developed for Chaves County. All areas within the county,
except those within municipal boundaries, are designated as Zone A (agricultural)...

Please indicate whether any County approval is needed for construction and operation of a
waste treatment, storage, and disposal facility in a zone designated as agricultural,

Response: As GMI has indicated in previous correspondence with the NMED a zoning change will be
required prior to the construction of the facility. However, GMI has chosen not to finalize the change m
zonang for the area until the issuarce of a fnal permit. A change in zonng from agriculeral to industrial
will result in a substantial change m the tax base for the area and it would not be in GMI’s best mterest to
hange the designation wtil a final permit is issued.

Section 2.0, Treatment, Storage and Disposal

Comment 7.
Section 2.1.3, Waste Stagzg/Storage, p.2-2, 3rd paragraph. Restricted waste at the Facility
will be stored solely for the purpose of accumulating sufficient quantities to facilitate
proper treatment, recovery, or disposal...
Please describe what "recovery" efforts will be included in Facility operations.

Response: Delete the word “reanery”.

Comment 8.
Section 2.2.1.1, Contazment and Detection of Releases, p. 2-4.

a. Ist paragraph. Wastes stored in the drum handling unit will be placed in
individual storage cells segregated by waste type and compatibility.
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Neither Section 2.0 nor Section 5.0, Procadires to Prevent Hazands, specifies that there is
a designated or dedicated cell for reactive waste in the Drum Handling Unit. Please
provide this information in Vol. I and identify the cells for ignitable and for reactive
waste in Vol. III, Drawing No. 37, Drwn Handling Unit General Arvangement. Are there

physical barriers segregating the cells for ignitable and reactive wastes?

Response: Indidual stovage cell are defined as groupings of drums as shoun on Drawmg 37,
Ykespecﬁcamtobeusaz’forstomgem]ldepmdmthewkmeardt;peofuastebebvgprxxrssed
at the site. Labels will be added to each section of the dram storage unit to identify the type of wiste
o be stoved,  The labels may charge depending on the wolume and type of waste bemg recerved.
Concrete awrts will separate different storage areas (see Drawing 37 and Detail 4/37/38). See

Section 2.2.12 which describes separation.

Recommended changes: Add note to Drawmg 37 describing labels for different stovage

areas.  Add new text to Section 2.2.1.1 about labeling of storage areas.

b. 2nd paragraph. ...Because the building is enclosed...

Section 2.2.1, Dren Handlmg Unit, and Vol. 111, Section 7.1.2, Dren Handling Layout,
both indicate that the drum-storage building is open-walled. Please make the

necessary corrections.

Response: Clarify that building is onby covered with a roof.

Recommended changes: Add text to Section 2.2.1.1 that changes “endosed” to “coered”,

Comment 9.
Section 2.2.1.3, Storage Lumits, p. 2-4. Two of the cells will be designed to accommodate

TSCA PCB wastes.

a. Please make clear whether these cells are designed or dedicated to accommodate
PCB wastes, Le., whether other wastes will be stored in the cells designed to

accommodate PCB wastes.

Response: Onby PCB wastes will be stored in designated cells.

Recommended Changes: Add abowe text to Section 2.2.1.3.

b. The Permit application refers only to PCB-contaminated waste in drums. Please
specify whether all PCB-contaminated waste to be received will be only in drums
(e.g., the Facility does not anticipate acceptance of PCB-contaminated soil in roll-off

containers, etc.).

Responses: Trey to danfy - PCBwastes could be induded in cortarrmnated soils.

c. This section states that there are two cells designated for PCB-contaminated waste.
However, Vol. I1I, Drawing 37, shows only one cell for TSCA waste. Please explain

this discrepancy.

Responses: Tuo TSCA cells are shoun on Drawmng 37.

Recommended changes: Add additional leader line to second TSCA cell as shoun on

Drawmng 37.
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Comment 10.

Section 2.2.2, Roll-Off Storage Area, p. 2-4.

a.

Ist paragraph. ...The other half of the pad, which will be operated as a RCRA
90-day storage area,...

See Comment No. 1.

Is this the area referred to in another section as the Derived Waste Storage
Area?

Responses: See corment 1 above. Trey to clarify - Check on “Dersved Waste Storage Area”.

Recommended Changes: Revise text to state that Roll-Off Storage Area (Stabilized) will
not be a 90-day storage area but will complywith 40 CFR 264.170.

Last paragraph. ...Otherwise, free liquids will be removed with a vacuum truck,
characterized, and managed in accordance with stabilization procedures
described in Section 2.4...

These free liquids are only discussed in connection with the stabilization process.
Please make clear whether any of these free liquids in roll-off containers will be
managed in the Liquid Storage Tanks or Surface Impoundments. Please be more
specific about what kinds of waste will be sent to the Liquid Storage Tanks and
Surface Impoundments.

Responses: Free liquids associated with roll-off bins are expected to be very snall quantities and
therefore would be handled in the stabilization process and would not be sent to the liquid storage
tanks or the evaporation ponds.

It is difficult to provide additional details on the kinds of wastes that will be sent to the liquid
storage tanks and surface irpoundent wntil a permit is issued and the facility can determine a
potential waste stream.

Recommended Changes: Add text to section 2.2.2 ndicating that free liguids in roll-off
contamners will be small and will be managed m the stabilization wnit.

Last paragraph. ...Following the removal of free liquids, the waste [in the roll-
off container] will either be managed through the stabilization process or
landfilled, whichever is appropriate...

Please discuss the kinds of waste which are appropriate for landfilling after removal
of water from roll-off containers at the Roll-Off Storage Area.

Responses: See above - As discussed in the Waste Analysis Plan, waste m the roll-off containers
that meet the requirements for free liquids (or lack thereof) will be placed in the landfll. Other
wastes i roll-off contatners that does not pass the appropriate acceptance testing (i.e. pawt filter test)
will be transferred to the stabilization area for treatment.  Upon completion of the stablization
process the waste will once again be tested to ensre that it meets the landfill cnitenia.,
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Comment 11. .
Section 2.3.9, Ancillary Equipment; p. 2-10, Section 2.4.9, Ancillary Equipment, p. 2-13. All
ancillary equipment will be supported and protected against physical damage and
excessive stress due to settlement, vibration, expansion, or contraction.

Please provide a discussion and finalized detailed drawings of all ancillary equipment for the
tanks.

Responses: See response to Comment D. Also, 40 CFR 264.192 allows reference 1o API Publication
1615 (Novenkber 1979) or ANSI Standard B31.2 and ANSI Standard B31.4 may be used, where
applicable, as guidelines for proper mstallation of piping systems.

Recommended Changes: Add note to drawings with aboe veference and to text in Section 2.3.9.

Comment 12.
Section 2.3.12, Trangfer of Liguids from Liguid Waste Stovage to the Stabilization Unit and to the
Evaporation Pond, p. 2-11, st paragraph. Transfer of liquids from the liquid waste storage
tanks to the stabilization unit will be accomplished either by direct piping to the tank
or by tanker trucks approved for liquid waste transfer...Similarly, if direct piping to
the stabilization unit is used to transfer liquids, the pipelines will be cleaned prior to
using the pipes for any subsequent incompatible waste transfer.

a. Such piping is considered ancillary equipment and must be permitted as such under
the proposed Permit.

Response: See response to Comment D.
Recommended Changes: Nore.

b. Please provide a discussion of the piping in Vols. I and III, and drawings showing
accurate locations and finalized detailed design drawings in Vol. ITI.

Response: See response to Comment D. Discussion will consist of mndicating that piping system
will comply with API Publication 1615 (November 1979) or ANSI Standard B31.2 and ANSI
Standard B31.4. Drawmgs currently show piping system from tanks and where tanker trucks
would conmect to trangfer liquids to Stabilization area. If piping was installed it would be placed in
as direct a line as possible to the stabilization area.

Recommended Changes: Add new text to sections 2.3.12 and to Volsme IIl. Add note
to existing drawings indicating that piping would meet with API Publication 1615 (Novenber
1979) or ANSI Standard B31.2 and A NSI Standard B31.4 standards and that pipmsg location
wonld be determined in the fleld.

c. For tank system ancillary equipment, a leak test or other integrity assessment as
approved by the NMED Secretary must be conducted at least annually, in
compliance with 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264.193()(3). Please
include this annual leak test in Table 5-1, Trussic Park Waste Disposal Facility lnspection
Schediul.

Response: Add new mspection item for anrwal leak tests to Table 5-1.

Recommended Changes: See abowe.
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d. Also, please discuss how the pipes will be cleaned and sampled.

Response: Prior to using the piping system to trangfer any incompatible waste the pipes will be
Slushed with water for deaning. The rmsate will be sampled, and if necessary, be managed as a
hazardous waste. If the rinsate shows to be contaminated above accepuable levels the pipes will be
Slushed agamn. This process will continue wntil sampling shows that there is no firther need for
Slushing the pipes.

Recommended Changes: Text will be modsfied i the appropriate sections to reflect this
process.

Comment 13.

Section 2.4, Stablization, page 2-11, 3rd paragraph. The bins will be covered while dry
reagents are being added to control air particulate emissions. The cover will be
removed and a backhoe positioned adjacent to the bin will mix the waste and
reagents. When the waste is sufficiently mixed, it will be tested...

a. Please provide more detail on the stabilization process. What is the consistency of
the waste when the stabilization process is completed? How long does mixing take
place? How is complete mixture by the backhoe ensured? What is the ratio of
reagent to waste? How much is a load in gallons? How many loads per day? What
part do time and temperature play (see Vol. I, Section 2.4.1, 1st paragraph)?

Response: It is diffict to provde all that detail that is requested due to the inknauwn ondition
of the waste to be treated. When the stabilization process is completed, the wiaste will pass the paint
fobter test. The duration of mixing will depend on the mput waste and the stabilization prodiucts
that are added.  Complete mixing is determned by visual observation and confirmed by pamt filter
test. The ratio of waste to reagent is variable depending on the type of waste being treated, ~ The
ruember of loads per day will depend on the market conditions.

Recommended Changes: None. See the revised Waste Analysis Plan for additional detail.

b. Please provide in an appendix the "specific treatment guideline" referred to in Vol.
ITI, Section 6.1.1, General, page 6-1, 1st paragraph.

Response: A typical treatment recipe can be provided but it should only be considered as typical.
This was removed from drawings based on comments by NMED.

Recommended Changes: Note 1o drawings regarding typical recpe for stabilization.

Comment 14.

Section 2.4.1, Contaninant and Detection Releases, p. 2-12, 1st paragraph. The bin will be of
steel construction. Waste which is incompatible with the steel used in construction
will not be stabilized in the bins. An assessment of the compatibilities of the bin
materials and waste, along with the influence of the process (materials, time,
temperature, etc.) is contained in the design specifications and the associated
engineering report (Volumes III and IV).

This assessment was not found in Vols. III or IV. Please provide the assessment.

Response: Volume III presents the structural design analysis of the mixing bins whidy mdicates the steel
vt must be aonstructed of 7/8-inch to 1-inch steel.  Therefore the bin structural anabysis will dictate the
materials used for the mixing bins. Volume 11, Section 6 mdicates that corrosion protection for the bins will
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be provided by mstalling grounded cathodes to the irmer and outer bins. We recogruze the some of the wastes
that will be stabilized m the bins may be reactsve with the steel bins; houser, the wastes will onky be in the
bins for a limited amovent of time and therefore the corrosion would be limited. Furthenmore, the bins can be
usually observed for signs of conosion and prepared or replaced if necessary.

Recommended Changes: Nore.

Comment 15.
Section 2.5.1, Design of Landfill, p. 2-14.

Please revise Volume I regarding the design of the Landfill to agree with the revised phased
landfill design in Volume III.

Response: The text will be revised to onby mdicate permitting of Phase IA.
Recommended Changes: See abore.

Comment 16.
Section 2.5.1.1, Nature and Quariity of Waste, p. 2-14.

a. Fifth bullet. ® explosive waste;

The fifth bullet identifies explosive waste as excluded from acceptance at the Facility.
Some explosives are listed in Part A as hazardous wastes which will be accepted.
Also, Section 4.2, Description of Wastes Generated and Received at the Facility, states that
"Class A explosives” will not be accepted, implying that other explosives will be
accepted. Please make the appropriate corrections.

Response: Explostve as referred to in the fifth bullet is waste whidb falls under the defition of
an explostve as defined in 29 CFR 1919.109(2)(3). “Explosive. Explosive-any chemical
compound, mixture, or device, the primary or common purpose of which is to
function by explosion, ie., with substantially instantaneous release of gas and heat,
unless such compound, mixture, or device is otherwise specifically classified by the
U.S. Department of Transportation; see 49 CFR Chapter 1. The term “explosives”
shall include all material which is classified as Class A, Class B, and Class C
explosives by the U.S. Department of Transportation, and includes, but is not limited
to dynamite, black powder, pellet powders, initiating explosives, blasting caps,
electric blasting caps, safety fuse, fuse lighters, fuse igniters, squibs, cordeau detonant
fuse, instantaneous fuse, igniter cord, igniters, small arms ammunition, small arms
ammunition primers, smokeless propellant, cartridges for propellant-actuated power
devices, and cartridges for industrial guns. Commercial explosives are those
explosives which are intended to be used in commercial or industrial operations.”

Recommended Changes: Both bullets will be revised to read “explosses”. By definition the

Part A does not list any explostves.
b. Seventh bullet liquid waste containing PCBs greater than 50 parts per
million.

The seventh bullet identified liquid waste containing PCBs greater than 50 parts per
million as excluded from acceptance at the Facility. Will nonliquid waste containing
PCBs be accepted? If so, in total HOC concentrations greater than 1,000 mg/kg?

Morugomery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477 * (970) 879-6260

WAG02\Carmrmerss €& Responises \Rouest for Sugplermp el bformanon
5/24/99 yol



May 1999 v Preliminary DRAFT * Gu  arley, Inc. * NMED Comyrents ¢ Page 9

Response: The bullet is correct, the facility will not accepr liquid wastes contammg > S0ppm
PCBs.  The reviewer is referred 1o 40 CFR 268.42(a)(1) which states, “Liquid hazardous
wastes containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) at concentrations greater than or
equal to 50 ppm but less than 500 ppm must be incinerated in accordance with the
technical requirements of 40 CFR 761.70 or burned in high efficiency boilers in
accordance with the technical requirements of 40 CFR 761.60.” Other PCB media
contammated at concentrations aboe 50 ppm will be accepted at the facility. These media indude
non-liqud waste (ie., rags, debris, etc) and sludges which meet the facility requirements for free
liguids and defned in 40 CFR 761.60(a)(5) and PCB contammnated articles as defined i 40
CFR 761.60(b) as being acceptalle for a permitted landfill.

c. 2nd paragraph. The wastes which will be accepted for placement in the landfill
include all wastes listed in Part A of this application...

This section does not really address the nature and quantity of waste to be received
from off-site generators. Part A does not provide a lot of information, since it seems
to have been prepared to cover all eventualities regarding the possible quantity for
each hazardous waste constituent. RPMP realizes that the nature and quantity of
waste accepted from off-site generators cannot be precisely specified, but would
appreciate available estimates and information Gandy Marley may have on the
probable kinds and quantities of hazardous waste to be received.

Response: The initial estimates of waste mflow to size the first phase was based on
approximately 15,000 cy per moruh. This tuns out to be 180,000 cy per year. Phase IA of the
landfill has a waste capacity of 553,232 (Table 3, Page 3-20, Volume IIl). Therefore, the first
phase would have capacity for approximatety 3-yrs of waste placement.

Recommended Changes: Nore.

d. The landfill will have...a capacity of approximately 10 million cubic yards of
waste.

Response: See Corment 4a.

Comment 17.
Section 2.5.1.7, Wad Dispersal Control Procederes, p. 2-17. Wind dispersal control will
consist of a daily soil cover obtained from excavation. Typically, the daily cover will
consist of soil spread on top of the waste placement area to a depth of 0.2-foot to 0.5-
foot.

The daily cover should be 6 inches at a minimum. The daily cover must cover all disposed
waste.

Response: There is no regatory requirement for mmareen daily cver thickness. However, GMI will
modify the minimum cover thickness to 0.5 feet.

Recommended Changes: Minwuum cocer thickness will be 0.5 feet.

Comment 18.
Section 2.5.1.8, Gas Generation Management, p. 2-18.

a. 2nd paragraph. ...periodic checks will be made within the landfill to detect the
presence of hazardous gases and volatile organics. Surveys of the active
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landfill surface area and the riser pipes with an organic vapor meter (OVM) or
comparable device will be performed quarterly to detect the presence of
organic compounds. PPE levels and respiratory protection levels will be
modified accordingly, if necessary. This testing will be conducted in addition
to the fingerprint testing on incoming waste. The data from both tests will be
evaluated to determine what steps are necessary to reduce the generation
and/or release of these gases to levels which meet prescribed regulatory air
quality standards.

Please provide precise information regarding sampling and analysis methods for
these quarterly checks. Please include the quarterly checks in Table 5-1, Triassic Park
Waste Disposal Facility nspection Schedule.

Response: This level of detal for the monitoring was developed based on input fran NMED.
Recommended Changes: Table 5-1will be modified to include this inspection.

b. 3rd paragraph. Prior to closure of the landfill, an assessment will be made of
the landfill waste gas generating potential...if it is concluded that gas
generation may result in gas build-ups beneath the barrier layer of the cover
or releases following closure exceeding regulatory air quality standards, then
provisions will be made to collect and monitor gas generation and release
during the post-closure period. If this occurs, the latest technology available
will be implemented into the construction of the cover system.

This assessment should also be included in the discussion of Landfill closure
in Section 8.0, Closure and Post-Closue of Penmittad Units. If it is concluded that
gas generation may result in gas build-ups beneath the barrier layer of the
cover or that releases following closure may exceed regulatory air quality
standards, the NMED Secretary must be informed and approve a
monitoring plan and any changes in the construction of the cover system.

- Please reference the applicable air quality standards.
Response: The requested language can be added to Section 8.0.
Recommended Changes: Add language to Section 8.0.

Comment 19.
Section 2.5.3.7, Procedures for Protecting Wastes, p. 2-21.

a. Ist paragraph. ..At a minimum, incompatible wastes will be spaced a
sufficient distance apart in the landfill to prevent commingling.

What is a "sufficient distance” to prevent commingling in the Landfill? Are there
Fire Code standards or other standards which address this issue? Please identify the
standards used to establish this distance.

Response: The landfill placement operation will be based on an set of grids along the north end of
the landfill and along both the east and west sides of the landfill. Incompatible waste will be placed
with a miramum of one grid m between the loads. Grid are nonmally spaced at approxemately 50 to
100 foot intevvals. Therefore, the minamum spacing would be 50 feet.
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Recommended Changes: Add above language 1o Section 2.5.3.7,

b. 3rd paragraph. ...Procedures will be developed to ensure that precautions are
taken to prevent reactions...

Does this sentence refer to additional procedures besides those addressed in this
+ section? If so, please provide the procedures. If not, please delete the sentence.

Recommended Changes: The sentence will be deleted,

Comment 20.

Section 2.6.1.3, Separator Berm System, p. 2-27. ...the two pond sections, Pond 1A and Pond
1B...

There are four Surface Impoundments sections in the revised Vol. III. Please revise Section
2.6, Treatment in Evaporation Pond, to make this clear.

Response: There are only 2 ponds - Pond 1 and futsre Pond 2. Each pord bas 1o sides A and B to
Jfacilitate the operation of the Ponds. The separation berm berueen the two sections is described in Section
2.6.1.3, Page 2-27. GMI has indicated it will remove the second pond from the permit.

Recommended Changes: See abore.

Comment 21.

Section 2.6.4, Operation of the Evaporation Pond, p. 2-28.

Please describe the operation of the ponds, e.g., provide a discussion detailing how long it will
take for evaporation of one section of the ponds to take place, how wet (percent) the sludge
will be when removed to the Stabilization Bins, how the sludge will be removed, how and
where the sludge-removing equipment will be cleaned, how removal of the sludge affects the
pond liners, inspection requirements for the pond liners, how many tanker loads per day will
be added to a pond, the volume of liquid flowing through the impoundment or series of
impoundments annually, the capacity of a tanker, whether only one section of each pond will
be in operation at a time, etc.

Response: The overall pond operation is described in Volwme I, Section 4. The sludge will be removed
by vacuom truck and transported 1o the stabilization bins. The general procedure for pond operation is
described in Volume III, Section 4. The wolwme of liquids in the ponds will be dependent on the waste
market.  Net evaporation (total evaporation minus ramfall) for the site is in the range of 80 inches per year.

- Section 3.0, Groundwater Protection

Comment 22.

Section 3.4.1.2, Regional Structure, p. 3-12, 1st paragraph. ...The Sacramento and Sangre de
Cristo uplifts in northeastern New Mexico...

This sentence should read, "The Sacramento mountains in southeastern New Mexico and the
Sangre de Cristo uplift in northeastern New Mexico..." '

Response: These word changes were made.

Comment 23,

Section 3.4.3.2, 1994 Site Characterization Actrities.
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P. 3-11, 1st paragraph. In June 1994, a drilling plan for site characterization
activities at the proposed site was prepared and submitted to the Hazardous
and Radioactive Materials Bureau of the New Mexico Environment
Department...The plan was approved as submitted.

Please reference the date of the approval correspondence.

Response: We have been wnable to locate a copy of the approval.  The text will be changed to
reference Verbal Communication, Robert Sweeny - NMED, July 1994.

P. 3-12, carry-over paragraph. ...These electrical surveys consisted of thermal
neutron and gamma logs...

These logs appear to be the primary evidence used to both delineate ground
water and to pick the boundary between the Upper and Lower Dockum
Formations. Please explain in substantial detail the significance of these two
geophysical logging techniques, particularly the chemical and physical
properties they measure, how they distinguish between the Upper and
Lower Dockum lithologies and how they determine the presence of ground
water. Please provide information regarding the influence of well casing and

a flud-filled hole on these logs.

- Provide also an explanation for the abrupt decrease in thermal/neutron
count at the bottom of boreholes PB-36 and PB-37.

Response: The paragraph at the top of page 3-12 will be changed to read:

A suite of three geophysical logs were run; 1) caliper, 2) gamma ray, and 3) dry thernal newtron.
These logging tedmiques measure various chemical and physical characteristics of the subsurface
stratigraphy. Used in compunction with the logs of drill cuttings, these electric logs provide a valuable
method of interpretation for the lithologic and saturation conditions of the proposed bost sediments.
Copres of all geophysical logs can be found in Volwme I, Appendix D.

The following sarmaries brigfly describe the interpretive value associated with each of the three log
types used. For a more detailed explanation of these tedmiques, the U.S. Geological Surcey has
published Borehole Geophysics Applied to Groundwater Irestigations by W. Scort Keys -
Publication No. TWRI 2-E2 (1990).

1) Caliper logs - This is a physical measurement of the diameter of the borehole. A 4% indh bit
was used to drill these boreholes and, for the most part, the caliper log reflects an approximate 5-indh
diameter hole. As a general rule, the borehole diameter will increase m unconsolidated sands and
gravels. This is due to a “caving in” effect. Likewise, there will be a slight decrease i the overall

2) Gamma Ray logs - This is a measurement of natwral radiation m the bovdhole. The
rachoisotopes of Thorium, Potassium and Bismuth acownt for most of the natwrally ocurring
garma radiation. From a lithologic perspective, fimer gramed sediments (clays) will F.ze a stronger
gmma response due to thetr bigher concentration of potassium rmanerals. Sands, which are primanly
aomposed of silica, will have a mudb lower garoma response.

As a matter of geologic interest, there appears to be evidence of epigenetic (introduced) uranzm

naneralization within the sandy siltstone of the Upper Dockumn. Several boreboles on the proposed
site exhibit characteristic gamma “kicks” within the fliuvial sedments that are consistent with “roll
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Jront” wranium deposits.  These gamma anomalies ocaur where uranim preaputated in low-erergy
emironments along the flanks of fluvial charmels. - Although they are of no econamic significance,
these gamyma anomalies are found onky in the basal fluvial unit of the Upper Docksum and assist
the correlation of this vt throughout the proposed site.

3) Dry Thermal Neutron logs - This loggmg tedmigue is considered o be a indicator of the presence
of moisture. It utilizes a newtron-anittmg source (1-3 curies of radsorsotopes of Americium and
Berylluom) and measures the time it takes for an emitted neutron w enter a formation and “bounce”
back to a counter. Mwnadmhawmaﬁizyprmmmuhkhwﬂmﬂdtmamlatéwmpﬂ
retum rate. Sbmxkidxnadmmmlargeb;dmgmzdu(aswadtaiuﬁhumer-HzO), its
retum to the counter is significantly slowed. This results in a reduced comnt rate. Therefore, high
ot rates mdicate dry conditions and these rates are reduced proportionally to the amount of
moistsere encountered. Neutron logging can be pevformed through steel casing without an appreciable
decrease in count rates. - Logging through plastic casing, however, will cause approximately a 30%
decrease tn count vate, due to the hydrogen in the plastic.

For the purpose of interpreting lithologies, unsatsyerated sands will have the least amount of morsture
and the highest count rate.  Tightly compacted dlays will contain some trapped moisture and will have
a lower count rate. The presence of water will result in an ovder-of magratude reduction in the count

rate.

The abrupt decrease in the dry neutron log response for boreholes PB-36 and PB-37 was due 0 a
hange tn. hole diameter. The bottam portion of these tuo boreboles were cored, The 4%-indh drill
bit was replaced by an NX (17/s-indh) core barrel.  This abrupt change in hole diameter can be
seen . the caliper log. It causes a reduction m neutron counts due to a phenomenon called neutron
Jlusx. During the neutron emiission process, neutrons are broadcast in a circular, “cloudlike” pattem
(neutron flux). In a larger diameter hole, a certamn amount of this neutron flux. is present in the
wid between the source and the edge of the hole. The counter will detect some of this newtron flux.
In a tight hole, when there is very little void space betiween the source and the edge, abmost all of the
neutrons are dispersed i the formation. In these situations, because there is no contribution from
the neutron flux, the overall count rate is decreased

On page 3-9, in addition w the headings Upper Dockwn and Lower Dockun which are used to
define Triassic sedoments, a new heading Contact between the Upper and Lower Docksum will be
added.

Contact between the Upper and Lower Dockum - This contact is a stratigraphic bowndary and is
not necessanily represented by a diagrostic geophysical log signature. The Upper Dockwn consists of -
mterbedded sequences of fmegramed flienal sandstones/siltstones and mudstones.  The lowermost
ocourvence of these flwial sediments is recognized as the base of the Upper Dockun.

Where fluaial sediments are present, the contact berueen the Upper and Lower Dockun is easily
recognizable. However, due 1o the low-energy depositional enveronment and abrupe facies drnges
within these fluvial sediments, there are areas where this contact must be inferred. Where Upper
sequences.  For this reason, the process of establishing this contact, whether mapped or mnferved, is
based on extenstve subsurface corrélation. This is accomplished with some degree of confidence since
the maximum spacing between all 31 boreboles completed within the proposed project bovndary is
1000 feet.

The basal fluvial unit (sandstones/siltstones) withn the Upper Dockumn bas a maxwraen thickness
of approximately 100 feer. Although the clastic (sandstone/siltstone) percentage of this 100-foot
interual changes abruptly, through careful hole-by-hole correlation, the iterval can be traced beneath
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LR

the site. The gamma anamalies associated with the suspect uranivm preapitation, actually act as
marker beds to aid the corvelation effort. WW.-I is an excellent example of bow these anomalies
belp to identify the lower portion of the basal Upper Dockumn. The log from this hole also illustrates
the spatial relationship of this basal wnit to the thick sequence of undertying Lower Dockum
mudlstones.

thxymofma)gnizingtheUppermdLomerDoc/ewnkwmdz)yistoenmtbattbebaseof
the proposed landffll will be placed on the top of the Lower Dockum. The thick sequences of
nmmm%mﬁmmemﬂawgwkgtbamér@wwkbdofmm)wmy
potential dowrrasrd migration, In those areas where there is an inferved contact, the lithologies are
mudstones. Despite the inferred contact, the important consideration of establishing a permeabnlity
barrier has been accomplished,

c. The timing relationship between the drilling of a hole and the logging of that hole
may be critical in determining the presence of ground water (i.e., the time needed for
ground water to stabilize in the borehole). Please provide this timing information.

Response: The fluvial (or potential water-bearing) sediments within the Upper Dockum are fine-
gratned sandy siltstones with a relatrvety low penmeability.  As previously stated, the measured
permeability of these sediments average 1.22 X 10 5 an/s. Because of the low permeability of these
sediments, when groundwater is encowntered, it requires same time for this water to enter the
borehole.

As an example, PB-1 (located approximately 1% miles north of the proposed landfill) encovntered
- damp sands at the base of the Upper Dockum at a depth of 158 feet. The hole was completed at a
depth of 200 feet. Geophysical logs were v on PB-1 approximately tuo howrs after the base of the
Upper Dockum was penetrated.  The log showed twenty feet of water (to a depth of 180 feet) in the
bottom of the borehole. The lithology of this portion of the borehole (fram both dill hole cuttings and
geophysical profiles) corvesponded to mudstones of the Lower Dockumunit. Apparently, water bad
been falling down the hole from the satsrated sand at 158 feet.  Two hours had not been enough
time for the groundhuater in the hole to equilibrate (veach the level of entry). Had more time elapsed
between the drilling and the logging of the borehole, over forty feet of water would heve been
enauntered.

Field procedsures were to log a borebole within 1-2 howrs after it had been completed.  If the boreboles
were not logged rvmediately, there was a risk that it may cave-in and o log wodd be obtamed. The
question has arisen that, due to the low permeability of the flsvial sediments and small quantities of
grownduater, perbaps geophysical logging took place too soon afer drilling to detect the presence of
gowndwater.  There are three types of supporting evidence to suggest that the growndhuater
haracterization was acorate.

1) In the southngestem portion of the proposed site, ten boreholes were tamporarily cased with plastic
tubing in order to see if groundhuater would acerulate m the holes after drilling (see page 3-17).
On a weekly busis for a six-«week period of time, these holes were moritored and no groundhesater
entered the holes.

2) Core samples were taken from fre separate boreholes.  This procadiere rmokued a dhange of
drilling operations, from rapid rotary bit drilling to a slow core barrel operation. Instead of requiring
a few hours 1o complete, these holes would be open for 10-12 hours. During this time, no

entered the holes. Coring wns condhucted using air and ary water entermg the hole
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3) EmbztbeabowcizaiexmnplecfPB-l,daempzdlogbzgoftkehnefnleéiiemmdx
groumchuater. [thbest#mtaithemmzt,butthegmﬂzmrerdzdnotgowﬂz&cowai

Comment 24.
Section 3.6.2.2, Upper Dockum- "Uppermost Aquifer”, p. 3-15.

Considerable hydraulic information presented in this section as fact must either be supported
with data or characterized as "inferred". This is particularly true of the hydraulic conditions
directly east of the proposed boundary that are based on boreholes approximately one mile
north and south of the site. Please adjust the language in the Permit application as
appropriate. ’

Response These word changes were made.

Comment 25.
RPMP is concerned about subsurface fluid and possible contaminant migration through
unproperly plugged boreholes. Please provide a status report on all boreholes referenced in
the initial application with a detailed description of how any holes were plugged. Include the
composition of the plugging material and other assurances of successful preclusion of
subsurface fluid migration. A plan for the ultimate disposition of the holes must also be
provided. ‘

Response: Of the 37 shallow boreholes (PB-1 through PB-36) and o deep boreholes (WW-1 and WW-
2), all but rwo have been plugged.  The only renaining open bordholes are PB-14 and WW-1. These have
been kept open by inserting 3” plastic tubmg o the open hole.

All boreholes were manually plugged using the origimal drill cuttings and/or bentonite. A cement cap s
Placed at the top of each hole to prevent surface waters from entering the borehole. Ir the time since the holes
were plugged, the eolian sands of the swface Quatemary sedments have been vedsstributed 1o the pomt where
the original borehole locations are no longer visible.

PB-14 and WW-1 have been kept apen for the purpose of possibly obtaining additional geological, geophysical
or hydrological information. Once it has been determinad that there is no more value to these boreboles, they
will also be plugged. A cement plugwill be placed in WW-1 between the Upper and Lower Docksen units to
ensure that there is no mixing of formational fluids. PB-14 will be plugged using bentonite and a surface
@ement cap. .

Comment 26.
Please provide all groundwater monitoring data. If any of the temporary wells referenced in
the application sull exist and have not been evaluated since construction, they must be
remeasured for depth to ground water and the results presented in the application.

Response: There is no existing grounchuater monitoring data for the proposed site. All boreboles completed
within the site boundary were unsatwrated. Water levels were taken in 1994 from three boreboles outsideof
the proposed bowundary. These boreholes were PB-14 (500 feet west), WW-1 (3000 feet novtheast) and
WW-2 (5000 feet south). The results of these water level measrements are contamed m Sections 3.6.2.2
and 3.6.2.3.

At the request of RPMP, water leels were again taken in April 1999. WW.-2 had been plugged, but a
static water level (using an electrorac water detector) of 202 feet was reconded for WW-1 and a static water
level of 37 feet wuas recorded for PB-14.
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WW-1 - The recent wate? level of 202 feet for WW-1 compared to static water level of 155 feet in 1994,
We believe this decrease of 47 feet is not an indication of changmg groundwater conditions, but reflection of
the marmer in whidh this borehole was cased.

The insertion of plastic tubmng into the borebole shortly afer it wis drilled was never an attompt 1o complete it
as a well. Instead, this temporary casmg was placed for the purpose of keeping the bovehole accessible, so that
additional geological, geophysical or hydrological information mght be obtained The ondy perorations are at
the bottam of the temporary casing ,

It appears that over the past frue years, the mudstones between the Upper and Lower Dockum hate “carad in”
around the owtside of the tubing.  This has apparently sealed off ary commumication beruzen these reo
aquifers. There is no way for Upper Dockiom water to enter the tubing, Consequently, the water level iside
zbeztbmgzsdmppmg At the present time, this water level is 20 feer below the bottom of the Upper
Dockumn.

1t is reasonable to infer that there is still saturation within the lower portion of the Upper Docksom in WW-1,
Y%bwwrcouldsaﬂbepresmtinrhebmeh)leoumﬁeofthembbzgmdnotmnburewtbeexistz'ngstatic
water level. This conseruateve assumption would be consistent with the groundunter conditions as presented in
Sections 3.6.2.2 and 3.6.2.3 and the mferred mterface betuven satwrated and wnsamwrated condstions (as
indicated in Figure 3-12) would still exist east of the facility bounduary.

PB-14 - The recent static water level measured n PB-14 was 37 feet. This compares quite well to the 1994
measured water levels of 42 feet.

Comment 27.
RPMP requires the establishment of pre-existing groundwater chemical concentrations for
the various ground waters adjacent to and below the proposed Facility, particularly the
shallow waters. The chemical analysis should be performed in light of the following

considerations:

a. to determine if ground waters have pre-existing contamination;

b. to establish a baseline for future comparisons; and,

c. to allow distinction between perched and regional ground water and to further

evaluate those holes where mixing has occurred. The analysis must include: total
dissolved solids (TDS), and the major ions Na, Mg, Cl, and SO4.

Response: Gandy-Marley anticipates using vadose monitoring for the proposed facility. To
support this, a Grounchuater Moratoring Equivalency Demonstration (GMED) bas previously
been subrmitted o RPMP. This GMED will be added to the Application. As additional support
Jor this GMED, a aopy of a Grownduwater Monitoring Suspension Report prepared for a solid
waste landffill in Lea County, New Mexico is attadhed. This report adidresses unsaturated Chile
Formation sediments in southeastem New Mexico and was approved by NMEDs Solid Waste
Bureau.

With this in mind, is it newessary to undengo the cost of acquering and analyzing “varous ground
waters adjacent to and below the proposed Facility?” .

Comment 28.
Please provide lithologic logs for WW-1 and WW-2.

Response: Lithologic logs for WW-1 and WW-2 are attached,
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Comment 29.
Please provide a table of surface elevations for all boreholes.

Response: Elevations for all shallow boreboles were sureyed by a licensed professional land surveyor.
These elevations are written on the lithologic logs for each borebole in Volsme II of the Application. The

Jollowing is listing of these elevations.
Borehole No. Elevation Borehole No. Elevation
PB-1 4152 PB-21 4148
PB-2 4150 PB-22 4143
PB-3 4135 PB-23 4151
PB-4 4139 PB-24 4154
PB-5 4142 PB-25 4144
PB-6 4120 PB-26 4183
PB-7 4118 PB-27 4144
PB-8 4117 PB-28 4159
PB-9 4138 PB-29 4129
PB-10 4131 PB-30 4152
PB-11 4119 PB-31 4115
PB-12 4132 PB-32 4108
PB-13 4119 PB-33 4134
PB-14 4116 PB-34 4100
PB-140 4118 PB-35 4124
PB-15 4129 PB-36 4146
PB-16 4161 PB-37 4160
PB-17 4141 PB-38 4182
PB-18 4142 '
PB-19 4152 WW-1 estimated elevation is 4154
PB-20 4157 WW.2 estimated elevation 1s 4110

Comment 30.
Please provide a subsurface contour map of the contact of the Upper/Lower Dockum within
the proposed Facility boundary.
Response: A subsrface contour map of the contact of the Upper/Lower Dockum within the proposed
Jacility bowndary is endosed.

Comment 31.

Section 3.7, Grounduwater Protection Requirements, p. 3-25.

See Comment No. 3. RPMP recommends that the Groundwater Monitoring Equivalency
Demonstration (GMED) be augmented with the following information and proposals:

a. in addition to monitoring the two sumps that underlie the Landfill and Surface
Impoundments, it would be significantly more protective if a series of vadose zone
monitoring wells (VZMWs) existed immediately down gradient of both units. These
wells would presumably measure any fluid accumulation in hydrogeologic traps that
might exist at the boundary of the Upper and Lower Dockum. These wells have
been the subject of numerous conversations between HRMB and Gandy Marley and
must be considered,;
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Response: Gandy-Marley is prepared to install six vadose zone monitoring wells (VZMWs) ar
the proposed facility. While the primary vadose monitors would still be located beneath the sumps in

the Landfill and the Evaporation Pond, these VZDW's would provide 2 more visible

secondary
method, of vadose zone monitoring.  These wells (as shoun on Exhibit No. 1) would be located
along the eastem boundary of the proposed facility at the Point of Campliance and provide valuable

confirmation. of the unsaturated condditions underlying the facility.

pre-existing ground water;

Response: Exhibit No. 2 is a structure contour map of the Upper/Lower Dockum aontact as
requested tn Commment No. 30.  The proposed VZDWs are shoun along the eastem bovendiary of
the facility. Thebzm:dau'ﬁaidewamddnsmnmismwfeamdislommmabﬁm&)gk
trap west of the site boundary (PB-14). The lowest identsfied eleuation of this contact east of the site
is 4046 feet (PB-38). It 1s proposed that all VZMWs be complered to an elevation of a least
4020, which would ensure the contact between the Upper and Lower Docksen had been penetrated.

Exhibit No. 2 also shows the depths of these proposed wells.

a monitoring and response program must be referenced and addressed;

Response: These will be incorporated in the revised penmit.

NMED must be provided on the enclosed certification form;

Response: Thesewill be inconporated m the revised penmit.

concentrate liquids at its lowermost point. These issues must be addressed;

Response: The leak detection systems m both the landfill and pond liner systems will lomit the

head on the secondary liner. This will elovanate any influence from rainfall or leakage.

the GMED must consider other fluid sources that might interfere with the VZMWs,

such as the storm water catchment basin; and,

Response: These will be inconporated m the revised penmit.

Response: These will be manporated in the revised pemmut.
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any plan to construct the above-mentioned VZMWSs must include a method to
positively identify the lowest hydrogeologic trap within the Upper Dockum and any

the requirements contained in 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264.91(a) for

the GMED certification required under 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR
264.90(b)(4) and referenced in the Gandy Marley November 1998 draft letter to

the GMED proposed in the November 1998 lewter is partially based on a water
balance evaluation that does not consider possible leakage of the free liquids from
the Surface Impoundments. Further, the proposal does not consider the special
circumstance of precipitation accumulation within the Landfill that is constructed to

the post-closure care procedures for long term monitoring outlined in the Permit
application, Vol. I, Section 8.2.5, Vadose Zane Monitoring Systen, must reflect the
monitoring procedures proposed for the operating portion of the proposed Permit.
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Comment 32.
Figure 3-2, Topography of Site Vicinity.

This figure identifies three "drill holes" northwest of the proposed site boundary. Please
provide any information related to these holes available and a detailed description of efforts
made to obtain that information.

Response: Any avalable mformation will be supplied,

Comment 33.
Figure 3-14, Drill Hole Locatians.

WW.-1 and PB-1 are referenced in the text but not found on the figure. It is suspected that
WW-4 and PB-4 are misnamed. Please explain this discrepancy and provide a revised figure.

Response: Yhexwdlbe_z}zmrporataim the revised penmut.
SECTION 4.0, WASTE ANALYSIS PLAN

Comment 34.

Section 4.1, Regulatory Requirernents.

a. The Waste Analysis Plan (WAP) must meet the requirements of 20 NMAC 4.1.500
incorporating 40 NMAC 264.13 and 20 NMAC 4.1.800 incorporating 40 CFR

268.7(b), (c), and (d).

Response: The Waste Analysis Plan has been revised to ensure that it contasns the appropriate
language to ensure that the requerements cited in this comment are met.

b. Please present the WAP in a more logical format which provides for ready reference
(see Comment No. 3). For instance, Section 4.6, Analytical Methods, p. 4-8, states only
that "Analytical methods used for waste characterization will follow Test Methods
for Evaluating Solid Waste Physical and Chemical Methods (SW-846, EPA)." Please
summarize this and other information in tabular form. This would aid in review and
in use of the Permit by the Facility and by HRMB Permit managers and HRMB
inspectors during the operating, closure and post-closure periods (planned to be 60
years). For instance, an HRMB inspector should be able to go from a (complete)
Table 5-1, Triassic Park Waste Disposal Facility lspection Schedule, to tables in Section 4.0
which provide sampling and analysis methods for each inspection.

The tables the WAP should provide includes, but is not necessarily limited to:

- A table that identifies the parameters to be tested by waste management unit
type and media type, e.g, Surface Impoundment sludges (see US
Environmental Protection Agency OSWER Directive Number 9938.4-03,
Waste Analysis at Facilities That Generate, Treat, Store, and Dispose of Hazardous
Wastes, A Guidance Marual (WA P Guidance Manual), April 1994, p. 2-13);

- A table that identifies sampling methods for parameters to be tested by
media type; and

- A table that identifies the testing/analytical methods for the parameters to
be tested by media types.
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Response: MWAPbasbeenrwsaiwpmmbammlogztalpwsmmmcft}xwmte
acceptance criteria for the facility. The tables requested were induded i the previous WAP,
bmmenulmeappmpmwﬂxybawbemexpwu{aimdmaddzmlvﬁmmlmbmbem
mcluded m tabular form.

Sarmpling methods will be induded m Section 5 of the application, hoeer, analytical methods for
the/eadaates,mot/xrpo@ﬂduwmsmﬂbeﬂxmnwdxx&mdﬁrmgmemm{qfsm
The WARP has been revised to belp clarify this.

Similar tables for sampling and analysis methods should be provided for all special
tests which must be conducted at the Facility, e.g,, determination of ignitable,
reactive, and incompatible waste; compliance with the Land Disposal Restriction
requirements of 20 NMAC 4.1.800 incorporating 40 CFR Part 268; procedures to
determine whether a biodegradable sorbent has been added to a waste; procedures to
determine if equipment contains or contacts organic wastes with 10 percent or
greater total organic content; procedures for determining whether the average
concentration of the waste at the point of waste origin is less than 500 parts per
million by weight; procedures for the annual leak test required for ancillary
equipment; and procedures for piping. Sampling and analysis methods for specific
media, such as Surface Impoundment sludges, should be provided.

Response: GMI will deelop facility specific procedseres for the waste acceptance process after
anstruction of the facility is complete and prior to the acceptance of unste.  Procedures
Wwfadiqmnmwddéemammsqufmmmmalmdwummqm&wm
possible changes m logistics and operational requirements. Also, leak tests for ancillary equipment
qupipmgwﬁmtbemcﬁdaihdeAPasﬂ)BW(yrmgmdmpec&nbasmbmﬂzg
on the acceptability of any waste which maght be identified during a test or inspection.

Similar tables should be provided for monitoring related to both the regular
inspection routine and sampling of spills and releases; after rain events, both for
regulated units and the diversion ditches and storm water basin, etc.

Response: The WAP indudes requerements for identifying and treating spills, releases and storm
water as potential waste streams and as such they will be subpect to the wiste anabysis and aceptance
procedsres, howeer, the WAP would not be the appropriate place to indude tables for monstoring
and mspection of the areas where these wastes may potentially be generated, -

A discussion and similar tables should be provided for all field sampling proposed in
the Permit application. The discussion should identify and justify all field methods

used, calibration requirements, etc.

Response: I had a response to this, however, upon review I need to get some daification from
NMED on wihat they are induding tn the category of “field sampling”.

Discussion of the various monitoring regimes should, where needed (such as
sampling of the diversion ditch and storm water basin), contain maps showing the

location of sampling points and a justification for the number and location of
samples proposed.

Response: Facility design docwments will be referenced where appropriate.
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Comment 35.

Section 4.2, Description of Wastes Generated and Recerved at the Faality, p. 4-1. The Facility is
expected to generate the following types of wastes:

The following should also be included on this list:
* Surface Impoundment sludges; and,
¢ Decontamination rinse water.

The storm water retention basin also has the potential to receive water containing hazardous
constituents and should be included on this list.

Response: Runoff n the retention basin will be dean water and is therglore, not expected 10 be
ontammated.

Recommended Changes: Itens indicated in the comment will be added to the list.

Comment 36.

Section 4.3.1.1, Pre-shipment Procadures, p. 4-2.

a. 2nd paragraph. ...Each waste with reactive properties will also be tested for
compatibility with the landfill liner.

Reactive wastes should also be tested for compatibility with containers and tanks.

b. 3rd paragraph. Generators with waste types that have been previously accepted

at the Facility will be required to supply a new waste profile or representative
sample...

This sentence should read, "...a new waste profile form and representaive sample...."

Response: Compaibility tests will be condiucted on typical leachate (manufactered from expected
water stream) and liner and leachate collection and removal materials.  The tanks will be specified
Wmcﬁarmﬁrksq’ﬂxexpxmikadnmwdmfmmrammmﬁﬂm@wh]@

Comment 37.

Section 4.3.1.2, Procedseres to Ensure Compliance with LDR Standiards, p. 4-3, last paragraph. The
Facility will accept contaminated debris only in cases where that debris will remain
hazardous after it has been treated in accordance with 40 CFR 268.45(b) or (c). This
regulatory requirement stipulates that "Hazardous debris that has been treated using
one of the specified extraction or destruction technologies in Table 1 of this section
(CFR 268.45) and that does not exhibit a characteristic of hazardous waste identified
under Subpart C, Part 261, of this chapter after treatment is not a hazardous waste and
need not be managed in a subtitle C facility." Hazardous debris generated off site
that can be rendered non-hazardous through treatment may be accepted only if
necessary treatment capability exists at the Facility.

The import of this paragraph is unclear to the reviewer. Are the first two sentences saying
that the Facility will not accept debris unless, after treatment, it must be disposed of in a
hazardous waste landfill, i.e., the waste is still hazardous? The third sentence is unclear
because neither of the treatments proposed for the Facility - stabilization and evaporation - is
included in Subpart 268, Table 1, and therefore no contaminated waste could be accepted.
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Also, the third sentence addresses accepting "hazardous waste...that can be rendered non-
hazardous through treatment...", which appears to contradict the first sentence.

RPMP notes in passing that the Facility intends to treat the Surface Impoundment liners and
leachate system, and concrete, as hazardous debris using a technology contained in Subpart
268, Table 1, and dispose of these materials in the Landfill during closure (see Section 8.0,
Closure and Post-Closure of Perrutted Units).

Response: See revised WAP,

Comment 38.

Section 4.3.2.1, Jnawning Waste Shipment Procedures, p. 4-5, 3rd paragraph. Fingerprint tests
will assure that the generator description of the waste is correct...

Fingerprint analysis as described in this section is the commonly used procedure at facilities
accepting waste from off-site generators. Nevertheless, RPMP wishes to point out that,
"Fingerprint analysis is never a substitute for conducting a complete waste analysis and,
therefore, may not be defensible if a waste is misidentified by the generator and passes the
fingerprint test. Though the generator is responsible for properly identifying and classifying
the waste, the Facility will be held liable by enforcement authorities if it violates its permit
conditions and any other applicable regulations..." (WAP Guuadance Manual,)

Information received from off-site generators (e.g., waste profile form, sample and analysis
results) will make up the bulk of Gandy Marley's "acceptable knowledge" for waste
acceptance. ~ Gandy Marley should consider conducting random, representative, or
confirmatory sampling for waste accepted from off-site generators.

Once Gandy Marley feels assured that the waste from a single off-site generator is as
represented, RPMP believes that it may be appropriate to reduce the frequency of fingerprint
analysis of such waste. RPMP staff will be glad to discuss this matter with you further.

Response: The comment is noted. The WAPbasMrwisaiwﬂnegmdmﬁszquhmmd
GMI realizes that the requirements i the comment are still corvect. See revised WAP.

Comment 39.
Section 4.3.2.2, Ongoing Complete Waste Anabysis, p. 4-6, 3rd paragraph. If all waste shipments
in any given calendar year from a single generator match the fingerprint analyses, full
sample analyses of each waste stream from that generator will be performed
biennially.

Full sample analyses should be performed annually.

Response: Change made. The requirement for fill sample analyses to be performed arrmally will be
mworporated mip text Section 4.3.2.2.

Comment 40.
Section 4.5, Sampling Methods, p. 4-7, 3rd paragraph. Composite sampling is the process of
taking several samples and combining them into one sample, which is then analyzed
for constituents of concern. It is a valid method for homogeneous samples.
Please provide in detail how and under what circumstances composite sampling will be used.

Response: See revised WAP.
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Comment 41.

Section 4.7, Laboratory Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC), 15t paragraph, p. 4-8. ...The
onsite laboratory manager will be responsible for developing and implementing a
written QA/QC program for the laboratory...

a. A complete QA/QC Program should be included in the Permit application.

b. The Permit application addresses only laboratory QA/QC. Please also include QC
for field blanks, field duplicates, and trip blanks.

Response: See revised WAP.
Section 5.0, Procedures To Prevent Hazards

Comment 42.
Section 5.1.1, Barrers and Means to Control Entrance, p. 5-1, 1st paragraph.

The perimeter of the Landfill should be fenced with a 6 ft. chain link fence. The entire
Facility should be fenced with at least 4-strand barbed wire.

Response: There is not a regulatory requirement for this type of fernce to be used at the site. [t is generally
up to the operational staff to select a fere type that will function as required to control entrance to the site.

Comment 43.

Section 5.2.1.1, Inspection Checklist, p. 5-2, 1st paragraph. Inspection checklists and an
inspection schedule will be developed...

This sentence should refer to the inspection checklists contained in Vol. I, Appendix I,
Sample Checklists, and Table 5-1, Trassic Park Waste Disposal Facility hspection Schedule. Please
ensure that all inspection checklists for all inspections identified in the text are included in
Vol. IL.

Response: The inspection check lists will be presented in Volume II and the sentene will be corvected,

Comment 44,
Section 5.3.4, Water for Fire Control, p. 5-6. ..Permanent buildings at the Facility will be
equipped with automatic sprinkler systems and fire extinguishers...Water to fight fires
will be available in water truck(s). The truck(s) generally will be used for landfill
emergencies.

Please provide a fuller discussion of provisions for fire control. Is one truckload of water
enough to control any emergency at the Landfill until the Fire Department arrives? How
much water is in one truckload? Is water the only fire control material (besides soil) to be
maintained at the Facility? (Water is not appropriate for use on some hazardous wastes.)

Response: I am still looking for the specfic requirements for fire antrol.

Comment 45.
Section 5.4.2, Run-Off @d Run-On, p. 5-7, 1st paragraph. Run-off and run-on for the major
units are described in the following sections.
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Before any operation regulated under a State RCRA Permit can commence at the Facility, a

Storm Water Discharge Permit, or notification that such a permit is not required, must be
obtained from the NMED Surface Water Quality Bureau.

Response: Agreed.

Comment 46.
Section 5.4.4, Water Supply Protection, p. 5-8, 1st paragraph. The Facility will coordinate
intended water use with the State Engineer's Office, Water Rights Division, and other
appropriate agencies. The domestic water supply (via underground water line from a
spring in the Ogallala formation located approximately one mile east of the Facility)...

a. Please specify how much water will be needed for domestic water use and how much
will be used in Facility operations (process operations, dust control, etc.) and fire
control (sprinklers, etc).

b. Water rights must be obtained from the State Engineer Office for a production well
and presumably for the water to be drawn from a spring. Before any operation
regulated under a State RCRA Permit can commence at the Facility, proof must be
submitted to NMED that sufficient water rights to operate the Facility in a safe
manner which is protective of human health and the environment have been
obtained.

c. What are the "other appropriate agencies” involved?

Response (a-c): The measures required to oban water rights for the site are beyond the
requirements of the Part B penmit application. GM fully realizes that all permits to obtain water
Jor the site will be required prior to the start of operations. These permit can be supplied to
NMED dfter they are obtamed. Houewer, in our opmion they will not be required prior to
recerng the Part B permat.

Comment 47.
Section 5.4.8, Special Requirements to Limit Releases to the Atrmosphere, p. 5-10. ...Regulations
applicable to sources of air emissions from the Facility may be found in the New
Mexico Air Quality Control regulations.

Before any operation regulated under a State RCRA Permit can commence at the Facility, a
New Source Emissions Permit, or notification that such a permit is not required, must be
obtained from the NMED Air Quality Bureau.

Response: Agread.

Comment 48.
Section 5.5.3, fncompatible Waste Handlng, p. 5-11, 3rd paragraph. ...The drum handling unit
and storage area design incorporate the requirements for the separation of
incompatible wastes. The physical barriers incorporated into the design,..will insure
that incompatible waste will remain segregated...

a. Please discuss these "physical barriers" in the Drum Handling Unit and [Roll-Off]
Storage Area. They are not mentioned elsewhere.

b. 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264.177(c) reads, "A storage container
~ holding a hazardous waste that is incompatible with any waste or other materials
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Comment 49.
Table 5-

a.

stored nearby must be separated from the other materials or protected from them by
means of a dike, berm, wall, or other device." Please discuss how the walkway will

provide sufficient separation from other wastes. Are there any applicable OSHA,
Fire Code, or other standards?

Response (a-b): The barriers are shoun on the drawings in Volume III, Drawings 37 and 39.
Additional text can be added to describe these features.  In our opinion, these berm i combination
with the sloping floors (to the sumps) will be sufficient to separate the incompatible wastes

1, Triassic Part Waste Disposal Facility nspection Schedble, p. 5-12.

This table should include inspection of the Surface Impoundments daily (not weekly)
when in operation for sudden drops in water level, as specified in Section 5.2.3,
Evaporation Pond Inspection Procedures, p. 5-3, 2nd paragraph. This paragraph also states
that the Surface Impoundments will be inspected daily to "...measure and remove any

liquid that has accumulated in the leachate collection system and leak detection
sumps..." Please add this to the table.

Response: Table 5-1will be wpdated,

The Surface Impoundment liners should be inspected weekly, as specified in Section
5.2.3, 3rd paragraph, which reads, "...Weekly visual inspections will also be conducted
to verify the integrity of the liners and associated systems..." Please add this to the
table.

Response: Table 5-1will be updater,

Under "Inspection Time", the condition of the Stabilization Units when in operation
reads, "Daily when storing”. This should read, "Daily".

Response: Table 5-1 will be updated.

In general, because Table 5-1 will more likely be used for a reference than the text in
Section 5.2, Inspection Procedures, and elsewhere throughout the Permit application, all
the inspections discussed in this section and elsewhere should be included in the
table, and the table should agree with the text in Vols. I and III (e.g., the annual
inspection of equipment and piping, equipment leak detection, and the winter
inspection of drums in the open-walled Drum Handling Unit).

Response: Table 5-1will be updated.

Section 8.0, Closure And Post-Closure Of Permitted Units

Comment 50.
Section

8.0, Closre and Post-Closure of Permitted Units, p. 8-1. This closure plan describes

specific activities required for closure of the drum handling unit,..evaporation pond...

For ease of review by the public, please state in this first paragraph that all units except the

Landfill

will be clean closed, with the proviso contained in Section 8.2.8, Amendment of Plan,

regarding a modification to the post-closure care plan for units which cannot meet the clean
closure standards.
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Response: Paragraph suggested by NMED will be added to text.

Comment 51.

Section 8.1.1.2, Decontammation of Equipment and Drismantling of Buildmg Structwre, p. 8-2, 2nd
paragraph.

a. The building structure (roof and walls)...will be cleaned and rinsed prior to, or
during, dismantling.

Other sections of the Permit application indicate that the Drum Storage Building
does not have walls. Please explatn this discrepancy.

Response: Section will be revised to be aonsistent with design

b. ...The dismantled building structure will either be reused elsewhere or
recycled as scrap metal.

Confirmatory sampling after washing to verify the presence or absence of hazardous
waste is required before clean closure can be approved by NMED. RPMP
recommends that swipe samples be taken from the floor and the divider panels to a
height of 5 feet above floor surfaces. The wash water should be contained and
tested. The wash cycles and sampling and analysis should continue until the building
is decontaminated.

c. A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP), along with Quality Assurance/ Quality Control
procedures, should be developed for closure of the Drum Storage Building,

Response: Prior to dosure, GMI will develop a closure sampling and analysis plan for submittal
io the NMED. A more complete description of the components of this plan will be added to
Chapter 8.

d. The SAP should also address soil sampling as well as waste generated during closure,
such as the wash water, plastic sheeting, and sampling equipment, etc.

Response: Trey 1o respond,

e. The SAP should contain sections on Data Quality Objectives, the decontamination
procedure, the sampling strategy for both the building and the soil underneath the
building, a diagram and map showing sampling locations, sampling methods,
sampling documentation and custody, and laboratory methods and operations.

Response: Trey o respond,
Comment 52.
Section 8.1.2, Evaporation Pond, p. 8-3.

No mention is made of filling in the Surface Impoundments and revegetating the area, Please
discuss any plans to remediate the area in this regard.

Response: The ponds will be backfilled to surrovnding grade and revegetated,

Comment 53.
Section 8.1.2.3, Renouwdl and Disposal of Liner and Leachate Collection System, p. 8-3. The pond

liner and leachate collection system will be dismantled and removed as hazardous
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debris.

Upon certification of compliance with the LDR requirements, the waste will

be disposed in the landfill...

a.

Comment 54.

The certification referred to regarding compliance with the Land Disposal
Restrictions for the pond liner and leachate collection system is presumably that
contained in 20 NMAC 4.1.800 incorporating 40 CFR 268.8(d). Is this correct?

Response: Yes.

The definition of debris in 20 NMAC 4.1.800 incorporating 40 CFR 268.2 states,
"...the following material are not debris:..; Process residuals such as smelter slag and
residues from the treatment of waste, wastewater, sludges,..." Please discuss how the
pond liners will be treated to remove sludge residues as required by 20 NMAC
4.1.800 incorporating 40 CFR 268.45(a).

Response: A discussion will be added.

Please provide a confirmatory SAP for the pond liner and leachate system and
treatment residues after treatment to ensure compliance with 20 NMAC 4.1.800
incorporating 40 CFR 268.45(b), (c), and (d). See appropriate sections of Comment
No. 51.

Response: See response to Cormment 51.

Section 8.1.2.4, Soil Sampling, p. 8-3, 1st paragraph. ...Ten samples will be collected. Two
will be from locations that correspond to the leachate collection sump and the tanker
pad fill line, and eight at random locations...

An SAP should be provided for sampling of the soil underneath and around the Surface
Impoundments. See appropriate sections of Comment No. 51.

Respon

Comment 55.

se: See Comment 51.

Section 8.1.3.2, Disnantlmg of Tanks, Equipment, and Concrete Secondiary Contazment Area, p. 8-4.
...the concrete containment will be broken up and removed as hazardous debris.
Upon certification of compliance with the LDR requirements by a New Mexico
registered professional engineer, the concrete will be disposed in the landfill...

a.

See Comment No. 53.a.
Response: See response to Comment 53.

Is this certification a legitimate function of a registered professional engineer? Or
does the "certification by a New Mexico registered professional engineer” more
appropriately refer to the certification required under 20 NMAC 4.1.500
incorporating 40 CFR 264.115 of the completion of final closure for surface
impoundments and landfills?  Please clarify this paragraph.

Response: Paragraph will be revised.
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Comment 56. .

Section 8.1.3.3, Soil Sampling, p. 8-4. ...Four samples will be collected from locations that
correspond to the containment sumps...

An SAP should be provided for the Liquid Waste Receiving and Storage Unit. See
appropnate sections of Comment No. 51.

Response: See response to comment 51.

Comment 57.
Section 8.1.4.2, Decontamination of Equipment and Disnantling of Building, p. 8-5, 1st and 2nd
paragraphs.  ..The building structure (roof and walls) is not expected to be
contaminated with hazardous waste; however, this will be cleaned and rinsed prior to
dismantling. The building structure will be dismantled after cleaning and will either
be reused or recycled as scrap metal...

A high-pressure detergent wash and water rinse will be used to clean off all visible
residue...

An SAP should be provided for the Stabilization Building. See appropriate sections of
Comment No. 51.

Response: See response to comment 51.

Comment 58.
Section 8.1.4.3, Disnantling of Tanks and Secondary Contaiment Area, p. 8-5. The tanks,
concrete, and secondary containment system will be dismantled and removed as
hazardous debris. Upon certification of compliance with the LDR requirements, the
waste will be disposed in the landfill...

See Comment No. 53.a.
Response: See response to Comment 53a.

Comment 59.
Section 8.1.4.4, Soil Sampling, p. 8-5. ...Two samples will be collected from locations that
correspond to the vault and floor drain sumps...

a. The piping should be removed and disposed appropriately. Please address this issue.

Response: Section 8.1.4.1 refers to soil sampling, discussion on the removd of piping will be
added 1o section 8.1.4.3.

b. An SAP should be provided for sampling of soil underneath the Stabilization
Building (and piping), ancillary equipment (including the piping), sampling
equipment, and other equipment used in the closure operation. See appropriate
sections of Comment No. 51.

Response: See response to Corment 51.
Comment 60.

Section 8.1.5, Roll-Off Storage Area, p. 8-5. ...The major steps of inventory removal,
equipment decontamination, primary and secondary containment removal, and soil
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sampling will be identical to those described in Section 8.1 [for the Drum Storage
Unit]...One sample will be collected from a location corresponding to the
containment sump.

An SAP should be provided for soil sampling and equipment sampling at the Roll-Off
Storage Area. See appropriate sections of Comment No. 51.

Response: See response to Comment 51.

Comment 61.

Section 8.1.6, Landfill.

a,

2nd full paragraph. A treatment system will be designed and built onsite to
treat the leachate generated during closure and post-closure. The treated
leachate will be used to irrigate the cap vegetation and any excess will be
released to the stormwater retention basin. The leachate treatment system to
be operated after closure of the evaporation pond will qualify as a wastewater
treatment unit as defined in 40 CFR 260.10 and will be subject to regulation
under the Clean Water Act. The treatment unit will thus be exempt from
RCRA permitting requirements under 40 CFR 270.1(c)(2)(v), and the treated
effluent will be exempt from RCRA (not a solid waste) under 40 CFR
261.4(a)(2). The effluent from the leachate treatment system will be treated to
meet the standards listed in the final NPDES permit prior to discharge for
irrigation or to the stormwater retention basin.

- RPMP reminds Gandy Marley that, to be regulated under an NPDES
permit, effluent must be discharged to waters of the United States. In
addition, the leachate treatment system does not qualify as a wastewater
treatment unit as defined in 20 NMAC 4.1. Subpart 1 incorporating 40 CFR
260.10. To qualify as a wastewater treatment unit, a device must meet all
three of the requirements listed in the definition, not just one. Leachate is a
listed hazardous waste, identified in 20 NMAC 4.1.200 incorporating 40
CFR 261.30 as EPA Hazardous Waste No. F039, and must be managed
during the closure and post-closure care periods so as to meet the treatment
standards contained in 20 NMAC 4.1.800 incorporating 40 CFR 268.40.

- An SAP, including the timing of sampling events during closure and post-
closure, should be provided for the leachate. See appropriate sections of
Comment No. 51.

- A full discussion and finalized detailed design drawings should be provided
for the proposed leachate treatment system.

- Please include a discussion of plans to ensure that the stormwater retention
basin is clean at closure. Will the basin be filled in and revegetated?

Response: A more camplete discussion of the sampling and analysis actsvities for leachate will be
provided. See response to Comment 51. At closure, the stonm water retention bastn will be removed
from service. The area will be contovred and revegetated as necessary.

P. 8-6, 3rd full paragraph. After the landfill cap is completed, 10 soil samples
will be collected from outside the perimeter of the landfill cap to determine if
any soil contamination is present. The sampling locations will primarily
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correspond to the transportation corridor used by waste hauling trucks during

the active life of the landfill.

An SAP should be provided. See appropriate sections of Comment No. 51.

Response: See response to Comment 51.

c. 4th and 5th full paragraphs. No later than the submission of the certification of
the landfill, the Facility will submit to the local zoning authority and to the
NMED, a survey plat indicating the location and dimensions of the landfill
with respect to permanently surveyed benchmarks...The survey plat will
contain a prominent note that asserts the Facility's obligation to restrict
disturbance of the hazardous waste disposal unit. The Facility will also
record a notation on the deed to the Facility property to notify any potential
purchasers of the property that (1) the land has been used to manage
hazardous wastes; (2) use of the land is restricted to activities that will not
disturb integrity of the final cover system or monitoring system during the
post-closure period; and (3) the survey plat and record of waste disposal have

been submitted to the local zoning authority and to the NMED.

A record of the type, location, and quantity of hazardous wastes disposed of
within the disposal unit will be submitted to the local zoning authority and to
the NMED no later than 60 days after certification of closure of the landfill.

NMED would like to discuss institutional controls with Gandy Marley shortly before

the Permit application is ready for approval.

Response: Noted.

Comment 62.
Section 8.1.6.1, Landfill Cower, p. 8-7, 1st and 2nd paragraphs. Due to the phased
construction and operation of the landfill 2 number of assumptions were made in

estimating the cost of the final cover...

Based on these assumptions, the cost of the final cover construction was estimated for

an area at 36 acres, approximately 1/3 of the total landfill footprint.

The entire landfill must be closed, during either partial closure or final closure. The cost

estimate for the final cover should be based on the entire area of the Landfill.

Response: Closure estimates will be revised to reflect closire of the permitted units of the facilizy.

Comment 63.

Section 8.2, Post-Closure Activities, p. 8-7, 2nd paragraph.

a. The post-closure care period for the landfill will begin after completion of

closure activities and continue for 30 years...

The NMED Secretary may shorten or extend the post-closure care period under
certain conditions, in accordance with 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR

264.117(a)(2).

Response: Comment noted,
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b. ...Inspection, maintenance, and repair activities to be conducted during post-
closure are described in the following section.

Please provide an Inspection Schedule similar to Table 5-1 for the post-closure care
period.

Response: A table will be added,

Comment 64.

Section 8.2.2, Landfill Final Couer, p. 8-7, last paragraph. General maintenance will include
the following activities:

. fertilizing the vegetation periodically;
. sprinkling or irrigating as needed;

While irrigation may be necessary in the semi-arid Southwest, care should be taken in the
selection of native seed (grasses, forbs, and bushes) to choose those which need as little
irrigation as possible. Initial seeding should be planned to coincide with or immediately
precede the monsoon season. Irrigating only in the spring has proven successful for mine
waste piles in Nevada. Forbs may be more easily established than grasses. Plants with short
root systems should be chosen.

Response: Comment noted,

Comment 65.
Section 8.2.4.2, Onsite Treatment of Leachate, p. 8-9, 1st paragraph. During the post-closure
care period, an onsite leachate treatment unit will be operated...An NPDES permit
will be obtained prior to discharge of any treated leachate.

See Comment No. 61.a.
Response: Section will be revised as necessary.

Comment 66.

Section 8.2.5, Vadose Zone Monitoring System, p. 8-9. The vadose zone monitoring system
will be maintained and monitored throughout the post closure care period...

Regarding the proposed vadose zone monitoring system, please see Comments No. 3 and
No. 31. RPMP will be glad to discuss this matter with you further.
Response: Carment noted.

Comment 67.

Section 8.3, Closure Performance Standard, p. 8-11, 2nd full paragraph. Indicator parameters
will be selected for each unit at closure. These parameters will be representative of
the wastes stored and/or treated in that unit during its operating life. The waste
information used to make these selections will be based upon the Facility operating
record. For soil, analytical results that show that these selected constituents are
within three standard deviations of the mean constituent concentration in clean
background soil will constitute demonstration of clean closure. Clean background
soil samples will be collected from the surrounding area outside the Facility fence.
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a. Parameters selected to confirm clean closure must be approved by NMED at the
time closure commences.

Response: Parameters will be nduded i the SAP submitted prior to closure for NMED
approval.  See Comment 51,

b. For clean closure, analytical results for soil should show that concentrations in
background soil are met.

Response: This criteria is noted in the final paragraph of Section 8.3,

c. Please provide a plan for determining background concentrations in soil. Provide a
discussion, with justifications, of how many samples will be collected, appropriate
parameters, an accurate map showing sample locations, sampling and analytical
methods, data management, etc.

Response: Additional discussion of background samples will be added to Section 8.3.

d. Since the Facility is not yet constructed, please explain why the samples can not be
collected on-site.

Response: See previous response.
Comment 68.

Table 8-1, Closure Cost Estimates and Closure-Generated Waste Volwmes, p. 8-15.

a. Please include the details of how the various components of the closure cost
estimates required under 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 C FR 264.142, Cost
estimate for coswre, were derived. The cost estimates should be revised where

appropriate to include sampling and analysis costs.

Response: See response to Comment 62.

b. The cost estimate for clean closing the Surface Impoundments must include the cost
of complying with the contingent closure plan and the contingent post-closure plan
(i.e., post-closure care Permit application as specified in Section 8.2.8, Ameudnent of
Plan), in compliance with 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 240 CFR 264.228(c)(2)

Response: See response to Comment 62.

Comment 69.

Table 8-2, Landfill Post-Closure Cost Estomate, p. 8-17.

Please include the details of how the various components of the post-closure care cost-
estimate required under 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264.144, Cost estinase Jor
postclosure care, were derived. Revision of the cost estimate should be delayed until details of
a Groundwater Monitoring Plan and/or Vadose Zone Monitoring Plan have been

established. ‘
Response: See response to Comment 62.
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Section 10.0, Corrective Action

Comment 70.

P. 10-1, 4th paragraph. ...The RFA report identified several potential future SWMUs,
including:

the drum handling unit;

roll-off storage area;

the liquid waste receiving and storage unit;

the stabilization unit;

the evaporation pond;

the landfill;

the truck wash unit;

the maintenance shop;

the chemical laboratory;

the stormwater retention pond;

the untarping, sampling, and weigh scales area;
the truck staging area;

the future debris encapsulation unit;

the future waste processing area;

all roads, including those leading to the Facility;
the clay processing area; and

the dust control/clay processing water basin.

a. The first five units listed will be units regulated under the proposed Permit. Spills
and releases at these sites will be cleaned up or remediated as specified in the
proposed Permit.

Response: Carment noted.

b. See Comment No. 5.

Response: Comment noted.

c. Please identify where the dust control/clay processing water basin is discussed in the
text.

Response: References will be added,
Section 11.0, 40 cfr 264 Subpart Aa and Bb Regulations
Comment 71.
Section 11.2.2, Equipment Cortrols, p. 11-1, 1st and 2nd paragraphs. During final design of
the Facility, consideration will be given to applying the following equipment controls
for fugitive emissions sources:
o leakless technology for valves and pumps;

. plugs, caps, blinds, etc., for open-ended lines;

If the above equipment is utilized, no inspection or monitoring is required.
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A final decision must be made and the appropriate discussion and finalized detailed drawings
included in the Permit application so that RPMP knows whether or not a review for
compliance with 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264, Subpart BB is necessary.

Response: See response to Comment D.

Comment 72.
Section 11.3, 30 CFR Subpart CC, p. 11-3, 2nd paragraph. Fifty-five gallon drums and roll-
off containers may hold hazardous waste that contains greater than 500 ppmw volatile
organic compounds. All 55-gallon drums and roll-off containers stored at the Facility
will have covers and meet DOT requirements or packaging of hazardous waste for
transport under 49 CFR 178. Therefore, no additional controls will be required for 55-
gallon drums or roll-off containers.

20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264.1087 includes standards for covered containers
which contain hazardous waste with a concentration of volatile organic compounds greater

than 500 ppmw. Please include a discussion on how containers will comply with this Subpart
CC regulation.

Response: Discussion of Subpart cc regulators will be expanded to clarsfy the contasner compliance status.

Comment 73.
Section 11.3.4, Applicability 1o Tanks, p. 11-4. The waste storage tanks will be subject to
the Subpart CC requirements for inspection, monitoring and emission controls.
Several options are being examined to meet the emission control requirements:..The
final design documentation will be included as part of the operating record for the
Facility.

a. Section 11.3, 40 CFR Subpart CC, p. 11-3, states, "The Facility will not be subject to
the Subpart CC requirements for tanks and evaporation ponds because these units
will not be used to manage wastes containing volatile organic concentrations greater
than 500 parts per million by weight (PPMW)." Please decide whether tanks will or
will not be subject to Subpart CC so that RPMP can proceed with an appropriate
review of this section.

b. If the Liquid Waste Storage Tanks are subject to Subpart CC requirements, please
include a discussion and appropriate finalized detailed specifications for the chosen
design option for emission controls for the Liquid Waste Storage Tanks in the
Permit application for review.

Response: The sectionwill be revised to be consistent.

Comment 74.
Section 11.3.5, Applicabnlity to the Stabnlization Process, p. 11-4. ...The first option is to operate
the stabilization unit as a continuous "transfer” operation; as such it would not be
subject to Subpart CC requirements. In this case waste will be brought into the unit
as soon as it is received on plant site, placed in a HDPE container, mixed with
appropriate reagents, and covered and sealed immediately. It is not expected that air
emissions will be produced under this scenario.

A second option is to limit the concentration of volatile organics in the waste to be
stabilized to less than 500 ppmw. Final design documentation will be included as
part of the operating record for the Facility.
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a. Operation of the Stabilization Unit as a "continuous 'transfer' facility” is not a viable
option. A transfer facility as defined in 20 NMAC 4.1 Part 1 incorporating 40 CFR
260.10 means any transportation related facility including loading docks, parking
areas, storage areas and other similar areas where shipments of hazardous waste are
held during the normal course of transportation. The definition does not include
treatment uruts.

Response: Comment noted,
b. See Comment No. 73.a.
Response: Comment noted,
VOLUME il

Comment 75.
Plates 1 through 6.

Plates 1 through 5 are missing, while the plate following Cross-Section No. 5 is titled, "Plate
6". Please provide the missing plates with the correct titles.

Response:

Comment 76.
Appendix D.

The geophysical log for PB-1 is apparently incomplete. RPMP learned in a conversation with
Mr. Jim Bonner on December 29, 1998 that a more complete log exists with relevant
groundwater information on the portion not provided. Please provide the complete log.

Response:

Comment 77.

Appendix I.

Please provide inspection checklists for all inspections.
Response: Checklists will be prouded,

VOLUME It
Section 3.0, Landfill

Comment 78.
Section 3.1.2, Landfill Layout and Phasing, p. 3-1, 1st paragraph. ...The landfill footprint is
divided into three phases...with each phase having a separate leachate collection, leak
detection, and vadose detection system. These phases will be further divided based
on development sequencing and landfill waste receipt rates...The limits of Phase A1,
the first area to be developed,...

a. For ease of public review, please revise all discussions of the landfill in Vol. I to
conform to this new (November 1998) revised discussion. Vol. I should include all
significant details, e.g., the phased approach, the interim cover, run-off from the
slope areas diverted to a water collection basin on the floor of the landfill, etc.
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Response: Onby Phase A of the landfill will be penmitted at this time.

b. Please provide detailed information on the number of cells that will be constructed in
each phase. The dimensions of each cell should be included, as well as detailed
information on the construction of each cell, control of gas generation, etc.
Finalized detailed drawings of a cell and of the cell layout within the Landfill should
be included.

Response: See abore.

c. Please discuss the development of and provide drawings for Phases II and III as well
as Phase [. Discussion of Phase A1 implies a Phase A2. If so, it should be discussed
also.

Response: Although only Phase 1A will be permitted at this time, we will be showing the entire
landfil footprint to indicate how fusure cells (approved with a permit modification) may be developed.

Proposed Changes: Reuse permit application to only indicate that Phase IA will be permutted
at this time.

Comment 79.
Section 3.1.5, Interin and Final Govers, p. 3-7, 1st bullet. ...Specification Section 02227,
discusses vegetative cover material requirements including particle size and moisture
content, placement and compaction requirements, and survey and field quality
control requirements. Specification Section 02900, identified seed mixtures, site
preparation, and planting requirements for cover vegetation.

The reviewer is not familiar with these Specifications. Please provide them to RPMP for

review.
Response: First Paragraph: These sections are induded in Volume IV of the pennit application.

Proposed Changes: None.

Section 4.0, Evaporation Pond

Comment 80.
Secuon 4.1.1, General, p. 4-1, 1st paragraph. The purpose of the evaporation pond is to
store and evaporate liquid wastes which meet land ban restrictions...

This is the first indication that the Surface Impoundments will be used for storage purposes.
Please explain.

Response: The defitions of treatment and storage units will be reviewed to determine the appropriate
psertotion cond vecudl .
Proposed Changes: Make all reference consistent with above detenmination on description of facilities.

Comment 81.
Section 4.1.3, Subgrade Excavation, Liner System, LDRS Sump Design and Vadose Monitoring Sump
Design, p. 4-3, 1st full paragraph. Since portions of this liner component will be
permanently exposed to sunlight and UV radiation, it may be necessary to replace it
prior to the end of the facility life. The lifetime of exposed geomembrane liners
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varies, however, it is generally limited to the warranty period which may be as long as
20 years...The staged approach to pond development will help alleviate this concern,
as will maintaining fluids near capacity in the primary use pond unit. Periodically
alternating pond units for primary uses will also reduce exposure time.

a. Replacement of a surface impoundment liner must be carried out in compliance with
20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264.227, Emergency repairs; contmgency plans.

b. What is the timing of the development of the ponds?

Response (a - b): Depending on the sevuice life of the Ponds, the liners may have 1o be replaced.
Houwewer, it is not considered an “Emergency Repatr”.  The timing for the development of the Ponds
is not knoun.

Proposed Changes: Desribe requirements for mamtenance vepairs in Operations and
Maintenance plan.

Section 6.0, Stabilization Unit

Comment 82.
Section 6.1.1, General, p. 6-1, 2nd paragraph. ..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.

NMED cannot approve the stabilization treatment process until this material has been
provided for review. Please provide a discussion and finalized detailed drawings.

Response: See response to Comment D. The operational features of the facility design will be provided m
the drawings provded for construction.

Proposed Changes: None.

Comment 83.
Section 6.1.4, Stabilization Proess Design, p. 6-3, 2nd paragraph. Reagent usage will vary
with the waste type and the prescribed stabilization guideline,...

a. Please provide a table in Volume I showing reagent usage by waste type.

b. If feasible, please provide a copy of the prescribed stabilization guideline. If not,
please identify it. '

Response: The actual reagent use will be very dependent on the waste type and haracteristic.

Therefore, prouiding arnty type of receipt could be misleading, A listing of the types of reagents that
will be used is presented in the application.

Proposed Changes: Nore.

Comment 84.
Section 6.2.4, Stabilization Proess Analyses, p. 6-6, 1st paragraph. Reagent delivery piping
sizes shown on Drawing No. 34 (Volume III) are preliminary and will be finalized
when selection of the pumps and dry reagent pneumatic system are determined,
however, these piping sizes are capable of meeting the daily reagent requirement.
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A discussion and finalized detailed drawings of the reagent delivery piping sizes, pumps, and
dry reagent pneumatic system should be provided in the Permit application for HRMB
review.
Response: See response to comment D and 82.
Proposed Changes: None.

Section 7.0, Drum Handling Unit

Comment 85.
Section 7.1.2, Drum Handling Layout, p. 7-1, 4th paragraph. ..Two of the cells are
designated as TSCA cells and as such are required to be isolated from other drum
storage cells. The 0.5 ft high by 3.5 ft wide walkway which surrounds the TSCA cell

provides the necessary isolation...

Are the other cells separated by walkways of the same dimensions? If not, please provide the
dimensions for these walkways as well.

Response: There are typical walkway berm details shown on Drawings 37 and 38. These are intendid to

Proposed Changes: None.

Comment 86.
Drawing No. 37, Dren Handling Unit General Arvangement.

a. Only two cells are shown on this drawing. Please provide a drawing to show (to
scale) the seven cells in the Drum Handling Unit.

b. Please indicate which of the cells will receive ignitable waste, reactive waste, and
TSCA waste.

Response: Drawmng 37 mndicates the location of the sumps and the concrete walkeways between
cells. Depending on operations, the various cells will be labeled as to the type of waste bemg stored.

Proposed Changes: A notewill be added to the drawings that will indscate that each cell shall
be labeled as ro the type of waste being stored.

EDITORIAL COMMENTS

Comment 87.
Please correct Tables of Contents to agree with revisions.

Response: The Table of Contents will be updated.
Proposed Changes: See abote.
VOLUME 1

Comment 88.
Section 2.4.1, p. 2-12.
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R

a. Title. Contaminant and Detection Releases
This title should read, "Containment and Detection of Releases".
Response: The typographical errors that were noted will be corvected in the revised application.

b. Last paragraph. All ancillary equipment will be provided with secondary
containment unless is it aboveground piping...

This sentence should read, "All ancillary equipment will be provided with secondary
containment unless it is aboveground piping...".

Response: The typographical enors that were noted will be corvected in the revised application.

Comment 89.
Section 2.6, Treatment in Evaporation Pond

The reference in this section should be revised to pond throughout, following the revisions
made in Vol. I, Section 4.0, Evaporation Pord,

Response: The typographical erors that were noted will be corrected in the revised application.

Comment 90.

Section 8.0, Closre and Post-Closure of Permitted Unuts, p. 8-1.

The reference to a "pond" should be revised to "ponds” throughout Section 8.0, following
the revisions made in Vol. III, Section 4.0, Fuvaporation Pord.

Response: The typographical errors that were noted will be corvected m the revised application.

Comment 91. ,
Section 8.1.6, Landfil, p. 8-5, last paragraph. ...The final cover will consist of a three-layer
cap design consisting of a vegetative cover, a middle drainage layer, and a lower layer,
as described in Section 5.0 of Volume III...

Please change the reference to read, "Section 3.0 of Volume III".

Response: The typographical ervors that were noted will be corvected in the revised application.
Comment 92. ‘

Section 10.0, Corectrve Action, p. 10-2, last paragraph. ...At this point, the Facility will...

This sentence should read, "At this point, the Facility will..."

Response: The typographical errors that were noted will be corvected in the revised application.
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VOLUME Il

Comment 93.
Section 4.0, Evaporation Pord.

This title should now read, "Evaporation Ponds", in keeping with Gandy Marley's previous
revisions to the scope of this treatment process. Please make similar corrections as needed
throughout the section.

Response: The typographical errors that were noted will be corvected in the revised application.
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REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
ENGINEERING DESIGN ISSUES
TRIASSIC PARK WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY
TATUM, NEW MEXICO

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 as discussed in more detail in the following
paragraphs. 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
may 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 40 CFR 270.42, after the
final permut 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). Accordingly, in order to be in conformance with governing statutes,
the application must be revised to provide complete design and operating plans as specified in the
following comments.

Response: A clarification of the meaning of “Not for Construction” is referenced on the cover sheet of the drawings
and is presented i the notes on sheet 2. This note mdicates that the drawings are being used for the Part B penmt
application and are not to be used for construction.  Additional work to be completed to issue the dravings for

o Receipt of Part B permit
o Survey grid pomts for construction staking
®  Reuview and approvdl of contractor submittals etc.

The process for preparing and submitting design drawings for the Part B penrut and biddmg and construction drawings
was outlined to NMED on a meetingon April 14, 1999 whidh is summarized belour

Conceptual/Preliminary Designs (Internal Project Team Review)
o Identify mapor facilities to be induded tn development plan
o General layout on site plan
o Identify process flow diagrams
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o General capacities of facilities -

Permit Level Designs
*  Detasled design drawmgs
»  Denonstrate compliance with all regulatory requirements
»  Sufficient detail to denonstrate constructability
*  Submit for regulatory agency reviewand permit approval

Bidding and Construction Drawings

o Same as abovewith the following:

*  Details or specifications for arty regulatory permit conditions
*  Surwey control points and layout grid

Shop drawmgs
*  Plunbmg
o Electrical

*  Buildmg structures
s Operatonal features
®  Agency approvdl prior to start of anstruction

As-built Drawings
Liner systen OQA doawmentation and details
LCRS systan CQA docementation and details

Agency approval prior to start of operation

This general process was agreed to by NMED. It was agreed that text would be added to the permit
application that further defined the drawings:

“These drawings present final designs for the RCRA permitted facilities. Details on the non-
RCRA components of the facilities may be supplemented during the bidding and
construction phase. Gandy-Marley will supply the additional details on the non-RCRA
components of the design to NMED for review and approval prior to the start of
construction.”

TL has requested that a general Operations and Maintenance Plan be induded in the permit application an outline for
the plan is presented below. In addition, a “cross-walk” will be prepared that will cross-reference all information on each
sonit in the pemmit application.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLAN

1.0 General
2.0 Units to be Addressed
2.1 Landfill

2.2 Evaporations Plan
2.3 Liguid Waste Storage
24 Stabilization

2.5 Drum Handlmg

26 Truck Roll-Off

2.7 Truck Wash

2.8 Dramage Systems
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3.0 Operations
31 Waste Acceptance
32 Procedseres for Placement and Handling of Waste

3.3 Inspections
3.4 Monitoring Systems

4.0  Maintenance
4.1 Identification of Required Mamtenance
4.2 Procediures for Maintenance
4.3 Docementation for Mamtenance Actaunties

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 (e.g.., 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, and
designed and operated as part of the permitted roll-off container storage unit. Consequently, both the
Part A and Part B applications must be revised to include the stabilized waste roll-off storage area.

Response: The Permit application will be modified to indude the stabilized roll-off storage area as a permitted wnit.
The rolloff containers will be lined with a HDPE bed liner inside the bed of the ll off contamers. This systan
(HDPE and steel container) is considered to be a primary liner for the waste. To provide secondary contatrmment a liner
will be placed below the operation layer over the entire non-stabilized and stabilized portion of the Roll-Off 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: The pemnt text (Volume III, Engineering Report, Section 2.2) indicates that the native soils have an
allowable bearing pressure of approximately 2,000 psf.  The expected loading from the concrete floor of the drum storage
area is expected to be less than 500 psf (concrete slab and stacked drums).  Therefore, the foundation soils should be
adequate to support the drum storage unit.  The trendh in the sump avea will be limited to 2 to 2.5 feet degp and will be
sparmed by a metal grate. The grate will be supported on either side of the trendh by thickened sections of the concrete
Jloor slab.
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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.
Please revise the Engineering Report to include the promised information and to also address the
concerns regarding differential settlement or swelling/upheaval.

Response: As stated above, The permut text (Volume III, Engineering Repont, Section 2.2) indicates that the natie
souls have an allowable bearing pressure of approximaely 2,000 psf. The expected loading from the concrete floor of the
drum storage area and staked drums is expected to be less than 500 psf.  Therefore, the foundation soils should be
adequate to support the drum storage unit. A HDPE geomenbrane underlies the entire footprint of the DSU which
will prevent liguid migration mio the subsurface soils. The permeter of the drum storage wrst will be graded 1o dram
auy from the facility foundation.  Therefore, suelling of the foundation soil should not be a concem. The tedmical
spectfications for the foundation soils, the surface preparation for deployment of the liner, and the material gradations and
Placement and compaction specifications for the DSU select sub-base are presented in the Volsame IV, Specifications.

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.” Please revise the
application to explain what the select subgrade materal is intended to be, and if it is intended to

function as a drainage layer. Please also provide material and construction specifications for this
material.

Response: The speafications for the Select Sub-base are presented n Volume IV, Section 02229, These
specifications tndicate thar the material shall have 0 to 2 percent passing the Number 200 sieve.  Based on this
requirement the material is expected to be very free draining and will transport any leaking liquids o the sump.

Please 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 and how incompatible wastes will
be stored.

Response: Waste will be characterized and screened as part of the waste aceptance procedures. This is e 0
prevent incompatible waste from being stoved in the same roll-off contamers that are deliered 0 the site.  After the
materials have been stabilized, material from a single stabilization batch will not be mixed with matenal from a
different baidh, therefore, eliminating the potential for mcompatible waste to be stored in the same roll-offbin. Indsvidual
bins will be physically separated from each other m the storage area by a muamm of 1 foot and will be stored mside the
coered steel roll-off bins and the HDPE bed liners.

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. Please 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.

Response: The cross-section shoun on page 1 of 4 of the caladations is intended to represent the conditions in the
sump as shoun on Drawing 43, Sheet 2 of 2, Detail 3. This specifics the sump gravel thickness as 3-fee.  The length
of the perforated pipe in the calculation and the sump detail will be modified to be consistent.

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
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page 4 of 4 does not have dimensions and is not to scale. Please revise the calculations to either
provide the dimensions of the liner area, or refer to a scalable drawing (e.g., Drawing No. 41).
Response: The drawing on page 4 of 4 of the calodlation in Appendsx E-32 shown a graphnc scale. In addition, the
dreawmg indicates novthing and easting for the location of the pond which provides an additional scale.

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:

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

Response: The liner syston for the Roll-Off storage unit consists of a HDPE geamemimane placed on
prepared subgrade and covered with a double-sided geocomposite. It is further covered with a sub-base and
road base materials that total 2-feet. These materials are compacted 1 95% of Maximum Modified Proctor
(MMP) at +/- 3% of Optimum Moisture Content (OMC).  This design should accommodate the limited
truck traffic that will be required to load and unload the roll-off boxes and not result in ay damage to the

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

Response: The geanenbrane (HDPE) is considered to be a low permeability liner (permedbilities are
reported to be less than 1E-10 cm/Sec). In addition, these materials are commonly vecormended for use in
hazardous waste contazrment applications.  Site specific campatibility tests will be conducted on a synthetic
leachate and the proposed liner material prior to operation of the facility.

* 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,

Response: Thewastes are not expecter to be contact with the surface soils in the roll-off storage area  The
waste materials will be stored in bed-liners and the steel 1oll-off contamers. In the wnlikely event that leakage
dloes occur it is expected to be of very limited volume and it not expected to react with the road-base aggregate.

¢ 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.

Response: The road base and the sub-base materials will be compacted to a miromen of 95 percent of
MMP. Based on extensive expertence with placement and compaction of these types of materials to these
densities they are expected to perform adequately wunder the very limited traffic that the roll-off area will
experience. In addition, the road base and sub-base materials are urderlain by the double-sided ]

layer. This is will prevent arty saturation of the overtymg materials except for very short periods of time during
peak ramfall events.  If perbaps there is anty disturbance of the road base surface as a result of loading and
wnloading the rolloff trailers, it will be observed during the weekly inspections of the unit and repared by
placement of new material or regrading of the existingmaterial. In the case of seere rutting (greater than 6-
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mnches) tbeammﬂbeemw@imdﬂxgeowﬂxnbnu@hlsmﬂbemspmaifmdmmga Reparrs will be
made if required,

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.

Response: See abote response.

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.

Response: The roll-off units will be placed and removed on the roll-off pad by bighaay trucks or site trucks, Landfill
operational staff will visually obserce trucks leaving the landfill for excessive accvmulation of waste on the tires and/or
truck body. If excessve acoormlation is noted, the truck will be routed to the truck wiash for deaning Therefore,
tracking of waste should not be a problem. We do riot believe that the ssrface of the roll-off storage area is required to be
equevalent to a concrete surface that is bemg used in the DSU building, The concrete floor in the DSU building is
promanily being used 1o facilitate use of a forklift to handle the drims.

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 matenial) as a
working surface. Please 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.

Response: See response to abowe comrments.

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

Please 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.

Response: The roll-off contammen area is surrounded by a bern with a minimum beight of 2.0 feet (see Drawing
41, sheet 1 of 1). This berm will diert nn-on sface water avound the perometer of the truck roll-off avea. Culverts
are proposed under each of the access ramps 1o allow surface water flow to the west towards the run-off detention. basin.
The interior depth of the berms on the truck roll-off area is also a minsrwam of 2.0 feet. The 25-yezr, 24-howr storm for
the site is 4.3-inches,  This is expected to result in ponding mside the roll-off area to a depth of approximately 2 feet in
the sump area and in the range of 1-foot or less in the central area of the roll-off wnit.  The contairment area for the
roll-off area does not need to account for the 10 percent of the volume of the containers, since incoming waste roll-off
contawners are not expected to contam free liquids. The criteria for no free liquids is contained in the waste acceptance
cruena.
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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.
Please 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.

Response: As discussed above and shown on Drawing 41, Sheet 1 of 1, the truck roll-off area does not allow surface
watter urr-on to the facility other than direct precipitation . Therefore, contairmment is not required,

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. Please revise this section to include a discussion on inspection
frequency and the time frame for removal of any liquids detected.

Response: The mspection frequence for sump in the various facilities is presented and discussed in Volume I, Section
3.

Proposed Changes: Nore..

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. Please
revise this section to include a discussion on inspection frequency and the time frame for removal of
any liquids detected.

Response: See above. Personrel will be trained to perform mspections in accordance with the inspection schedule in
Section 5.

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.
Response: The Part A will be revised 1o indudle 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.

Response: See Volsome I, Section 2.2.2. This indicates that the material will be sampled and tested using a pamt
Slter test.

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

Please provide the following information about the roll-offs used to treat/store hazardous waste:

approximate number of each type of container
dimensions and usable volumes

DOT specifications or other manufacturer specifications
liner specifications (if applicable)

container condition (new, used, reconditioned)
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e markings and labels

Response: See Volume I, Sections 2.2.8 through 2.2.10. These sections describe the approximate number and type
of contatners that will be used, the dimensions and useable volumes, container condition and markings and labels.

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

Please 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.

Response: See Volume I, Section 2.2.10. This section addresses the specific components of the question. However,
additional text will be provided that will discuss the general components of the operating procedsere.

The roll-off units to be placed in the roll-off area will be covered with a tavp. The covers will not remowed unsil the
material is placed in the stabilization urit. Roll-off units used 1o storage stabilized material will also be placed on the
roll-off wnit with covers. It is ot expected that the tarps will be veroed while being stored except of re-sampling of the
material, if required.

Proposed Changes: Indude above mformation #n Operations and Mamtenance Plan,
D-1b(4) Container Storage Area Drainage: 270.15(b)(2), 264.175(c)

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

Response: When the roll-off urits are unloaded in the roll-off storage area they are expected o be manarum of 1 foor
off the grovnd, In addition, voll-off units will not be placed within 60 feet of the southem toe of the roll-off area to zvoid
e pondmg within 1foot of the contasners for the 25<year, 24-hour storm.  Ponded water will be punped and
removed from the sump after sampling and anabysis to determine how the water can be disposed.

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. Please revise both the Part B Permit Application and the Engineering Report to
address drainage in both portions of the Roll-Off Container Storage Area.

Response: As discussed in a previous response, the roll-off stovage area will be able to contain the 25-year, 24-hour
rawfall andwill preciude run-on 1 the facility from the surroundg 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.”  Please 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: Text will be added to the Permit application that ndicates that these are fnal designs which demonstrate
RCRA compliance. In addition, the following text will also be added:
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“These drawings present final designs for the RCRA permitted facilities. Details on the non-
RCRA components of the facilities may be supplemented during the bidding and
construction phase. Gandy-Marley will supply the additional details on the non-RCRA
components of the design to NMED for review and approval prior to the start of
construction.”

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” contaners 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. Therefore,
please revise the application to include the truck wash tank and sump.

Response: Discussions are ongomguith NMED on whether the truck wash will requae permitting
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 permuts 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. Please 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,

Response: The camment is corvact the control roam is located on the east side of the building,

Proposed Changes: The text will be modified w0 ndicate the east side of the building and a north arrow will be
added to the draung,
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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. Please revise the application to provide detailed
construction drawings, including tank locations, dimensions and capacities.

Response: Drawmg 44, sheet 1 of 2 indicates that the wash water stovage tank will be a 12-foor diameter (9,000
gallon) dovblewalled poby tank.  The supply water will be a single wall 6-foot diameter tank. ~ A series of bins are
shown as sediment traps. These will be further dmensionad and detasled to mdicate 6-indb thick concrete walls and will
heeve weep holes to prevent water from ponding in the bins. The sump and the sediment bins will be inspected weekly for
theacmdanbnofsaibnmtmﬂlzk[uldsmtheswnpandwdlbemaimtheumbmterswmge tank. The
sediments will be stabilized in the stabilization unit, prior to being landfiled.

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. .

Response: As stated in Volure I, Section 2.4 the tanks will have a nominal wlame of 2,500 cubic feet (18,700
gallons).  However, it is not expected that bns will be campleteby filled dyering the mixing operation and space must be
mantawed for the addition of stabilization materials. Therefore, the volsme of the waste to be treated in each batoh will
be variable but will be less than 2,500 cubic feet. The overall process volume is based on four bins. However, the actual
process design will be dependent on the dharacteristics of the incamingwuste (time to mix eadh batch) and the volume of
stablization materials required (whme of rawwaste to be treated in each batch).

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.

Response: Volume I, Section 2.4 Stabilization provides dimensions of the tanks as nominally 25 feet by 10 feet
wide and 10 feet deep, resulting in an approximate wlwre of 2,500 cubic feet. In addition, Volwme I1I, Section 6.1.2
presents the same information regarding the bins sizes and also presents size and volume information on the concrete
vt that will house the steel bins. Drawings 33 to 35 also presents dimensions in plan and cross-section.

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 primanly 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.
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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 for permit

application approval. 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.

Response: A stand alone Operations and Maintenance Plan for the facility will be developed that will inconporate the
tnformation currently in the Permit Application and will expand on general operations procedseres.  The Plan will also
discuss general requirements for operational features of the facilities such as pumps, flow meters, and other controls. As
mdicated, m response to comment D construction designs and specifications will not be provided i the application but will
be provided prior to the start of construction. Also see D-2A(3)

Proposed Changes: See aboce.
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 systems 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.

Response: The application will be revised to indicate that all liquids m the tanks will be transferred by tanker
trucks.  Thergfore, the process flow diagrams on Drawing 40 are considered to be sufficient to meeting the requirements
of 270.16(d). Notes will be added 1o the drmuwmngs to indicate where liquids will enter the tanks and where they will
leae the tanks.  Also see response to comment E-2A(2).

Proposed Changes: Text and drawing modifications in Volumes I and Il to reflect above and addition of
Operations and Mamntenance Plan.
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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 II1, 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 used to determine
whether a TCLP analysis will be required on a stabilized waste.

Response: The stabilized waste will be either transferred to the roll-off area or divectly 10 the landfill.  The text
references indicated m the comment will be clarified to indicate that either of these two scenarios could ocr.  The
nditions that would require the stabilized waste 1o be temporarily stored at the roll-offunit prior to bemg disposed of in
the landfill, would be associated with completion of testing to determine how and if the material can be disposed of the
landfill. Reference will be added to the WAP. Also see response to comment D-2A(2).

Proposed Changes: Clanfy text that either of the tuo scenarios described above could be used to describe the
handling of waste after stabilization.

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.

Response: The application (Volume I1I, Engineering Report) will be modifed to indicate what types of waste that
will be excluded from the stabilization bins to avoid excesstve corrosion.

Proposed Changes: See abore.
D-2c(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 III),” 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 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).

Please 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
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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.

Response: Based on discussions with TL, this commen can be responded to by induding the manufacture
information. on the double wall tanks compatibility and installation details (tie-downs). ~ These will be induded i an
appendix to the Engineering Report in Volume 11 andwill be referenced on the drawing.

Proposed Changes: See abote.

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 IIT). Revise the
application to provide a detailed demonstration of the structural integrity of the base for the tank
system.

Response: The Engmeering Report (Volwne I1I, Section 2.2 General Facility Design Analyses) indicates that the
stte soils have an allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 psf.  The concrete specifications (03300, Volwme IV) require a
rmanzmum 28 day compresstve strength of 4,000 psi. A caloudation will be provided indicating that the tank bearing
pressure will suitable for the concrete pad.

Proposed Changes: Add calodation indicating allowable bearing pressures for tanks and concrete pads.

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 V1 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.”

e 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.
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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 onginal 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.

Response: The design of the stabilization bins is not a refined science. They are basically large mixing bowls, The
birzsmustbeabletowidastzmdthebmtsﬁvnnﬁxmgm%t}xbackhr%cketmdalsoberelatndycmqwzblemtb
the waste that will be placed m the bins. Gruen these tuo opposing design criteria, steel appears to be the most suitable
material.  Although it can react with same of the wastes that are proposed to be stabilized i the bins, it is relatzeely slow
to react and is probably the best material to withstand the impacts from mixing without rupture. The design concepts
provides for double steel contamers with wire-ropes as energy absorbers. There will be a leak detection system m-benseen
tbel'zwsteelbb'zsmdalsoasmmmﬁedxmmzmdtwmﬂatmdmmzypom&dleakaga The bins can be
removed and repaired or replaced if damaged or if leakage is obsered.  The design of the bins has been based on a
mtz'onalassmzptzMoftbedesignbadsthatmu&ibeexpenbmd@rhgnﬁxﬁzgmdbaswkd&iadeszgnﬂﬁcknm
based on a reasonable level of risk for damage. 1t is fully realized that if a worst case loading condition arose and the
bbzsuuscrac/eorot]mwisedmmgaitot}xpoz}ztofmtprwdbzgwmmtbmt}xbmwddbetakenwofm
and repared or replaced.

We believe that this type of the design provides the best type of contairment for the hazardous waste given the extrme
ompact loading conditions that could be experienced during stabilization.

Proposed Changes: The text of the Engeering Report (Volure III) will be expanded to discuss the approads to
selection of the tank material and specified thickness.  In addition, the Operations and Maintenance Plan will be
deployed to address general procedures for stabilization of materials.

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). Rewvise the application to provide a detailed discussion of the
secondary containment for the tank system.

Response: The spectfications indicate that the tanks will be constructed of the same materials and specification sheets
Jfor the tanks will be provided in the application.

Proposed Changes: The specification sheets for the poly-tanks will be provided in the application that will provide
marnfactures information on compatibility and structural details..
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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 IIT). 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.

Response: A mnimuom 0.5 perent slope for the concrete pad 1o the sump will be added 1o the dravngs. The
dmension of the swmp area will also be added, The concrete pad. is not the secondary contairment for the liquid i the
tanks, the promary and secondary contazment for the liquids is the tanks themsetves. The concrete could be considered
asthesecoménycvntabmmtfbrtlxmaﬂawfaditzéssucbasthepipz'ngmdtrm.ﬁva»mm

Proposed Changes: The text of the application (Volumes [ and I11) will be modified to indicate that the concrete
padwill be secondzary contazment for the ancillary facilities. The drawings will modified to show the slope of the concrete
pad and the swmp dimensions. In addstion, a concrete pad will be added to the landfill tanks, liquid unste storage
tanks and ary other loading/unloading points for tanker trucks.

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.

Response: The ancillary equipment will indude the piping, monitoring and transfer systems associated with the liguid
wste storage tanks.  The drawings and text curvently identify these components.  These will all be located over concrete

pads with sumps for collection of leaks and spills during loading/uniading operations,

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. For example, the
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.”

Response: The primary and secondary contazrment for the waste in the stabilization bins will be the steel bins, The
concrete vault that is use to house the steel mixing bins is not part of the contazment systems. However, it will provide
a mortorng and collection pomnt if leakeage were to ocser from both the primary and secondary systems.
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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.”

Response: Drersion ditdh are plarmed around the surface impoundments that would drain into the site wide surface
water drversion. charmels as shoun on Drawing 25. The location of the ditches around the surface water ponds will be
shown on the drawings and will be presented and discussed in the engineering report and surface water analysis section of
the caladations.

Proposed Changes: Surface water diversion chanmels will be shoun on the draungs and the text will be updated
to discuss the diversion dawrmel design.

Unfortunately, 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.

Response: Drawing 5 indicates the general site grading that would be required to promote surface water flow to the
surface water retention pond. Diversion ditches will be required around each facility that will dram in to the site wide
drversion ditches shoun on Drawing 25,

Proposed Changes: See response to corments on the third and forth paragraphs.

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 detaled discussion and drawings
showing the run-on and run-off control system for the evaporation pond.

VResponse: Response: Drawirg 4 shows the surface diversion ditch locations. Drawing 5 shows the surface grades
around the site. Drawings 28-32 show the detailed surface grading around the Evaporation Ponds.

Proposed Changes: The surface water diversion channels will be shoun around eads unit and the contriburing
dramage area.

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.” Revise the application
to indicate the specific location for this information within the text of Volume IV.

Response: The specific reference is Volume [V, Specifications, Section 02110 Site Preparation and Earthnworks.
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Response: : See response to comment D. Drawings 8 and 9 present contours for the subgrade elevations and top of
protectzee soil cover layer for the Phase 1A portion of the landfill.  Drawmng 12 presents the liner cross-secion on both
the slopes and floor of the landfll. These drawmgs define the thickness and extent of the landfill liner system for Phase
14.

Proposed Changes: Nore.

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)()(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 construct impoundment
liners with the necessary low permeability.

Response: The permeability laboratory data was inadvertently not induded in the submittal.  The recompacted
permeability testing data will be presented i the revised application.  These data will show that the material can be

to meet a permeability specification of less than 1E-07 on/sec. The laboratory testing data provided the
busis for the establishing the low permeability soil liner placement window presented m the specifications.

Proposed Changes: The laboratory data will be induded in the revised penmit application.

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 identfy
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.

Response: The specifications require that the test fill be constructed prior to construction of the landjfill liner system.
The CQA plan presents a detailed plan for constructing and monitoring a test fill.

Proposed Changes: The test fill plan will be modsfied to indicate that 12-indh diameter samiples will be used for
permeability testing on the test fill. The borrow sources that will be used indude the soil obtamed from the excauvation.
If additional matenial is required to construct the lmer, then additional borrow sources may be required.

D-3e(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,
bur 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.”
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D-4f(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,
measuning and recording the liquids present in the sump and removed, and plans for handling the
removed liquds.

Response: It is expected that the sumip LCRS and LDRS systems will be equipped with cumulating flowmeters 1o
morstor all liguds removed from the simp from the start of operations and divect veading pressure transducers that can
be correrted 1o elevation of liquid.  These will be described further in the Operations and Maintenance Plan for the site.

Proposed Changes: Include description of the types of pumpirg systems and instrmentation that will be installed
in the sumps of all facilities in the Operations and Mainenance Plan.

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.

Response: The requested information is presented n Volume IV, Specifications, Section 02718.

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 pertamns 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 undemeath 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.

Response: The requested mformation is presented in Volsme 11, Section 9.1 and is shoun on Drawing 44. A
HDPE geomenbrane lmer extends wunder the entire truck wash facility and mdudes a geocomposite drainage layer
which flows to a swmp for liquid remoual.  The dimensions of the sump are showun on the drawings and are presented and
discussed m the text of Volume 111, page 9-3.

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 (1.e., distance from the pad surface, excluding
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the height of the riser above the pad). Liquid released into the sump may not be visible to the naked
eye untl 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.

Response: It is recommended that a liguid level probe be used 1o measure the presence and/or depth of anty liguids in
the truck wash sump.

Proposed Changes: A note will be added w0 Drawing 44 whids will clarify the location of the surface and

substurface sumps for the truck wash. In addition, the Operations and Maintenance Plan will be prepared that will
detail equiprent used to monitor liquid levels i the sump.

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 matenal (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.

Response: The results of the specific laboratory testing on tbemuistmesmnpksﬁonthelouerDoc/ewnw[lke
provided in the revised application. These data provided the basis for stating that the material can be used for the low
permeability soil liner.

Proposed Changes: The results will be induded with revised permit 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 Koerner 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: The test fill plan presented in the CQA Plan (Volume IV) will be modified to propose using large
diameter (12-indh) samples cut from the test fill for permeability testing,  This will be done rather than cnducting a
Sealed Double Ring Infiltrometer. (SDR1I). Recent research has mdicated that the large diameter permeability tests will
represent actual field permeability values as determined from SDRI tests (Benson, et al).
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Proposed Changes: The test fill plan will be modified to indicate use of large diameter samples for permeability
testing.

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. 53t. 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: The awrvent CQA plan (Volume IV) presents a defirution of CQA and OQC that is consistent with the
referenced EPA Guidance docament.  The CQA plan will further darfy the “Independent” status of the CQA

organization.
Proposed Changes: Modify CQA plan as indicated above.

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 II-3 WCF
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® 1/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: The testing frequencies outlined in the referencad guadance docerent will be inconporated mto the CQA

plan. Flowever, we understand that NMED would consider altermative testing frequencies after construction of the first

cell and some field experience with the proposed soil liner materials has been obtained.
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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.

Response: The pond has been designed-with 2-feet of free board. This is presented in Volsame I11, Page 4-2. There
is n0 run-on to the pond from the surrounding area. Yhdimpre@itazimtotbepondﬁontbelw}mrr@fallis
5.3 indves. Y%erqﬁre,dx2feaofﬁeebwrdsbou]dbeszﬁab1tmmmthedi7atmbfaﬂﬂmﬂx]OOyear-
24 hour event.

Proposed Changes: None.
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.

Response: See response to Comment D.
D-6¢c(3) Loads on Liner System: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(1)

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 Dé 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.

Response: The operations layer will be placed over the entire side slopes and floor during the construction phase of the
project. This is intended to provide protection for the liner materials over the long tenn. The D6 dozer is specified for
placement of the operations layer in the specifications Section 02232, The allowable equipment loadigs are for various
thickness of operations layer material that are used for haubroad etc. The specifications Section 02232, 3.02,
Paragraph F indicate that unless othervise specified these allowable equipment ground pressures should be used
Houeer, in Paragraph E the D6H-LGP or other equipment approued by the Ouner shall be used for placement.

Proposed Change: Nore.

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 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.
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Response: See above comment. The condition of complete saturation of the operations layer is possible during peak
ram events. However, the specifications probibit placement of operations layer material during ramn or adverse weather
andtitions (Paragraph M).  Furthermore, the geocormposite drainage layer is directly below the protectiee soil layer and
should provide drainage for the protective soil layer material in the long nn.  The stability calculation presented i
Appendix E-2 specifically mdicate that the D6 dozer will not place protectve soil during rainfall events.  Since this
construction will be completed during the construction phase of the project CQA staff will be onsite to anfirm that proper
placement equipment is used and that the material is not placed during ramfall evenss.

Proposed Change: Nore.

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.

Response: The stability caladations for the andhor trench and the protective soil layer stability, indicate that the
Cﬁatalmwawsnm/ﬁrdaelimsysmcmbecbamcreﬁzaibyaresia’mlﬁ*ldzbnmgle(ﬂa'egrees)mdacﬂ)eszbn
(15 pf). This is greater than the slope angle of 18 degrees. Therefore, their will not be any residual stress developed in
the liner system or the andhor trendh as a result of static loading conditions.

Proposed Changes: None.
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, I and III) 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 II and Phase III. 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.

Response, (Part 1): The permt application will be revised to only request a penmit for Phase [A. The extent of
lmer coverage on Phase 1A is shoun on the Drawing 9.

Proposed Changes: Nore.

Response, (Part 2): The Operations and Maintenance Plan will require that waste trucks are inspected for waste
dods and other loose waste material hanging from wheels and/or truck frames that could fall off after exiting the
landfill.  If debris is noted, the loose material will be removed prior to exiting the landfll. Other non-looe material
may have to be removed at the truck wash.
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Proposed Changes: Nore.
D-6¢(6) 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.

Response: The protective soil layer will be placed over the entire floor and side slopes as part of the construction,
Ths is shoun on the Drawing 12.

Proposed Changes: Nore.
D-6d  Liner System Foundation: 270.21(h)(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,
Section 3) do not include such evaluations, or even menuon 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
oniginal 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.

Response: The stability calculations for the landfill will be wpdated to specifically address the bemn on the west and
south sides of the landfill

Proposed Changes: Slope stability calcdation to support the 3H:1V fill slopes around the perimeter of the
landlfill will be presented and indluded in the appendices t the Engineering report.

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.
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Response: The slope along the south side of the Phase [A excavation is consicer a temporary slope that will be cut by
the excavation contractor. It is shownas 2H:1V in the plans, howeuer, the baulroad rwing across the slope will vesult
m an over all slope angle of approximately 2.75H:1V.  However, to addvess this question, cut slope stabilsty
caladation will be updated to reflect this slope.

Proposed Changes: Slope stability calauations for cut slopes will be updated to mdude the south slope of the Phase
[A excavation.

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, cannot be considered “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.

Response: The ramp slope stability calculations were considered to be the most critical in tewns of equipment loading,
Therefore, they were anabyzed with a scraper on the ramp.  The overall slope stability (3H:1V slope) with equipment
loadling was not considered to be critical as the weight of the scraper, dozer or loaded truck is very small compared to the
weight of the slope materials. Howewer, in ovder to verfy this assumption, calculations will be provided to show that the
overall slope stability is not impacted by the presence of the ramp or ary landfill related equipment.

Proposed Changes: Add caloation for side slope stability with ramp and equipment loading (static and
B-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. :

Response: The results of the geotedmical irvestigation indicated that the site soils have an allowable bearing capacity
of 4,000 povnds per square foot. This will proude adequate bearing for the structural fills around the perimeter of the
landfll.

Proposed Changes: Calculation package will be induded in revised permit application that will demonstrate
adequate foundation bearing capaaity for the perimeter structural fills based on the natre soils.
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D-Ge(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.

Response: The application cwrveruly references EPA guidance doaments that indicate that HDPE is generally
resistant o most leachates for facilities that do not accept organics. However, specific HDPE manfactures ratings for
ampatibility with various chemical will be presented in an Appendix to the Engineering Report. In addition, Gandy-
Marley has committed to perform site specific compatibrlity tests prior to the start of construction, ance the waste stream
to be accepted at the site is knoun.

Proposed Changes: Add maufactures published information on compatibility with various chemicals 1o the
application. :

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

The proposed specifications (02119) and CQA requirements (Section IL.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 OQA 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 basts 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.”

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 matenial will provide equivalent physical support, and equivalent hydraulic performance, of the
liner system.

Response: The specification for the prepared subgrade will be modified to require that only CL and CH (USCS)

materials be used, This is the same specification as the day liner material. In addition, testing for the prepared subgrade
will be specified to indlude tests for gram size and Atterberg limits at a frequency of one per 125,000 square feet.
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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 proposed
to be included in the facility permit. Plans and procedures must be provided to minimize the head on
the liners, and to maintain less than one foot of leachate head on the liners outside the limits of the
sumps.

Response: The design drmwmgs indicate that the sumps are all depressed below the level of the floor of the landfill.
EPA guidance docunents specify that the leachate must be maintained below 1-foot of head over the floor lier.  This
dloes rot include the sump.  Therefore, the purmp will be submerged for more than 1-foot o allaw safe operations.

Proposed Changes: Operations and Mawntenance Plan to be induded i the revised application, will address the
ranzmum depth in the sumps to allow safe and efficient operation of the side slope riser pipe pramps.

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.

Response: The text of the Operations and Mattenance plan will describe how the piezometers will measure the
head abore the tip of the piezometer and this will be calibrated to the elevation of water. This will then be compared to
the elevation of the floor of the landfill to determine if pumping is required, The flow meters will be acarmmlating flow
mexers that will recond the total volme of liquids removed, The volume of liquids pumped will be recorded marmally
whenever the sump is pumped. This information will be used to determine if Action Leakage Rates are being exceeded,
The specific wiring and readout details of the instriamentation will not be induded in the pemt application but will be
provided prior to the start of constraction.

Proposed Changes: The Operations and Maintenance Plan will present information on the operation of the
prezometers and flowmeters that wil be installed in all of the sumps.

D-6f(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.

Response: As stated in previous comments only Phase IA will be permitted i revised permit application.  The
Qperations and Mamtenance Plan o be subrmitted with the revised permut application will present a description of the
type of instrumentation and equipment that will be used to mamtain the liquid levels below 1-foot aboe the twp liner.
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Proposed Changes: The revised penrit application will only vequest permitting Phase [A of the landfill and will
nclude a Operations and Maintenance Plan.

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.

Additionally, 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,
Le., 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.

Response: The Operations and Mamtenance Plan will describe the general procedieres and documentation associated
with monitoring and prmpmg the sumps.  The design for the Phase [A landfill ervisioned that contarmnated surface
water runoff of the landfill face would drain to the south toe and then inwo the LCRS system, where it would be removed
by either the side slope riser or vertical riser prmp systems. EPA guidance docwments discussing the procedures for
pumping of the LCRS and mamtammng the required 1-foot of head aboue the top liner, recognize that this may not be
achievable immediately after ramstorms, particularty during the start of filling for each indiudual cell.

Proposed Changes: Operations and Maintenance Plan will be induded in revised penmit application.

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 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.

Response: The revised penmit application will only ndude Phase IA. Houwewer, the HELP analyses that were
conducted for the entire landfill footprint for conditions both during operations and after doser indicated that the flud
levels would not exceed 1-foot of head on the liner.

Proposed Changes: Revised permit application will onby include Phase IA.

D-6f(5) Systems Compatibility: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2}{I)(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.

Response: As previously indicated, compatibility testing of the proposed materials for the liner and leadrate collection
systerm-will be tested prior to construction of the facility.

Proposed Changes: Nore.
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Proposed Changes: The text of the application (Volume 1) and the Engineering Report (Volume 1) will be

modified to more dearty represent that the EPA 9090 test and a test fill an the soil limer materials will be conducted
prior to construction.

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-6£(3))

Response: The revised penmit application 15 onky for Phase IA.  Addstional, phases will require a penmit
modification.

Proposed Changes: Reuised pemt modsfication will only request Phase IA.
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 New Mexico
professional engineer. Revise the application to provide the necessary certification.

Response: The revised penmit application will be signed and stamped by Mr. Corser.
Proposed Changes: See aboe
D-69(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.

Response: The revise permit application will only request permitting Phase IA.
Proposed Changes: See abote
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 IA limits.

Response: Since only Phase LA will be permitted with this application. Cormections to future phases will not be
shoun.

Proposed Cbanges} Nore.
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.
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Response: The CQA plan will be signed and stamped by My. Corser.

Proposed Changes: Nore.

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.

Response: The CQA plan curvently indicates that these will be tested in accordance with mansfacture requiroments.

Proposed Changes: The CQA plan will be modifed to mdude a brief description of the operational Jeatsres that
will be induded i the facllities and the general manugfactiores procedures for checking and/or calibration during
mstallation.

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
contflicts with several basic recommendations in the EPA guidance. For 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 Manufactunng 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.

Response: The CQA Plan provides defmitions for CQA and QQC that are consistent with the most recent EPA

Proposed Changes: CQA Plan will further identsfy and danfy the mdependence of the CQA engmeering from
the design engineer.

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
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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.

Response: The permit application (Volume I, Section 2.5.2.3) currently indicates that NMED st review and
approve the certyfication report prior to waste aceptance. Howerer, the organization chart and text of the CQA plan
w]lbemxig'ﬁaltomoredearlymcﬁ’carethemleofNMEDontheimpb)mmabnpmcessﬁ)rammmbnofthebzdﬁll
and other facilities.

Proposed Changes: See abore

The previous NOD requested acknowledgment of the permit modification requirements of 40 CFR
270.41 and 42, and the response (No. 105e) 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 27041 and 42. Revise the CQA Plan to specifically acknowledge the
permit modification criteria in 40 CFR 270.41 and 42.

Response: The CQA plan will be modifeed to clearty indicate that design dhanges and modification will have to
submitted, reviewed and approved by NMED . accordance with pemnit modsfication requirements of 40 CER 270.41
and 42.

Proposed Changes: See abxe.

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.

Response: The revised permit application will onky indude Phase IA construction. Howeuer, the CQA plan will be
modified to dearty reflect that a certification report will be required for each phase of landfill construction.

Proposed Changes: See aboe.

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 conisultants 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 an
independent 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.

Response: The operational features of the facilities will be mstalled in acordance wih manfactures procedures.
Therefore, they may have CQA plans that should be implemented as part of construction and should be consistent with
but separate from the overall CQA plan that is being presented as part of this application.

Proposed Changes: None.

Montgornery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamixat Springs, Colorado 80477 * (970) 879-6260

D:\Proget Files\602 \Repure TECHLA WCarmoaPGC i 2dx

5714799yl



May 1999 Prelir"  y DRAFT * Triassic Park “Regquest for Supplementary b ﬁm Engmeering Design [ssues ¢ Page 38

D-69(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 still 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
matntenance plans for the landfill leachate collection and leak detection systems.

Response: A Operations and Mamtenance Plan will be prepared and submitted as part of the revised penmit
application.

Proposed Changes: See abote.
D-6g(5) Liner Repairs During Operation: 270.21(h)(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.

Response: The specfications indicate vepair procedures for the soil and geosynthetic materials that will be used for
contammment and leachate collection and remowl. Howeer, the Openations and Matrtenance Plan will specifically
reference the specification sections when referring o repair of facilities.

Proposed Changes: See abowe.
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 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.

Response: The revised penmit application will only reguest a permut for Phase IA. The Operations and
Maintenance Plan will address specific pumping rates and methods for measuring vobomes over a particdar time period
to compare to A LR values.
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Proposed Changes: The Operations and Maintenance Plan will address specific procedyres for tracking volmes o
liquadls purrped from the sump and comparison to ALR values. i /

The proposed ALR is nine times the EPA recommended minimum. The explanation given for the
nine-fold increase is the high transmissivity of the geocomposite. However, the transmussivity 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 105 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 104 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.

Response: The calculation presented in the Appendix to the engingering report are consistent with those reconmended
by EPA. The caloulation for the ALR are dependent on. both the transmissivity of the geonet or geocamposite and the
thickness. With both of these factors taken into account, the A LR values can be justified,

Proposed Changes: Nore.
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 or 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.

Response: The Operations and Mairwenance Plan will address specific pumping rates and methods for measuring
wlumes over a particular time period to compare to ALR values. The plan will indicated the area over which the ALR
will be calculared based on the proposed filling area.

Proposed Changes: Submit Operations and Maintenance Plan with revised permit application,
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., 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.
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Response: In Volume 1, Section 5 indicates that the landffill will be mspected weekly and after stomns. Due 1o the
lomited ramfall that is expected at the site, this criteria will require inspection after arty rainfall, b addstion, Section S
mdicates that the LCRS and LDRS will be mspected dashy for the presence of liquids.

Required Changes: Nore.

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 IA
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.

Response: The revised pemnit will only request penmnitting Phase [A.

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.

Response: Phase [A haulroads are shoun on drawing 8.

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.

Response: A frecboard depth of 0.3 feet is a common ualue used by other goveming agencies (i.e. Offie of Surface
Minmng). Howewer, a recvaluation-will be made using Soil Conseruation Servce methods and may be better suited for
this type of operation. This method uses 20 percent of the depth for subcritical flow and 25 pevcent for supercritical flow
but not less than a 1.0 foot.

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.

Response: Any localize spills will be cleaned up as required by the Contingency Plan presented in Volume I of the
penmut application. The truck staging area will drain to the surface water rungff basin, whidh is designed to contam the
25-year, 24-howr storm and contral the 100-year, 24-hour storm event.

Section 2.0, Hydrogeology, Section 2.3, Return Period/Precipitation, states that three retumn 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.

Response: The storm water control systen amsists of not only ditches but also the detention pond and associated
spilhugy. Section 3.0 prouides further explanation of the control system.
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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 the runoff response, or
revise the response hydrograph used such that it is representative of a non-vegetated/ unprotected
area.

Response: The medisom hydrograph response was used because of the B type (sandy) soils on site. Fast hydrograph
responses refer to hard packed soils or urban areas.  The on-site sandy soils would not produce the fast run-off as
associated with a fast response.

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.

Response: This section will be revised as requested,

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.

Response: Surface water will not be allowed to pord for substantial periods of time along side the road due to the
positzve grade of the road. The water surface mark is shown to indscate the roadside ditch capacity.

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.
Response: Table A-1will be revised as requested,

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-hour 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.

Response: The Charmel Design Table and Drawmng No. 25 will be revised,

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.

Response: The Channel Design Table and Drawing No. 25 will be revised.

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.

Response: The table does indude a footnote dicating the 100-year, 24-hovwr flow valse.
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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.

Response: Corrections to the Design Table will be mad.

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.

Response: The charmel design discussion will be revised as requested,

In Artachment 3, Apron Design, provide a reference for the equation that was used to determine the
apron width.

Response: The reference will be provided as requested.

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.

Response: The drawmngwill be revised as requested.

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.

Response: The hatdhing is subgrade. We will modsfy hatdnng to be consistent with symibols on Drawing 2.

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.

Response: The direction arrowwll be drarged.

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.

Response: The clay liner material is used o backfill the andor trends to prevent infiltration. of surface waters. The
material should be placed and compacted in accordance with the Clay Liner specifications in Volume IV.

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.

Response: The slope is approximately 4H:1V. This will be noted on the drawings.

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.
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Response: This comment has been elomimated as agreed upon.

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.

Response: This comment bas been elomimated as agreed upon.

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 evenr, 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.

Response: The clean water basin will be pramped after ramfall evens that vesult in the acoorudation of water in the
bastn.  This will provide capacity for the 25-year, 24-howr stomm 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 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.

Response: Drawng 13 is generally a enlarged (dewasled) avea of the collection basin and Drawing 10 represents the
filling plan for Phase 1A. Thus the bemm and associated cubvert are not shown on both.  The pemit application will be
revised to discuss the purpose of the berm and cukert.

Proposed Changes: See above comments.

D-6j(3) Management of Collection and Holding Units: 270.21(b)(4), 264.301(1)

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)()) are not mentioned. The tanks are not required to be permitted (in part) because the
waste they will store (FO39 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 centified 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.

Response: Discussions are ongong with NMED regarding the requirements for permitting the truck wash and
associated tanks.
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D-6j(5) Maintenance: 270.21(h)(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.

Response: The Operations and Maintenance Plan will acddress mantenance of the drainage ditches, This is expected
to tnclude vegular monitoring after all ramfall events for the build up of sediment and evosion.

Required Changes: Operations and Maintenance Plan.
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.

Response: The Operations and Maintenance Plan will indicate that landfill operators will inspect wbides prior 1o
leaving the landfill for signs of accurulated waste on the tives or truck body. If accuwrmdated waste is observed the vebicle
will be directad to the truck wash. The maximum wind speed for placenent will be specified ar 35 miles per hour
(MPH) in the Operations and Mamtenance Plan.

I 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.
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Response: Trey t respond,

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
(Le., a group of representative samples). Since a large difference of opinion clearly exists, it is even
more important that the 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).

Response: Trey to respond,
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 umit 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.

Response: Trey to respond.
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
vegetauve 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.

Response: Vegetatwe cover thickness should be 2.5 feet.
Proposed Changes: The dosure plan will be revised to be consistent with the Engineering Report and drawings.
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.

Response: Drawing 23 indicates a we drain avound the permeter of the landfill coer to collect and discharge woer
that infiltrates through the vegetatie cover.
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