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

REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION (RSI)
TRIASSIC PARK PERMIT APPLICATION
July 1999

RCRA Permits Management Program, Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau (RPMP/HRMB)
staff of the New Mexico Environment Department have reviewed the Triassic Park Hazardous Waste
Management Disposal Facility (the Facility) Permit application submitted in December 1997 (Vols. I
and III revised in November 1998). In a letter dated March 11, 1999, the RPMP/HRMB provided a
Request for Supplemental Information (RSI) in a series of questions prepared by RPMP/HRMBN
and their subcontractor TechLaw.

In May 1999 a draft response to HRMB’s RSI was prepared and submitted to HRMB. Since that
time, various meetings and work sessions have taken place between HRMB and the Gandy Marley
design team. This has resulted in HRMB’s June 10, 1999 and June 25, 1999 letters with comments on
draft responses to the RSI. In addition, HRMB’s contractor to assist with the review, TechLaw,
provided additional comments in a letter dated June 23, 1999. (These letters are included in
Attachment A.)

In both the June 10 and June 23, 1999 letters, the response to RSI comments prepared by Gandy-
Marley Design Team were deemed to be either acceptable, unacceptable or required additional
discussion for clarification. The June 25, 1999 letter summarized HRMB’s position on a groundwater
monitoring waiver.  Various meetings and /or teleconferences were conducted to address
unacceptable responses or clarify responses. This final responses to RSI comments incorporates the

results of these discussions and meetings with the intent of providing acceptable responses to all
HRMB RSI comments.

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

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 permitted unit. The necessary changes will be made to incorporate the area into the Permit application.

Comment 2.
The Truck Wash Area must be addressed in the Permit application as a regulated unit under
the proposed RCRA Permt.

Response: The Truck Wash Area will generate derived waste and therefore, is not subject to the RCRA
permutting requirements.  All potential waste generated in this area will be tested and subject 1o the 90-day
storage limitation. The area is shoun tn the Waste Analysis Plan as a potential generator site for site
generated waste (NMED conamrence 5/4/99).
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Comment 3.

The Permit application, Vol. I, Section 3.7, Groundwater Protection Requirements, p. 3-25,
regarding groundwater protection requirements is currently incomplete. The apphcatlon
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) 1o 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 unul 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
require both groundwater and vadose zone monitoring systems and believes that it is
appropriate that the GMED be incorporated into the Permit application.

Response: Based on recent meetings, Gandy Marley is planning to conduct additional freld mrestigations to
Jurther characterize the hydrogeologic conditions at the site. Based on the results of these irestigations, an
appropriate groundhenter monitoring system for the site will be proposed in the revised Penmit application.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

VOLUME 1 - PART A

Comment 4. Page 4

a D80  10,000.00 Y 001

The 10,000 cubic yards for the Landfill listed in Part A does not agree with the 1
million cubic yards specified in the Permit Application, Vol. I, Section 2.5.1.1, Nature
and Quantity of Waste, p. 2-14. Please make the necessary correction.

Response: All of the volumes listed in the Part A (and other sections of the application) will be
checked agamst the latest engmeermg drawings and the appropriate wrrections madk.

b. T02  4,600,000.00 G 001

- Part A identifies one Surface Impoundment (001). The revised November
1998 Vol. III, Section 4.1.2, Evaporation Pond Layout and Phasing, discusses
two pond units, Pond 1A and 1B and future Pond 2A and 2B. It is not clear
if both of these units are to be permitted now or if Pond 2A and 2B will be
permitted when needed under a Class III Permit modification. If both are
to be permitted now, the number of Surface Impoundment units listed on

Part A, page 4 should be revised accordingly.

- The 4.6 million gallons for the Surface Impoundment does not agree with
either the 6.52 million gallons (1.63 million gallons x 4 for both Pond 1A
and 1B and Pond 2A and 2B) or 3.26 million gallons (1.63 x 2 for only Pond
1A and 1B) specified in Vol. III, Section 4.1.2. Please correct the
discrepancy.
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132 ft wide x 285 ft long x (12-2) ft deep = 276,200 ft3
276,200 ft>x 4 ST halves = 1,504,800 ft3
1,504,800 x 7.48* = 11,256,686 gallons
*7.48 = conversion factor
Response: Pond 2 will not be penrtted as part of this application.
Recommended Changes: The second pondwill be removed from drawrgs.
c. So1 61,600.00 G 002
According to Part B, 61,600 gallons is the storage capacity of the Drum Handling
Unit (160 55-gallon drums per cell x 7 cells). Please include storage capacity for the

Roll-off Container Unit.

Response: The potential storagevolume for Roll-off Container Urit will be added 1o 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: Conrment 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 corvespondence with the NMED, a zoning dhnge will be
required prior to the construction of the facility. However, GMI has chosen not 1o finalize the change m
zonng for the area until the issuance of a fmal pemst. A change in zoning from agricultural to industrial
will result i a substantial change i the tax base for the area and it would not be in GMI’s best interest
dhange the designation until a final permit is issued.
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Section 2.0, Treatment, Storage and Disposal

Comment 7.
Section 2.1.3, Waste Staging/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.

Neither Section 2.0 nor Section 5.0, Procures to Prevent Hazards, 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, Drnen Handling Unit General Arrangerent. Are there
physical barriers segregating the cells for ignitable and reactive wastes?

Response: Individual storage cells are defned as groupings of drums as shoun on Drawing 37.
The specific areas to be used for stovage will depend on the volume and type of waste being processed
at the site. Labels will be added 1o each section of the drum storage wnit to identify the type of waste
to be stored.  The labels may change depending on the volume and type of waste being received,
Concrete curbs will separate different stovage areas (see Drawing 37 and Detail 4/37/38). See
Section 2.2.12 which describes separation.

Recommended Changes: Add a note to Drawmg 37 describing labels for different storage
areas. Add new text o Section 2.2. 1.1 about labeling of storage areas.

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

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

necessary COrrections.
Response: Clarify that building is only 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 Lomts, 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, ie., whether other wastes will be stored in the cells designed to
accommodate PCB wastes.

Response: Only PCB uustes will be stored in designated cells.
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b.

Comment 10.

Recommended Changes: Add aboue text 1o Section 2.2.1.3.

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 darify - PCB wastes could be iduded m contammated soils.

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

Responses: Two TSCA cells are shoun on Drawing 37.

Recommended Changes: Add additional leader line to second TSCA cell as shoun on
Drawing 37.

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

a.

b.

1st 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 Camment 1 abowe. Trey 1o darify - Check on “Derrved Waste Storage Area”.

Recommended Changes: Reuise text to state that Roll-off Stovage Area (Stabilized) will not
be a 90-day storage area but will comply with 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 voll-off bins are expected to be very small quantities and
therefore would be handled i 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 liguid
storage tanks and swiface imponndment until a penmit is issued and the facility can determine a
potential waste stream.
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Recommended Changes: Add text to section 2.2.2 indicating that free liquids m roll-off
ontamers will be small andwill be managed m the stabilization wnit.

c. 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 in the roll-off contaners
that meet the requirements for free liquids (or lack thereof) will be placed i the landfill.  Other
wastes i 1oll-off contamers that does not pass the appropriate acceptance testing (i.e. pamt filter test)
will be transferved w the stabilization area for treatment. Upon completion of the stabilization

process the waste will once agam be tested to ensure that it meets the landfll critena.

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 to API Publication
1615 (Novenber 1979) or ANSI Standard B31.2 and ANSI Standard B31.4 may be used, where

applicable, as guidelmes for proper installation of piping systems.
Recommended Changes: Add note to drawings with above reference and to text m Section 2.3.9.

Comment 12.

Section 2.3.12, Transfer of Liquids fron Liguad Waste Storage to the Stabilization Unit and to the
Evaporation Pond, p. 2-11, 1st 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 Cormment D.
Recommended Changes: None.

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. III.

Response: See response to Comment D. Discussion will aonsist of indicating that piping systen
will complywith API Publication 1615 (November 1979) or ANSI Standard B31.2 and ANSI
Standard B31.4. Drawings curvently show piping system fram tanks and where tanker trucks
would conmext to transfer liquids to Stabilization area.
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Recommended Changes: Add new text to sections 2.3.12 and to Volune III. Add note 1o
existing drawngs indicating that piping would meet with API Publication 1615 (Novenber 1979)
or ANSI Standard B31.2 and ANSI Standard B31.4 standards and that piping location would
be determined m the field.

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(1)(3). Please
include this annual leak test in Table 5-1, Trussic Park Waste Disposal Facility Inspection
Schedule.

Response: Add new mspection iten for annual leak tests to Table 5-1.
Recommended Changes: See abote.

d. Also, please discuss how the pipes will be cleaned and sampled.

Response: Text will be modified in the appropriate sections to reflect this approach. At this
time only a limited piping system for hazardous waste transfer is plamed, This indudes direct
discharged piping from the liguid waste stovage tanks to a transfer truck conmection pomt. Due to
the lmited extent of piping this will be considered part of the tanks and will be cleaned and
dismantled as part of the tank closure.

Recommended Changes: Text will be modified in the appropriate section to reflct the
approach.

Comment 13.

Section 2.4, Stabilization, 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 difficult 1o provide all that detail that is requested due to the unknoun condition
of the waste to be treated. When the stabilization process is completed,, the waste will pass the paint
Silter test.  The duration of mixing will depend on the wput waste and the stabilization products
that are added. anlmnuxmguderemmaibywmlobsmnaonmdmrﬁnndbypamﬁlwr
test. The ratio of waste to reagent is variable depending on the type of wuste bemng treated. The
rumber 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.
II1, 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.  The Waste Analysis Plan will
discuss the number and type of samples obtained for characterization.
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Recommended Changes: None.

Comment 14.

Section 2.4.1, Contammant 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. IIT or IV. Please provide the assessment.

Response: Volume III presents the structural design anabysis of the mixing bins which indicates the steel
walt must be constructed of 7/8-inch to 1-ndb steel.  Therefore the bin structural analysis will dictate the
materials used for the mixmg bins. Volune III, Section 6 indicates that corrosion protection for the bins will
be provided by installing grounded cathodes to the inmer and outer bins.  We recognize the some of the wastes
that will be stabilized m the bins may be reactsve with the steel bins; however, the wastes will only be in the
bins for a limited amount of time and thergfore the corrosion would be limited. Due to the operational
anditions for the mixing bins (i.e. hydraulic excavator for mixmg), steel is the only materidl that can
withstand the impact loading.  This design of the mixing bins allows then to be visually observed for signs of
excesstve corrosion and,/or damage. If observed, the bins could be repaired or replaced.

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 1o only mdicate penmitting of Phase IA.
Recommended Changes: See abore.

Comment 16.

Section 2.5.1.1, Nature and Quannity 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 Recerved 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 m the fifth bullet is waste wind falls wider the defenition of
an exploste as defmed in 29 CFR 1919.109(a)(3). “Explostee. Explostve-any cherucal
compound, mixture, or device, the primary or common purpose of whidh is to function by explosion,
Le., with substantially mstantanecus release of gas and heat, wnless sudh compound, mixture, or
devce is otherwise specifically dassified by the U.S. Department of Transportation; see 49 CFR
Chapter 1. The term “explosives” shall mdude all material whnidh is classified as Class A, Class B,
and Class C explostves by the U.S. Department of Transportation, and tndudes, but is not limited
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Comment 17.
Section 2.5.1.7, Wind Dispersal Comtrol Procedueres, p. 2-17. Wind dispersal control will
consist of a daily soil cover obtained from excavation. Typically, the daily cover will

to dynarmite, black pouder, pellet powrers, initiating explostves, blasting caps, electric blasting caps,
safety fuse, fuse lighters, fuse igniters, squibs, cordean detonant fuse, instantaneous fuse, igniter cod,
wgsters, small arms ammunition, small arms amreition primers, smokeless propellant, cartridges
Jor propellant-actuated power devices, and cartridges for industrial guns. Commercial explostves are
those explostves which are mitended 1o be used tn cormmercial or industrial operations.”

Recommended Changes: Both bullets will be revised to read “explostes”. By definition the
Part A does not list any explosves.

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?

Response: The buller is correct, the facility will not accept liquid wastes containing > 50ppm
PCBs.  The reviewer is referved to 40 CFR 268.42(a)(1) which states, “Liquid hazardous wastes
aontaining pobyhlorinated bipherryls (PCBs) at concentrations greater than or equal to 50 ppm but
less than 500 ppm must be incmerated in accordance with the tedmical requirements of 40 CFR
761.70 or bumed in bigh efficiency bodlers in accordance with the tedmical requirements of 40 CER
761.60.” Other PCB media contarminated at concentrations above 50 ppm will be accepted at the
Jacility. These media indude non-liguid waste (i.e., rags, debris, etc) and sludges which meet the
Jacility requirements for free liquids and defined tn 40 CFR 761.60(a)(5) and PCB contarinated
articles as defined in 40 CFR 761.60(b) as being aceeptable for a penmitted landfill

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 Marey may have on the
probable kinds and quantities of hazardous waste to be received.

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

Recommended Changes: None.

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

Response: See Carment 4a.

Morvgomery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477 * (970) 879-6260
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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 regulatory requirement for mumzum daily cover thickness. However, GMI will
muodyfy the manimum cover thickness to 0.5 feet.

Recommended Changes: Minimum coer 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
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 Inspection Schedule.

Response: This level of detail for the monitoring was developed based on put from NMED.
Recommended Changes: Table 5-1will be modified to mdude 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-Closure of Penmitted Units. 1f it is concluded that
gas generation may result in gas build-ups beneath the bamier 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.
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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. Incmpatible wastewill be placed

with a mansran of one grid in berween the loads. Grids are normally spaced at approximately 50
to 100 foot intervals. Therefore, the munzmum spacing would be 50 feet.
Recommended Changes: Add abowe language to 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 sentencewill 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 future Pond 2.  Each pond bas two sides A and B to
Jacilitate the operation of the Ponds. The separation berm between the tuo sections is described in Section
2.6.1.3, Page 2-27. GMI has indicated it will remoue the second pond from the penmit.

Recommended Changes: See abo.

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.
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Response: The overall pond operation is described in Volune III, Section 4. The sludge will be removed

by vacuum truck and transported o the stabilization bins.  The general procedure for pond operation is
described in Volume 111, Section 4. Mzmq’lzquuismt}xpmdswllbedepamon the waste

rmarket.  Net evaporation (total evaporation minus rainfall) for the site is in the range of 80 indhes peryear.
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 Actruities.

a. 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 unable to locate a copy of the approval.  The text will be changed to
reference Verbal Commaunication, Robert Sweeny - NMED, July 1994.

b. 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
geophy51cal 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 fluid-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 was run; 1)calzper, 2) garma ray, and 3) dry thermal neutron.
These loggmg tedmigques measure warious chemical and physical characteristics of the subsurface
stratgraphy. Used in conpunction with the logs of drill auttings, these electric logs provide a valuable
method of interpretation for the lithologic and saturation conditions of the proposed host sediments.
Copies of all geophysical logs can be found in Volume II, Appendix D.
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The followg summaries briefly describe the interpretrve value associated with each of the three log
types used. For a more detailed explanation of these tedmigues, the U.S. Geological Survey has
published Borehole Geophysics Applied 1o Groundwater Iestigations by W. Scott Keys -
Publication. No. TWRI 2-E2 (1990)

1) Calsper logs - This is a physical measurement of the diameter of the bovebole. A 4%-indh bit
was used to drill these boreholes and, for the most part, the calsper log reflects an approximate 5-indh
charreter hole. As a general vule, the borehole diameter will increase in wnaonsolidated sands and
gravels. This is due to a “caving m” effect. Likewise, there will be a slight decrease i the overall
hole width in well-cemented sands and tightly compacted days.

2) Gamma Ray logs - This is a measerement of natwral radiation in the borvebole.  The
radhoisotopes of Thorium, Potassiun and Bisvuth acownt for most of the naturally ocurring
ganma radiation. From a lithologic perspective, finer grained sediments (clays) will have a strony
gamma response due to their bigher concentration of potassiun mmerals. Sands, which are primarily
camposed of silica, will have a mudh lower gamma response.

As a matter of geologic intevest, there appears to be evidence of epigenetic (introdsuced) uraniam
mneralization within the sandy siltstone of the Upper Dockeum. - Several boreholes on the proposed
site exhibit characteristic ganma “kicks” within the fluvial sediments that are consistent with “rall
front” uranim deposits.  These gamma anomalses ocer where uranim precipitated i low-erergy
ervironments along the flanks of fluvial harmels.  Although they are of no economic significance,
these garmma anomalies ave found ondy in the basal fluvial wunit of the Upper Dockumn and assist in
the correlation of this urit throughout the proposed site.

3) Dry Thennal Neutron logs - This logging tedmique is considered to be a mdicator of the presence
of moisture. It utilizes a neutron-emtting source (1-3 curies of radioisotopes of Amenicum and
Beryllisnom) and measures the time it takes for an emitted neutron to enter a formation and “bovwce”
back to a counter. These neutrons have an affinity for protons winch will result i a relative rapid
retum rate. Should the neutron encounter large hydrogen ions (associated with water - H,O), its
retsm to the counter is significantly slowed.  This results in a reduced count rate. Therefore, high
vt rates indicate dry conditions and these rates are veduced proportionally to the amownt of
moisture encourttered.  Neutron logging can be performed through steel casing without an appreciable
decrease m count vates. Loggmg through plastic casing, however, will cause approximately a 30%
decrease i count rate, due to the hydrogen in the plastic.

For the purpose of interpreting lithologies, unsaturated sandis will have the least amownt of moisture
and the bighest count rate. Tightly compacted dlays will contain some trapped moisture andwill have
a lover count rate. The presence of water will result in an order-of- magtude reduction i the count
rate.

The abrupt decrease . the dry neutron log response for boreboles PB-36 and PB-37 wis due to a
hange in hole diameter.  The bottam portion of these tuo boreholes was cored. The 43%4-inch drill
bit was veplaced by an NX (17/s-inch) core barrel.  This abrupt change in hde diameter can be
seen n the caliper log. It canses a reduction in neutron counts due to a phenamenon called neutron
Slux. During the newtron emission process, newtrons are broadcast in a ciradar, “cloudlike” pattem
(neutron flux). In a larger diameter hole, a certain amount of this newtron flux is present m the
wid between the source and the edge of the hole. The covrter will detect some of this neutron flux.
In a tight hole, when there is very little void space between the source and the edge, almost all of the
neutrons are dispersed, into the formation. In these situations, because there is no contribution from
the newtron flux, the overall count rate is decreased

Montgormery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Colovado 80477 * (970) 879-6260
IvfiMedia bxc. 1717 Louisiana Bhud, NE Suite #209, Albuguerque, MN 87100 (505) 255-6200
Delhvart 520 East Harkeess, Carlshad, New Mexico 882220 (505) 885-1532

WAWP\602\Commexs & Responses\RS! fuly 1999 Findldac
7/20/99 dg



|

i

i

i

i

]

t

1

Juby 1999

Final * Gandy Marley’s Responses to HRMB's Reguest for Supplemental Informution. ¢ Page 14

On page 3-9, m addition to the headings Upper Dockwn and Lower Dockson which are used o
define Triassic sediments, a new heading Contact between the Upper and Lower Dockun will be
addled.

Contact between the Upper and Lower Dockumn - This contact is a stratigraphic boundiary and is
not neessariby represented by a diagnostic geophysical log signature. The Upper Docksm consists of
mnterbedded sequences of fnegrained fluvial sandstones/siltstones and mudstones.  The lowenmost
ocaurvence of these fluvial sediments is recognized as the base of the Upper Dockum.

Where fluvial sediments are present, the contact between the Upper and Lower Dockum is easily
recognizable.  However, due to the low-enevgy depositional ervrrorment and abrupt factes changes
withn these fluvial sediments, there are areas where this contact must be inferred. Where Upper
Dockun fluvial sediments have facied into mudstones, tbecontaazsmtzreb/wdomnndstone
sequences.  For this reason, the process of establishing ths contact, whether mapped or inferved, is
based on extenstve subsurface corvelation. This is accomplished with some degree of confidence since
the maximum spacing between all 31 boreholes completed within the proposed project boundary is
1000 fee.

The basal fluvial unit (sandstones/siltstones) withm the Upper Dockum bas a maximum thickness
of approximately 100 feet. Although the clastic (sandstone/siltstone) percentage of this 100-foot
wnterval changes abruptly, through careful hole-by-hole corvelation, the tterul can be traced beneath

the site. The gamma anomalles associated with the suspect wranium preapitation actually act as
marker beds to aid the corvelation effort. WW-1 is an excellent example of bow these anamalies

belp to identsfy the lower portion of the basal Upper Dockun. The log from this bole also illustrates
the spatial relationship of this basal unit to the thnck sequence of underbyng Lower Dockun
mudistones.

The importance of recognizing the Upper and Lower Dockum boundary is to ensure that the base of
the proposed landfill will be placed on the top of the Lower Dockum. The thick sequences of
rudistones within this unit provide an excellent geologic barrier (another level of protection) to arnry
potential dowrneard migration. In those areas where there is an nferred contact, the lithologies are
mudstones.  Despute the inferved contact, the tmportant consideration of establishing a permeability

The timing relationship between the drilling of a hole and the logging of that hole
may be critical in determnnng 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-
gramed sandy siltstones with a relatively low permeability.  As previously stated, the measured
permeability of these sediments average 1.22 X 10 -5 an/s. Because of the low permeability of these
sedments, when growndiater is encowrtered, it requires some time for this water to enter the
borehole. :

As an example, PB-1 (located approximately 1V miles north of the proposed landfill) encountered
damp sandis 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 run on PB-1 approximately two hours after the base of the
Upper Dockson 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 (from both drill hole cuttings and
geophysical profiles) corvesponded. to mudstones of the Lower Dockum unit. Apparently, water had
been falling doun the hole from the saturated sand at 158 feet. Two hours had not been enough
tome for the grounduuter in the hole to equilibrate (reach the level of entry). Had more time elapsed
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between the drilling and the logging of the borehole, over forty feet of water would have been
enaouniered,

Fueld procedieres were to log a bovdle withtn 1-2 hours after it had been completed.  If the boreholes
were not logged smmediately, there was a risk that it may cave-m and no log would be obtained. The
question has arisen that, due to the low permeability of the flievial sedments and small quantities of
grounduter, perbaps geophysical logging took place too soon after drilling to detect the presence of
groundunter.  There are three tyes of supporting evidence to suggest that the groundhuater
dharacterization was accurate.

1) In the southwestern portion of the proposed. site, ten boreholes were temporanty cased with plastic
tubing in ovder to see if growndwater would accorudate m the holes after dnlling (see page 3-17).
On a weekly basis for a six-week period of tome, these holes were manitored and no
entered the holes.

2) Core samples were taken from fre separate boreboles. T;nspmca&tremwhﬂiad)mgeof
drillmg operations, from rapid rotary bit drilling 1o a slow core barrel operation. Instead of requiring
a few hours to complete, these holes would be open for 10-12 howrs. During this tome, no
grounduter entered the holes. Coring was conducted using air and anty water enterng the hole
would have intevfered with the operations.

3) Even m the aboue cited example of PB-1, the rapid loggimg of the borehole did encunter the
grownchuater. It underestimated the amount, but the groundter did not go undiscovered,

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
appropnate.

Response: These word changes were made.

Comment 25.

RPMP is concerned about subsurface fluid and possible contaminant migration through
improperly 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 two degp boreholes (WW-1 and WW-
2), all but two have been plugged.  The only remairing open boreboles are PB-14 and WW-1. These have
been kept open by inserting 3” plastic tubing o the apen hol.

All boreholes were manually plugged using the original drill cuttings andy/or bentonite. A cenent cap wus
Placed at the top of eadh hole to prevent snface waters fram entering the borebole. In the time since the holes
were plugged, the eolian sands of the surface Quatemary sediments have been redistributed to the point where
the origmal borehole locations are no longer visible.
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PB 14 and WW-1 have been kept open for the purpose of possibly obtatning additional geological, geaphysical
information. Once it has been determined that there is no more value to these boreholes, they

wllalsobeplugai A cament plugwill be placed in WW-1 between the Upper and Lower Docksn wnits to
ensure that there is no mixing of formational fluids. PB-14 will be plugged using bentonite and a surface
ment cap.

Comment 26.

Please provide all groundwater monitoring data. If any of the temporary wells referenced in
the application still 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 wnsaturated, Water levels were taken in 1994 from three boreholes outside of

the proposed boundary. These boreholes were PB-14 (500 feet west)) WW-1 (3000 feet northeast) and
WW-2 (5000 feet south). The results of these water level measurements are contamed i Sections 3.6.2.2
and 3.6.2.3.

At the request of RPMP, water levels were again taken in April 1999. WW-2 had been plugged, but a
static water level (using an electronic water detector) of 202 feet was vecorded for WW-1 and a static water
level of 37 feet was recorded for PB-14.

WW-1 - The recent water level of 202 feet for WW-1 campared to a static water level of 155 feet in 1994.
We beliewe this decrease of 47 feet is not an indication of changing groundhuater conditions, but a reflection of
the marmer tn whidh this borehole was cased.

The insertion of plastic tubing into the borehole shortly after it was drilled was never an attempt to cormplete it
as awell. Instead, this temporary casing was placed for the purpose of keepmyg the borehole accessible, so that

additional geological, geophrysical or hydrological information might be obtained.  The only perorations are at
the bottom of the temporary casing

It appears that over the past frve years, the mudstones between the Upper and Lower Dockumn bave “cawd in”
around the outside of the tubing. This has apparenty sealed off arry commumication between these two
aquifers. There is no way for Upper Dockum water to erter the tubing. Consequently, the water level mside
the tubmng is dropping. At the present time, this water level is 20 feet below the bottom of the Upper
Dockum.

1t is reasonable to infer that there is still saturation within the lower portion of the Upper Dockum n WW-1.
This water could still be present in the borebole outside of the tubing and not contribute to the existing static
water level.  This conservattve assumption would be consistent with the grounduwater conditions as presented in
Sections 3.6.2.2 and 3.6.2.3 and the mferred mierface between saturated and unsaturated conditions (as
mndicated m Figure 3-12) would still exist east of the facility boundary.

PB-14 - The recent static water level measured in PB-14 wus 37 feet. This compares quite well to the 1994
measyred 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;

Montgomery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477 * (970) 879-6260
InfiMedia Inc. 1717 Louisiana Bhud, NE Suite #209, Albuguerque, MN 87100 (505) 255-6200
Delbart 520 East Harkness, Carlshad, New Mexico 882220 (505) 885-1532

WAWP\602\Commexs & Responses\RS1 July 1999 Finddec

7720099 dj




|

"

i

Juby 1999 Final * Gandy Marley's Responses to HRMB's Request for Supplemental Information ¢ Page 17

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 is prepared to drill an exploratory borebole east of the proposed site
and downgradient of the proposed Phase I landffill in order to locate the inferred saturation ntevface.
This borehole would be located 1000 feet north and approximately 1800 feet east of PB-38.

Should groundhuter be encountered, its bydrologic characteristics will be evaluated.  This will consist
of
- an appropriate aquifer test (slug test)

- growndunter chemistry will be anatyzed to indude total dissokved solids (TDS) and the
magor 1ons Na, Mg, Cl, and SO

- the elevation of the grownchuater will be measured

- the hole may be considered as a future grounchuater monitoring well

A detailed workplan for this exploratory drilling will be prepared and submitted to NMED for
their approval prior to field work.  This plan will address drilling rationale, drilling procederes,

appropriate test and sampling procedures should grounduwater be encountered, and monitoring well

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

Response: Lithologic logs for WW-1 and WW-2 wee submitted to HRMB.

Comment 29.
Please provide a table of surface elevations for all boreholes.

Response: Elevations for all shallow boreboles were surveyed by a licensed professional land sureyor.
These elevations are written on the lithologic logs for eadh borehole in Volume II of the Application. The

Jollowmng is listing of these elevations.

Borebole No. Elevation Borebole 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
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Borebole No. Elevation Borebole No. Elevation
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  estemated elevation is 4154
PB-20 4157 WW-2  estonated elevation is 4110

Comment 30.

Please provide a subsurface contour map of the contact of the Upper/Lower Dockum within

the proposed Facility boundary.

Response: A subsuface contour map of the aontact of the Upper/Lower Dockum within the proposed
facility boundary is presented in Exhibit No. 2 in Attachment B.

Comment 31.
Section 3.7, Groundheater 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;

Response: Gandy-Marley is prepared to istall six vadose zone movitoring wells (VZMWE5) at
the proposed facility. While the promary vadose monitors would still be located beneath the sumps in
the Landfill and the Evaporation Pond, these VZDWs would proude a more visible secondary
method of vadose zone monitoring,  These wells (See Exhibit No. 1 i Attachment B) would be
located along the eastem boundary of the proposed facility at the Point of Compliance and provide
waluable confirmation of the wunsaturated conditions undertying the faciliy.

b. any plan to construct the above-mentioned VZMWs must include a method to
positively identify the lowest hydrogeologic trap within the Upper Dockum and any
pre-existing ground water;

Response: Nine additional boreholes have been proposed i the northem portion of the proposed
site to characterize the Upper Dockum sediments and the Upper/Lower Dockion cntact
undertying proposed operational units.  These boreholes will be located on a contermation of the
origmal grid pattermn and will conform to the same borehole density as the existing boreholes.  They
will also have the same suite of geophysical logs. All boreholes will be completed a manomm of 30
Jeet into the Lower Dockson mudstones.
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The purpose of this drilling will be to provide stratigraphnc information on the Upper Dockun
sediments and 1o irvestigate for groundhuater within these sediments.  Information gathered in this
drilling program-will be used to help located possible vadose zone monitoring wells.

A detailed workplan for this exploratory drilling will be prepared and submitted to NMED for
thewr approval prior to field work.  This plan will address drilling rational, drilling procedures and
hole plugging procedures. Nine adlditional boreboles have been proposed in the northem portion of the
proposed site to characterize the Upper Dockun sediments and the Upper/Lower Dockun contact
undertymg proposed operational urits.  These boreholes will be located on a contirmation of the
ongmal gnd pattem and will conform o the same borehole density as the existing boveboles. They
will also have the same suite of geophysical logs.  All boreholes will be conpleted a minamum of 30
Jeet nto the Lower Dockwn mudstones.

c. the requirements contained in 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 40 CFR 264.91(a) for
a monitoring and response program must be referenced and addressed;

Response: These will be incorporated in the revised permit.

d. 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
NMED must be provided on the enclosed certification form;

Response: Thesewill be ncomporated in the revised permit.

e. the GMED proposed in the November 1998 letter 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
concentrate liquids at its lowermost point. These issues must be addressed,;

Response: The leak detection systams in both the landfill and evaporation pond liner systems will
lomt the head on the secondary liner and therefore leakage into the subsface.  Expected subsurface
infiltration. from the storm water retention basin will be evaluated and presented in the revised
Permit application.  This will indude an assessment of the amount and duration of run-off water
being stored in the storm water retention basin. 'The water balance analysis presented in Section
3.5.2 of the permit will be updated to reflect this condition.

f. 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 incorporated in the revised permit.
g the post-closure care procedures for long term monitoring outlined in the Permit

application, Vol. I, Section 8.2.5, Vadose Zone Monitoring System, must reflect the
monitoring procedures proposed for the operating portion of the proposed Permit.

Response: Thesewill be incorporated in the revised penmit.

Comment 32.
Figure 3-2, Topography of Site Vicmnity.
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This figure identifies three "dnll 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 available information will be supplied.

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

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: These will be incorporated in the revised pemmit.
SECTION 4.0, WASTE ANALYSIS PLAN

Comment 34.
Section 4.1, Regulatory Requirerments.

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 contains the appropriate
language 10 ensure that the requirements cited m this camment 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
nspectors 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 Inspection 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, eg., 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 Manual (WAP 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: The WAP has been revsed 1o provide a more logical presentation of the waste
acceptance criteria for the faclity. The tables vequested were mduded m the previons WAP,
nduded in tabular form.

Sampling methods will be included in Section 5 of the application, however, analytical methods for
the leachates, or other potential wastes will be the same methods used for waste generated off-site.
The WAP has been revised to belp danify this.

c. 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 develop facility specific procedieres for the waste aceptance process after
aonstruction of the facility is complete and prior to the aceptance of waste. Procadures developed
prior to facility construction would be in a constant state of revision wntil mitial waste receipt due to
possible changes in logistics and operational requirements.  Also, leak tests for ancillary equipment
and piping would not be induded in the WAP as this type of testing and inspection bas no bearing
on the acceptability of arry waste which might be identified during a test or mspection.

d. 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 requirements for identifyimg and treating spills, releases and storm
water as potential waste streams and as such they will be subject to the waste analysis and acceptance
procectueres, however, the WAP would not be the appropriate place to indude tables for morutoring
and mspection of the areas where these wastes may potentially be generated.

e. 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 same clanfication from
NMED on what they are induding in 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 documents will be referenced where appropriate.
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Comment 35.

Section 4.2, Description of Wastes Generated and Recerved at the Fadlity, 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 in the retention basin will be clean water and is thergfore, not expected to be
ontaranar -

Recommended Changes: Itens indicated i the corment will be added to the list.

Comment 36.

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

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

Reacuve 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 representative sample..."

Response: Compatibility tests will be conducted on typical leachate (marufactured from expected
water stream) and liner and leachate collection and removal materials.  The tanks will be specified
based on characteristics of the expected leachate and manufactures recommendations for compatibility,

Comment 37.

Section 4.3.1.2, Procedures to Ensure Compliance with LDR Standards, 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
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included in Subpart 268, Table 1, and therefore no contaminated waste could be accepted.
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,
Closuere and Post-Closure of Permitted Units).

Response: See revised WAP.

Comment 38.

Section 4.3.2.1, Incamung Waste Shipment Procedsres, 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 Lable by enforcement authorities if it violates its permit
conditions and any other applicable regulations..." (WAP Guidance 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 roted. The WAP has been revised with regard o fingerprini requirements and
GMI realizes that the requirements in the comment are still corvect. See revised WAP.

Comment 39.

Section 4.3.2.2, Ongomg Complete Waste Analysis, 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 requarement for full sample analyses to be performed annually will be
meonporated into 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.
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Response: See revised WAP.

Comment 41.

Section 4.7, Laboratory Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC), 1st 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, Barriers 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 fence to be used at the site. It is generally
up to the operational staff to select a fence type that will function as required to contvol 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. II, Appendix I,
Samiple Checklists, and Table 5-1, Triassic Park Waste Disposal Facility Inspection 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 tn Volume II and the sentence will be corrected,

Comment 44,

Section 5.3.4, Water for Fire Contol, 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 armives? 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: A more detailed description of the provisions for fire control will be provided in the revised

permit. The methods and details proposed will be presented and discussed with HRMB prior to submittal of
the revised permt.
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Comment 45.

Secuon 5.4.2, Rmof and Run-on, p. 5-7, 1st paragraph. Run-off and run-on for the major
units are described in the following sections.

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 specific wlwmes of water required are expected to be extremely variable
dependling on the stage of construction and the volume and type of waste bemg processed and disposed
of Thergfore, an acawrate assessment of the volume of water camot be made at this time. The
measures required to obtam water rights for the site are beyond the vequirements of the Part B
Permit application. GM fully realizes that all permits 1o obtam water for the site will be required
prior to the start of operations. These penmits can be supplied to NMED afier they are obtamed,
Houweuer, in our opinion they will not be required prior to recerving the Part B penmit.

Comment 47.

Section 5.4.8, Special Requirements to Limit Releases to the Atmosphere, 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: Agrea.

Comment 48.

Section 5.5.3, lnaompatitle Waste Handlmg, p. 5-11, 3rd paragraph. ...The drum handling unit
and storage area design incorporate the requirements for the separation of
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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 mcorporaung 40 CFR 264.177(c) reads, "A storage container
holding a hazardous waste that is incompatible with any waste or other materials
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.
Additonal text can be added 1o describe these features. In our opinion, these berm m combination

with the sloping floors (to the sumps) will be sufficient to separate the incompatible wastes

Comment 49.
Table 5-1, Triassic Part Waste Disposal Facility lnspection Schedile, p. 5-12.

a. 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 updated.

b. 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 venify the integrity of the liners and associated systems..." Please add this to the
table.

Response: Table 5-1 will be updated.

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

Response: Table 5-1will be updated.

d. 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.
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Comment 50.

Section 8.0, Closure and Post-Closure Of Permitted Units

Section 8.0, Closure and Post-Closure of Penmitted 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.

Response: Paragraph suggested by NMED will be added to text.

Comment 51.

Section 8.1.1.2, Decontarrsnation of Equipment and Dismantling of Building 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 explain this discrepancy.

Response: Sectionwill be revised to be consistent with design

..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.

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 subrmattal
to the NMED. A more complete description of the components of this plan will be added to
Chapter 8.

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: The details of the SAP for closwre are being addressed as part on on-garg meetings
with HRMB.

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.
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Response: The details of the SAP for closure are being addressed as part of on-gaing meetings
with HRMB.

Comment 52.

Section 8.1.2, Evaporation Pond, p. 8-3.

No mention i1s 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 surroundig grade and revegetate.

Comment 53.

Section 8.1.2.3, Renowdl and Disposal of Liner and Leachate Collection Systen, p. 8-3. The pond
liner and leachate collection 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...

a. The centification 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.

b. 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.

c. 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 Comment 51.

Comment 54.

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 undemneath and around the Surface
Impoundments. See appropriate sections of Comment No. 51.

Response: See Camment 51.

Comment 55.

Section 8.1.3.2, Disnantling of Tanks, Equipment, and Concrete Secondary Contazrmment Area, p. 8-4.
..the concrete containment will be broken up and removed as hazardous debris.
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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.

b. Is this certification a legitimate function of a registered professional engmeer> Or
does the "cerufication 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.

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
appropriate sections of Comment No. 51.

Response: See response to Comment 51.

Comment 57.

Section 8.1.4.2, Decontarmation 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 Contaimment 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...
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a. The piping should be removed and disposed appropriately. Please address this issue.

Response: Section 8.1.4.1 refers 1 soil sampling, discussion on the remoudl of piping will be
added to 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 Comment 51.

Comment 60.
Section 8.1.5, Rolloff Storage Area, p. 8-5. ..The major steps of inventory removal,
equipment decontamination, primary and secondary containment removal, and soil
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.
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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. Wil the basin be filled in and revegetated?

Response: A more complete discussion of the sampling and analysis actzvittes for leachate will be
provided. See response 1o Commment 51. At closure, the storm water retention basin will be renoved
Jrom service. The area will be contoured and revegetated as necessary.

b. 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

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.

b. 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 Cover, p. 8-7, 1st and 2nd paragraphs. Due to the phased
construction and operation of the landfill a number of assumptions were made in
estimating the cost of the final cover...
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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 closre of the permitted units of the facility.

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(3)(2).

Response: Coarment noted.

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 litle
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: Conmmment 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.
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Response: Section will be revised as necessary.

Comment 66.

Section 8.2.5, Vadbse 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: Any discussion on vadose zone monitoring wells must be delayed until the results

of the next phase of drilling,

Comment 67.

Section 8.3, Closwre 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.

a. Parameters selected to confirm clean closure must be approved by NMED at the
time closure commences.

Response: Parameters will be incuded in the SAP submitted prior to dosure for NMED
approval. See Carment 51.

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

Response: This criteria is noted n 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 Estomates and Closure-Generated Waste Volumes, 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 cosure, were derived. The cost estimates should be revised where
appropriate to include sampling and analysis costs.
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Comment 69.

Response: See response to Comment 62.

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, Amendrent of
Plan), in compliance with 20 NMAC 4.1.500 incorporating 240 CFR 264.228(c)(2).

Response: See response to Comment 62.

Table 8-2, Landfill Post-Closure Cost Estimate, 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, Cast estimate for
post-closure 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.

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;
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- all roads, including those leading to the Facility;

- the clay processing area; and

- the dust control/clay processing water basin.

a. The furst 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: Comment noted,
b. See Comment No. 5.
Response: Canment 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 Controls, 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:

- 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.

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 and Section 11 of Permit application. Onganic wastes with

ancentrations greater than 10% by weight will not be accepted at the facility.  Therefore, Subpart BB
regulations will not apphy.

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
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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 darify the container compliance status.

Comment 73.

Section 11.3.4, Applicability to 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 section will be revised to be consistent.

Comment 74.

Section 11.3.5, Applicability to the Stabilization 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.

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 urnits.

Response: Comment noted.
b. See Comment No. 73.a.

Response: Corment noted.
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VOLUME Ii

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: All “Plate” designations were removed and replaced with “cross-section.” Plate 3-6 will be
changed to cross-section 3-6.

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: There is only one geophysical log for PB-1. To fully explain the water in this
borehole, it is necessary to examine both the geophysical log and the lithology log. This
borehole was drilled to a depth of 200 feet. To ensure that NMED has a complete log of this
borehole, another copy of the log will be provided.

Comment 77.

Appendix .
Please provide inspection checklists for all inspections.

Response: Checklists will be provided.

VOLUME Il
Section 3.0, Landfill

Comment 78.

§

i

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 landfil, etc.

Response: Only Phase IA of the landfill will be permitted 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.
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Finalized detailed drawings of a cell and of the cell layout within the Landfill should
be included.

Response: See aboe.

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

Response: Although only Phase IA will be permitted at this time, we will be showing the entire
landfill footprint to indicate how futwre cells (approved with a penmit modification) may be developed.

Recommended Changes: Revise Permut application to onby indicate that Phase 1A will be
permitted at this tome.

Comment 79.

Section 3.1.5, Interim and Final Covers, 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 included . Volume IV of the Pennit application.

Recommended Changes: None.

Section 4.0, Evaporation Pond

Comment 80.

Section 4.1.1, Generdl, 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 defritions of trearment and storage units will be revieved to determine the appropriate
description and egulatory requirerrents.

Recommended Changes: Elimmate all references to storage unts. They should all be treatment units..

Comment 81.

Section 4.1.3, Subgrade Excavation, Liner Syster, LDRS Sump Design and Vadose Monitoring Swnp
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
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.
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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; aontingency plans.

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

Response (a - b): Depending on the service life of the Ponds, the lmers may have to be replaced.
Howeuer, it is not considered an “Emergency Reparr”.  The toming for the development of the Ponds
s not known.

Recommended Changes: Describe requirements for maintenance repairs in Operations and
Mamtenance 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 stabilizaton 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 (sudh as pumps, flow
meters, computerized mstruments, exc.) will be provided in the drawings provided for construction.

Recommended Changes: Nore.

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 idenuify it.

Response: The actual reagent use will be very dependent on the waste type and characteristic.
Therefore, providing any type of recept could be misleading. A listing of the types of reagents that
will be used is presented in the application.

Recommended Changes: None.

Comment 84.

Section 6.2.4, Stabilization. Process 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.

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.
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Response: See response to Comment D and 82.
Recommended Changes: None.

Section 7.0, Drum Handling Unit

Comment 85.
Section 7.1.2, Dnem Handlmg 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 shoun on Drawmngs 37 and 38. These are itendied to
provide separation between the cells.

Recommended Changes: None.

Comment 86.
Drawing No. 37, Drum Handling Unit General Arrangement.

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: Drawmg 37 indicates 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.

Recommended Changes: A note will be added 1o the drawings that will indicate that each
&ll shall be labeled as to the type of waste bemg stored.

EDITORIAL COMMENTS

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

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

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

a. Title. Contaminant and Detection Releases

Thus title should read, "Containment and Detection of Releases".
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Response: The typographical errors that were noted will be corrected m 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 ervors that were noted will be corrected 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 Pond.

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

Comment 90.

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

The reference to a "pond" should be revised to "ponds” throughout Section 8.0, following
the revisions made in Vol. I1l, Section 4.0, Evaporation Pord.

Response: The typographncal ervors that were noted will be corrected i the reuised application.

Comment 91.

Section 8.1.6, Landjfill, 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 errors that were noted will be corvected in the revised application.

Comment 92.

Section 10.0, Corractive 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 i the revised application.

VOLUME Il

Comment 93.

Section 4.0, Fuaporation Pond.
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 corrected in the revised application.
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RESPONSE TO
REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTAL 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.
Recommended 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 permit is issued. Less substantive (Class 1) modifications proposed after a draft permit is
issued may or may not be included in a final permit, at the discretion of the Secretary. Class 1
modifications included in the final permit are subject to the public notice requirements and potential
denial provisions of 40 CFR 270.42(a). 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 drauings
and is presented in the notes on sheet 2. This note mdicates that the drawings are being used for the Part B penmit
application and are not to be used for construction.  Additional work to be completed 1o issue the drawings for

Recept of Part B permit
Survey grid pownts for construction staking
*  Reuview and approval of contractor submittals etc.

The process for preparing and submitting design drawings for the Part B penmit and bidding and construction dyawings
wus outlined to NMED on a meeting on April 14, 1999 which is surmarized belowr

Conceptual/Preliminary Designs (Internal Project Team Review)

*  Identify major facilities to be induded m development plan
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*  General layout on site plan
Identsfy process flow diagrams
*  General capacities of facilities

Permit Level Designs
Detailed design drawings
*  Denonstrate compliance with all regulatory requirements
*  Sufficient detatl to demonstrate constructability
®  Submt for regulatory agency reviewand permit approval

Bidding and Construction Drawings

®  Sameas abovewith the followmg:

*  Details or speafications for ary vegulatory permit conditions
*  Swurcey control points and layout grid

Shop drawmgs
» lenbbzg
s Electrical

*  Building structures
*  Operational features
Agency approval prior to start of cnstruction

As-built Drawings
Liner systan CQA docementation and details
LCRS systan CQA doamentation 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 penmit application an oudline for
the plan is presented below. In addition, a “cross-walk ™ will be prepared that will cross-reference all information on each

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLAN

1.0 General
2.0 Units to be Addressed
2.1 Landfll

2.2 Evaporations Plan
23 Liguid Waste Storage
2.4 Stabilization

25 Dwon Handlng
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2.6 Truck Rolloff
27 Truck Wash
2.8 Dramage Systems

3.0 Operations
3.1 Waste Acceptance
3.2 Procedures for Placoment and Handling of Waste

33 Inspections
34 Morutormg Systems

4.0  Maintenance
4.1 Identification of Required Maintenance
4.2 Procedieres for Maintenance
4.3 Doawmentation for Maintenance Acttuittes

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 Penmit application will be modified to indude the stabilized roll-off storage area as a permitted unit.
The rolloff contatners will be lined with a HDPE bed liner inside the bed of the 1oll off contamers. This systan
(HDPE and steel contatner) is considered 1o be a primary liner for the waste. To provide secondary contairment a liner
will be placed below the operation layer over the entire non-stabilized and stabnlized 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 penmit text (Volwme III, Engineermg Report, Section 2.2) indicates that the native soils have an
allowable bearing pressure of approximately 2,000 psf. The expected loadimg from the ancrete 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 area will be limuted to 2 to 2.5 feet deep and will be
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spanned by a metal grate. The grate will be supported on either side of the trendh by thickened sections of the concrete
Sloor slab.

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 aboe, The permit text (Volume III, Engincering Report, Section 2.2) indicates that the native
soils have an allowable bearing pressure of approximately 2,000 psf. The expected loading from the cancrete floor of the
drum stovage area and staked drums is expected 1o be less than 500 psf.  Thergfore, the foundation soils should be
adequate to support the druwm stovage unit. A HDPE geamembrane underlies the entire footprint of the DSU which
will prevent liquid rmigration. into the subsurface soils. The perimeter of the drum storage unit will be graded to drain
away from the facility foundation.  Therefore, swelling of the foundation soil showld not be a concem.  The tedmical
specifications for the foundation soils, the surface preparation for deployment of the lmer, and the material gradations and
placement and compaction specifications for the DSU select sub-base are presented m the Volume 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 material 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 specfications for the Select Sub-base are presented 1 Volume IV, Section 02229. These
specifications indicate that 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 draming andwill transport any leaking liquids to 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 aceeptance procedures.  This is e 0
prevent ncompatible waste from being stoved in the same roll-off containers that are deltvered to the site.  After the
materials have been stabilized, material from a single stabilization batdh will not be mixed with material from a
different barch, therefore, eliminating the potential for mcompatible waste to be stored in the same roll-offbin. Individual
bins will be physically separated from each other in the storage area by a minimum of 1 foot and will be stored inside the
cowered 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
wsufficient 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
calculauons.

Response: The cross-section shoun on page 1 of 4 of the calaulations is tended to represent the conditions m the
surmp as showun an Drawing 43, Sheet 2 of 2, Detail 3. This specifics the sump gravel thickness as 3-feet. The length
of the peforated pipe in the calauation and the swump detail will be modified to be consistent.
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The Truck Roll-off LCRS Pumping Capacity calculations on page 2 of 4 state that the area of the liner
is 59,858 square feet, while referring the reader to page 4 of 4 of the calculations. The figure on page
4 of 4 does not have dimensions and is not to scale. 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 calowlation m Appendsx E-32 shoun a graphic scale. In addion, the
drawing indicates novthing and easting for the location of the pond which provides an addstional 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 lmer systen for the Roll-off storage wrat consists of a HDPE geomenbrane placed on
prepared subgrade and covered with a double-sided geocomposite. It is further covered with sub-base and road
base materials that total 2-feet. These materials ave compacted to 95% of Maximum Modified Proctor
(MMP) at +/- 3% of Optoruan Moisture Contert (OMC).  This design should acconmodate the limited
truck traffic that will be requived to load and unload the roll-off boxes and not result in arry 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 geamenbrane (HDPE) is considered to be a low permeability lmer (permeabilities are
reported to be less than 1E-10 cm/sec). In addition, these materials ave commonly reconmmended for use in
bazardous waste contawment applications.  Site specific compatibility 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: The wastes are not expected to be aontact with the surface soils m the roll-off stovage area. The
waste materials will be stoved in bed-liners and the steel oll-off containers. In the unlikely event that leakage
does ocoer it 1s 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 minimun of 95 percent of
MMP. Based on extensive experience with placement and compaction of these types of materials to these
densities they are expected to perform adequately under the very limited traffic that the roll-off area will
experience. In addition, the road base and sub-base materials are underlam by the double-sided ]

layer. This is will prevent arry satwration of the overtying materials except for very short periods of tome during
peak ramfall events.  If perbaps there is any disturbance of the road base surface as a result of loading and
wnloadmg the roll-off trailers, it will be obsevved during the weekly inspections of the unit and repaired by
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placement of new material or regrading of the existing material. In the case of severe vutting (greater than 6-
inches) the area will be excavated and the geosynihetic materials will be inspected for diamage. Repairs 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 highway trucks or site trucks. Landfill
operational staff will visually observe trucks leaving the landfill for excessive accurrmdlation of waste on the tives and/or
truck body. If excesstve acomrmlation is noted, the truck will be routed to the truck wash for deaning.  Therefore,
trackng of waste should not be a problem. We do not beliece that the surface of the roll-off storage area is required to be
equrvalent to a concrete surface that is being used m the DSU buildmg.  The concrete floor in the DSU building is
primarily being used to facilitate use of a forklift to handle the drums.

There are no engineering calculations in Section 5 to demonstrate that the geomembrane will not
deform under the maximum anticipated loading, or that the soils (road base material) will not shear or
deform under saturated conditions and subsequently over stress the underlying geomembrane. The
application does not demonstrate the long-term durability of the soils (road base material) as a
working surface. 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 abote comments.
D-1a(3)(c) Containment System Capacity and Control of Run-on: 270.15(a)(3) and (4), 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 containment avea is surrounded by a berm with a minzrum beight of 2.0 feet (see Drawing
41, sheet 1 of 1). This berm will divert run-on surface water around the perimeter of the truck roll-off area. Culverts
are proposed under each of the access ramps to allow surface water flow to the west towands the run-off detention basin.
The wnterior depth of the berms on the truck roll-off area 1s also a munamum of 2.0 feet. The 25-year, 24-howr storm for
the stte 15 4.3-inches. This is expected to result m ponding nside 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 writ. 'The contazmment area for the roll-
off area does not need to acount for the 10 percent of the wolume of the contamers, since maming waste roll-off
aontamers are not expected to contam free liguids.  The criteria for no free liquids are contained in the unste acoeptance
criteria. Any free liquids that are identified m in-coming waste will be remouved prior to placing the roll-off contamer on
the non-stabilized side of the truck roll-off
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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 dees not allow surface
water run-on 1o the facility other than direct precipitation.  The pondmg of divect precipitation will limit the area
available for storage of roll-off of uniss. As indscated in Responses to Comment D-1b(4).  The limits for placementwill
be specified on the drawmgs,

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 frequency for sump in the various facilities is presented and discussed in Volume I, Section
3.

Recommended Changes: The application will be revised to indude a commitment to demonstrate compliance with
264.175(b)(5).

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 abowe. Persormel will be trained 1o pevform mspections n aaordance 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 to indude the stabilized waste roll-off stovage 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 Volume I, Section 2.2.2. This indicates that the material will be sampled and tested using a pamt
Silter 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
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* DOT specifications or other manufacturer specifications
® liner specifications (if applicable)
®  container condition (new, used, reconditioned)
®

markings and labels

Response: See Volume I, Sections 2.2.8 through 2.2.10. These sections describe the approximate number and type
of contamers that will be used, the dimensions and useable volures, aontamer 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 addhesses the specific components of the question. However,
additional text will be provided that will discuss the general components of the operating procedure.

The rolloff wnits to be placed m the roll-off area will be covered with a tarp. The covers will not removd until the

material is placed i the stabilization unst. Roll-off wnits used to stovage stabilized material will also be placed on the

roll-off st with covers. It is not expected that the tarps will be removad while being stored except of re-sampling of the
i, if requived, _

Recommended Changes: Indude above information in Operations and Maintenance 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 units are unloaded i the roll-off storage area they are expected to be murimum of 1 foot
off the ground. In addition, voll-off units will not be placed within 60 feet of the southem toe of the roll-off area to avoid
water pondng withn 1-foot of the contaers for the 25-year, 24-hour storm. Ponded water will be purped and
removed from the sump after sampling and analysis to detemnne how the water can be disposed.

Recommended Changes: The design drawmg il be modified to indscate the restricted area for placement of roll-
off contamers.

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 contan the 25-year, 24-howr
rainfall and will preclude nen-on 1 the facility from the surrounding area. The sumps will be pumped to remove any
accurmlated water after arry vainfall event.

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
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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 1o the Penmit application that indicates that these are final designs which deronstrate
RCRA compliance. In addition, the followng text will also be added:

“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” containers in 261.7. The truck wash sump and tank will contain rinsate or wash water from
truck beds, tires, undercarriages and heavy equipment tracks, etc. which will be traceable to or derived
from any or all types of wastes to be received at the facility. These wastes will include many listed and
acutely hazardous waste codes, as specified in the facility Part A. Wastes from containers which were
not empty before washing, all P-listed waste residues (including those from “empty” containers), and
all types of listed wastes contained in environmental media, such as soil washed from truck tires and
dozer tracks, are still hazardous wastes. None of these wastes will be “generated” at the truck wash,
although they may be mixed together there. The original waste codes for each detectable listed
hazardous constituent will apply to the mixed wastewater and sludge collected at the truck wash.
Note 1 to 40 CFR 262.10 states that “The provisions of §262.34 are applicable to the on-site
accumulation of hazardous wastes by generators. Therefore, the provisions of §262.34 only apply to
owners or operators who are shipping hazardous waste which they generated at the facility.” The
facility cannot use the less-than-90-day storage area exemption for the accumulation of the wastewater
and sludge from the truck wash unit. The truck wash will be storing these wastes on site, but not
“generating” any new hazardous wastes, and thus these storage units must be permitted. Therefore,
please revise the application to include the truck wash tank and sump.

Response: Discussions are ongongwith NMED on whether the truck wash will require pemmitting
D-2a  Tank Systems Description: 270.14(b)(1), 264.194(a)

Section 6.1.2 (Stabilization Unit Layout) states that “the control room is positioned centrally along the
west wall of the stabilization building. ... Reagent storage tanks and silos are also located on the west
side of the building which permits operations personnel to view reagent delivery activities.”
Assuming the convention that north = up, Drawing 33 indicates that the control room, reagent tanks
and silos are all located on the east side of the building, 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,
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Response: The conmment is corvect the control voom is located on the east side of the building,

Recommended Changes: The text will bemodified to indicate the east side of the building and a north arrowwill
be added to the drauwng,

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: Drawing 44, sheet 1 of 2 indicates that the wash water storage tank will be a 12-foot diameter (9,000
gallon) doublevalled poly tank.  The supply water will be a single wall 6-foot diameter tnk. A series of bins arve
shown as sediment traps. These will be further dimensioned and detailed to ndicate 6-indh thick concrete walls and will
hee weep holes to prevent water from ponding in the bins. The sump and the sediment bins will be inspectadweekly for
the acormulation of sediment and liquids m the sump and will be remowed to the wash wwater stovage tank. The
sectiments will be stabilized in the stabilization wnit, prior to bemng landfilled.

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 Volume I, Section 2.4 the tanks will hate a naminal voluwme of 2,500 cubic feet (18,700
gallons). However, it is not expected that bins will be completely filled during the mixing operation and space must be
mamtamed for the addition of stabilization materials. Thergfore, the volume of the waste to be treated in each batch will
be variable bur will be less than 2,500 cubic feet. The overall process volume is based on four bins. However, the actual
processdeszgnwzllkedepauimtontbedmrmtzcsoftbevwnmgumte(tmwwnuxeachbatch)adthewlzmcf
stabilization materials required (vwleme of rawwaste to be treated in each batdb).

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: Volune I, Section 2.4 Stabilization proudes dimensions of the tanks as nommally 25 feet by 10 feet
wide and 10 feet deep, resulting in an approximate wolume of 2,500 cubxc feet. In addition, Volume III, Section 6.1.2
pmmtbemevﬁmmmregmdmgthebmsausmddprMﬂnMmenﬁmmmondxmm
vt that will house the steel bins. Drawings 33 to 35 also present dimensions i 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 primarily maintained by hard-plumbed piping. When
transfer lines are not hard plumbed or when open-ended lines are used, one or more of the following
spill prevention controls or an equivalent device will be used.” The application goes on to list several
types overhill 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,
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spill prevention controls, safety cutoff, bypass systems, and pressure controls that will be used with
each tank. The discussion provided in the text of Section 8.1.3 (Volume III) of the application is not
adequate, and no construction drawings are provided to show, for example, the location of the vent
systems and their construction.

Section 2.3.4 (Volume I) of the permit application states that pump transfer or gravity drain will be
used as feed mechanisms for tank systems, or an equivalent transfer mechanism will be used. It is
further stated that “liquids will be pumped into or out of the tank through permanent or temporary
transfer lines; or liquids will be allowed to drain by gravity through permanent or temporary transfer
lines.” Revise the application to discuss and show (on drawings) where these different mechanisms
will be utilized in the system. Discuss the procedures that will be used to switch from one system to
the other. The application must be specific in the description of the design features of the system.
Simply stating this or that or equivalent mechanism will be used is not sufficient 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 Mamtenance Plan for the facility will be developed that will incorporate the
information currenthy 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 prmps, flow meters, and other controls.  As
indicated in response to Camment D construction designs and spectfications will not be provided in the application but
will be provided prior to the start of aonstruction. Also see D-2A(3)

Recommended Changes: See abote.
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,” 1s 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 1o indicate that all liquads in the tanks will be tranferred 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 to the drawings to mdicate where liguids will enter the tanks and where they will
leave the tanks.  Also see response to Camment E-2A(2).
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Recommended Changes: Text and drawing modifications in Volumes I and III to reflect aboe and addition of
Operations and Maitenance Plan.

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

Section 2.4 (Stabilization) states that “when the waste is sufficiently mixed, it will be tested in
accordance with the Waste Analysis Plan (see Section 4.0). It will then be placed in a roll-off
container and transferred to the roll-off storage area to cure.” Also see Section 6.1.4, Volume III, first
paragraph on page 6-3 which states that “the truck will either proceed to the landfill for disposal or
will stage the roll-off container in the truck roll-off area (if TCLP test results are required).” Drawing
No. 34 also indicates that after the waste is stabilized it would either go to the roll-off area or the
landfill. Discuss in what situations the waste will be directly transferred to the landfill without interim
storage at the roll-off storage area. Discuss the procedures and criteria that will be 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 directly to the landfill.  The text
references indicated i the comment will be clarified to indicate that either of these tuv scenarios could o, The
aonditions that would require the stabilized waste to be tersporanby stoved at the roll-off unit prior to bemng disposed of in
the landfill, would be associated with completion of testing to determine bow and if the material can be disposed of the
landfill. Reference will be added to the WAP. Also see response to Camment D-2A(2).

Recommended Changes: Clarfy text that either of the two seenarios 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 (Voluwne I1I, Engineering Report) will be modified to indicate what types of waste that
will be excluded from the stabilization bins to avoid excesstve corrosion.

Recommended 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 matenial (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
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hazardous waste constituents listed in Part A do not have a detrimental effect on the structural
integrity of the polyethylene tanks. In addition, provide literature data (including manufacturer’s) or
calculations to show that the secondary containment is of sufficient strength to withstand all of the
forces acting on it, especially in the event of failure of the primary containment.

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

Response: Based on discussions with TL, this comment can be vesponded to by indudng the marfucture
information on the double wall tanks compatibility and installation details (tie-dawns).  These will be nduded in an
appendix to the Engmneering Report in Volwme I11 andwill be referenced on the drawings.

Recommended Changes: See abore.

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

Response: The Engineering Report (Volsme I11, Section 2.2 General Facility Design Analyses) indicates that the
site sotls have an allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 psf. The concrete specifications (03300, Volume IV) require a
rarmum 28-day compressive strength of 4,000 psi. A caladation will be provided indicating that the tank bearing
pressure will suitable for the concrete pad.

Recommended Changes: Add caloulation indscating 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 VI and states that
it describes the steel plate, reinforcing members, and energy absorbing devices intended for
the stabilization bin system. However, the assessment and supporting calculations presented
in Calculation E-33 regarding the tanks’ structural integrity are inconclusive, and neither the
calculations nor the results are fully legible. For example, the inner liner with a thickness (1")
would fail by the impact of total and instantaneous hydraulic failure from a height of 15 feet.
However, no other iterations are presented to provide the thickness that would withstand

such an impact, except stating that “it does not appear cost effective to design the inner liner
for this possibility.”

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

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

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

Response: The design of the stabilization bins is not a refmed science. They are basically large mixing bowls. The
bens must be able to withstand the impacts fram mixing with the backhoe bucket and also be relatively compatible with
the waste that will be placed in the bms. Grven these tuo apposing design criteria, steel appears to be the most suitable
material. Although it can react with some of the wastes that are proposed to be stabilized in the bins, it is relatively slow
to react and is probably the best material to withstand the mmpacts from mixing without rupture. The design concepts
provide for double steel containers with wire ropes as energy absorbers. There will be a leak detection systom in-between
the two steel bins and also a sump inside the concrete vault to collect and remove any potential leakage. The bins can be
removed and repaired or replaced if damaged or if leakage is observed. The design of the bins has been based on a
rational assumption of the design loads that could be experienced during mixing and has selected a design thickness
based on a reasonable level of visk for damage. It is fully realized that if a worst case loading condition arose and the
bins was crack or otherwise damaged to the point of not providing contairment then the bin would be taken out of service
and repatred or replaced.

We believe that this type of the design prouides the best type of aontamment for the hazardous waste given the extreme
wmypact loading conditions that could be experienced during stabilization.

Recommended Changes: The text of the Engineering Report (Volume 11]) 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 1o address general procedueres for stabilization of matenials.

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

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

Response: The specifications indicate that the tanks will be constructed of the same materidls and specification sheets
Jor the tanks will be provided i the application.
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Recommended Changes: The spectfication sheets for the poly-tanks will be provided in the application that will
provide manufactures information on. compatibility and structwral details..

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 1s provided as an additional measure to prevent the spread of fluid should leaks or spills
occur at discharge piping connections and pumps located within the pad. This containment
requirement should be discussed further. In addition, Section 2.3.1 (Volume I) of the permit
application states that “each tank will be surrounded by a concrete area which will be sloped to
provide drainage to a sump.” However, these elements of the pad are not discussed in the
engineering report (Volume III). For example, no discussion or drawing shows the percent slope that
will be used; no discussion or drawing shows the design of the sump. Revise the application to
provide a detailed discussion and engineering drawings of the pad, sump and berms for the tank
system.

Response: A muwrum 0.5 pereent slope for the concrete pad to the sump will be added to the drautngs. The
dimension of the sump area will also be added. The concrete pad is not the secondary contatrment for the liguid i the
tanks, the primary and seconduary contatment for the liquids is the tanks thensekes. The concrete could be considered
as the secondary contairment for the ancillary facilities such as the piping and transfer conmections.

Recommended Changes: The text of the application (Volumes I and I1I) will be modified to indscate that the
aoncrete pad will be secondary contatrment for the ancillary facilities. The dravings will be modified to show the slope of
the concrete pad and the sump dimensions. In addstion, a concrete pad will be added to the landfill tanks, liquid waste
storage tanks and ary other loading/unloading pownts for tanker trucks.

Section 2.3.1 (Volume ) 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 idenufying the equipment and the appropriate
containments must accompany the discussion.

Response: The ancillary equipment will indude the prping, monitoring and transfer systems associated with the liguid
waste storage tanks. The drawings and text curvently identsfy these components.  These will all be located over aoncrete
pads with sumps for collection of leaks and spills dsring loadmg/unloading 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.”
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Response: The primary and secondary contarrment for the waste i the stabilization bins will be the steel bins. The
aoncrete valt that is use to house the steel mixing bins is not part of the contazment systems. However, it will provide
a monitormng and collection. pomt. if leakage were to occur fram both the primary and secondiary systems,

Recommended Changes: The text in Volumes I and 111 will be expanded to darify the primary and secondary
contamment systems and the function of the concrete vault system.

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

Response: See comment to forth paragraph. Also see response to Comment D.  The details for tie-down of the steel
tanks o the concrete vault will be provided m the construction drawing.

Recommended Changes: Nore.

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

Response: The details shoun on the drawings, with the modifications indicated above, are considered sufficient for
permtting.  The Operations and Maintenance Plan will present and discuss the details for pumping liquids from the
leak detection swrp and the concrete vaullt.

Recommended Changes: See changes proposed for previous canments. Operation and Matntenance plan.
D-4  Surface Impoundments

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

Comments relating to the truck wash sump are placed under this section, because most of the design
components of the truck wash sump are also similar to those of a surface impoundment. The permit
application assumes that the truck wash is not subject to permitting requirements, but NMED has

determined that the truck wash is not eligible for the generator exemption as explained previously in
Comment D-2.

Response: See response to Comment D-2.
The application does not provide adequate information on the run-on/run-off control system for the

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

The last paragraph of Section 2.5.1.6 also states that “run-off from the Facility, but not from the
active portion of the landfill (including run-on/run-off from the landfill perimeter drainage ditch), will
be directed to the stormwater retention basin.” It is not clear from the design drawings whether this
information is true for the evaporation pond as well. Section 2.6.2.1 (Site Preparation) states that
“existing site drainage will be modified to route any run-on away from the evaporation pond area.
Access roads and a truck discharge station will be constructed. These engineering controls and
components are shown on Drawings 4, 5, and 31 in Volume II1.”

Response: Drersion ditch are plamed around the surface impoundments that would drain into the site wide surface
water diversion charmels as shoun on Drawing 25.  The location of the ditches around the swiface water ponds will be
showun on the drawings and will be presented and discussed m the engineering report and surface water analysis section of
the calculations.

Recommended Changes: Suface water drersion daarmels will be shoun on the drawings and the text will be
updated to discuss the diersion channel 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 cormer 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 eadh facility that will drain i to the site wide
drversion ditches shoun on Drawing 25.

Recommended Changes: See response to comaments on the thord 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 detailed discussion and drawings
showing the run-on and run-off control system for the evaporation pond.

Response: Response: Drawng 4 shows the surface diversion dith locations. Drawing 5 shows the surface grades
around the site. Drawings 28-32 show the detailed surface grading around the Evaporation Pords.

Recommended Changes: The surface water drersion darmels will be shoun around eadh wnit and the
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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 Volsme IV, Specifications, Section 02110 Site Preparation and Earthuorks.
Recommended Changes: This referencewill be incorporated into Section 2.6,2.3.

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

Response: Only one ponds will be constructed (Pond 1) ; howeer, it will have two sides (side 1A and side 1B).

Recommended Changes: The text and drmwmgs will be modified to darify that onky one pond will be constructed.
The storage volsmes will also be updated to reflect that only one pond-will be constructed,

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

Response: The nterior slopes of the pond around the perimeter are 3H:1V (see Drawing 28). The slopes of the
miterior berm are 2H:1V.

Recommended Changes: The wlumetric calculations to determine the storage wolume will be detailed  the
ced applica

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

Response: The anchor trendh calculations were based on a conservatzve slope length of 60 feet. Actual scaled length is

approximately 45 to 50 feet.
Recommended Changes: The caloulations will be modified to reflect that the slope length is conservatree,

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

calculations.

Response: See above responses.
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D-4e(2) Soil Liners: 270.17(b)(1), 264.221(a), and 264.221(c}{(1)

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

Response: See response to Corment D.  Drawings 8 and 9 present contours for the subgrade elevations and top of
protective soil cover layer for the Phase 1A portion of the landfill. Drawing 12 presents the liner cross-section on both
the slopes and floor of the landfill. These drawings define the thickness and extent of the landfill liner system for Phase
1A.

Recommended Changes: None.

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)(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 inackertently not induded in the submittal. The recompated
permeability testing data will be presented in the revised application.  These data will show that the material can be
recompacted to meet a permeability specification of less than 1E-07 on/sec. The laboratory testing data provided the
basis for establishing the low permeability soil liner placement window presented in the specifications.

Recommended Changes: The laboratory data will be induded i 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 identify
the location of the borrow material proposed for the soil liner including a plan drawing showing the
location of the borrow area, or a cross section showing the depth that the liner material will be taken
from.

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

Recommended Changes: The test fill plan will be modified to indicate that 12-indb diameter samples will be
used for permeability testing on the test fill. The borrow sources that will be used indude the soil obtained from the
excavation. If additional material is required to construct the liner, then additional borrow sources may be required.
D-4e(2)(a) Material Testing Data: 270.17(b)(1), and 264.221(c)

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

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

Response: The requested data on depth of sol samples and standad testing procedures used will be provided,
Regarding the potential for dispersion and pipng of the soil due to flow of wastes through the soil liner, the selected soils
will be subjected to a leachate compatibility test.  This test permeates a manimum of tuo pore wlumes of leachate through
the sample and monitors the changes in permeability with time and pore wlume. This test is expected to provide an
mdication of the potential for dispersion or piping of the soil as a result of contact with the leachate.

Recommended Changes: Soil sample depth information to be provided and test procedures for soil classification

tests.
D-4e(2)(b) Soil Liner Compatibility Data: 270.17(h)(1), 264.221(a)(1)

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

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

Response: Soil lmer compatibility tests will be performed once the waste stream has been identified and a synihetic
leachate can be generated.  The test will consist of the standard permeability test on a recompacted sample of the proposed
soil liner material (A STM D5084) and the synthetic leachate. The test will be started with normal tap weter until the
permeability can be determined.  Then the permeating fluid will be switched to the synthetic leachate and contirmed wntil
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a mnamum of two pore whwmes of leachate have passed through the sample.  The measured permeability will be
monitored contimuously through out the test.

Additional reference literature will be provided with the application that indicates that soil liner and leachate
compatibility testing is novmally not a problem unless the leadhate contains bigh concentrations of orgarics. The WAP
does not allow the site to accept high concentrations of organic, therefore, the soil and leachate compatibility is not
expected to be a problem.

Recommended Changes: Reference literature will be providedwith the application.
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 AIR discussion in Appendix G (Volume VI), but the ALR discussion (actually, the Response
Actions in Section 7.0 of Appendix G) only provides for pumping the entire contents of a pond into
an adjacent pond, after the ALR has been exceeded- it does not mention pumping from a leak
detection sump into another pond. The application must be revised to provide complete details of
the leak detection system design, including the proposed methods for controlling the pumps,
measuring and recording the liquids present in the sump and removed, and plans for handling the
removed liquids.

Response: It is expected that the sump LCRS and LDRS systems will be equipped with corudating flow meters to
rmorittor all liquids removed from the sump from the start of operations and direct reading pressure transduers that can
be corrverted to elevation of liquid.  These will be described further in the Operations and Matenance Plan for the site.

Recommended Changes: Indude description of the types of pumping systems and mstrumentation that will be
mistalled i the sumps of all facilities i the Operations and Maintenance 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 in 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
does not clearly present the details of the main sump. It appears most of what is presented in
Drawing 44 pertains to the LDRS system. Also, it is not clear where the physical locations of these
sumps are in relation to each other. Drawing 44 shows only one liner running underneath the whole
floor area of the truck wash bays, but does not indicate the presence of a secondary liner that is
associated with the Leak Detection System. No discussion of the capacity of the main sump and no
cross-section of the main sump is provided in the drawing. No calculations of the pump or sump
capacity are presented.

Montgomery Wiatson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477 * (970) 879-6260
InfiMedia Inc. 1717 Louisiana B, NE Suite #209, Albuguerque, MN 87100 (505) 255-6200
Delhart 520 East Harkness, Carlshad, New Mexico 882220 (505) 885-1532

WAWP\602\Comrmoss & Resporss \HRMB's RS1 Find

7/20/99 dg



i

"

i

i

i

]

R \WP\602\Commem & Respares\HRMB's RS Find

7/20/99 di

Juby 1999 Final * Gandy Marley’s Responses to HRMB's Request for Supplemental Information ¢ Page 22

Response: The requested information is presented in Volume 11, Section 9.1 and is shoun on Drawing 44. A
HDPE geamanbrane liner extends under the entive truck wash facility and indudes a geocomposite drainage layer
which flows to a sump for liquid remoual. The dimensions of the sump are shown on the drawings and are presented and
discussed in the text of Volume III, page 9-3.

Section 9.1.3 states that “because this sump is close to the surface and any fluds 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 (ie., distance from the pad surface, excluding
the height of the riser above the pad). Liquid released into the sump may not be visible to the naked
eye untll 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 recormended that a liguid level probe be used to measure the presence and/or depth of ary liquids in
the truck wash sump.

Recommended Changes: A note will be added to Drawing 44 which will clariy the location of the surface and
subswrface sumps for the truck wash. In addition, the Operations and Maitenance Plan will be prepared that will
detail equipment used to monstor liquid levels in 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 materal available on-site will
provide the low permeability required for a soil liner. In fact, the laboratory hydraulic conductivity
test data for Upper Dockum material (Appendix E in the original application) which showed test
results consistently higher than the maximum acceptable value, and the original plans for use of a
bentonite-soil mixture for the pond liner, have been removed from the revised application.

Response: The results of the specific laboratory testing on the mudstone samples from the lower Docksn will be
provided in the revised application. These data provided the basis for stating that the material can be used for the low

Recommended Changes: The vesults will be induded with revised penmit 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
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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 presened m the CQA Plan (Volume IV) will be modified to propose using large
diameter (12-inch) samples cut from the test fill for permeability testing.  This will be done rather than conducting a
Sealed Double Ring Infiltrometer. (SDRI). Recent researdh has indicated that the large diameter permeability tests will
represent actual field permeability values as determed from SDRI tests (Benson, et al).

Recommended Changes: The test fill plan will be modified to mdicate use of large diameter samples for
permeability testmg,

Response No. 531 states that “the CQA plan will be revised to distinguish CQC and CQA
responsibilities including evaluation of earthwork and geosynthetic installer CQC plans.” However, in
the CQA plan presented in Appendix B of the revised permit application, no distinction is made
between CQA and CQC when discussing the activities the CQA engineer conducts on a daily basis,
including activities that would fall under CQC of earth materials as well geosynthetics and other non-
soil components of the evaporation pond and the truck wash unit. In addition, Section 2.2 (Use of
the Terms in This Plan) of Appendix B, states that “in the case of geosynthetic and other non-soil
components, CQC is provided by the Manufacturers and installers of the various geosynthetics.”
This statement directly contradicts response No. 53i. 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
Facilives, 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 aerrent CQA plan (Volume IV) presents a definition of CQA and QQC that is consistent with the
rq@'remm"EPA Guidance document. The CQA plan will further darify the “Independent” status of the CQA

organmzation.
Recommended Changes: Modify CQA plan as mdicated abore.

Response 53j 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 m3 (5,263 yd?)
Sieve analysis 3,000 yd3 800 m3 (1,053 yd3)
Arterberg limits 3,000 yd3 800 m3 (1,053 yd3)
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 permeabulity 1,000 yd? 1/ac/lift (538 yd3)

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
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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 i the referenced guidance document will be incorporated into the CQA
plan. However, we understand that NMED would consider altematiue testing frequencies after construction of the forst
cell and same field experience with the proposed soil liner materials bas been obtained,

Recommended Changes: Modify CQA testing frequencies as requested. In addition, statement will be added to

QQA plan that will require that the final CQA report present the results of arry OQC tests condsucted by the
mstallation contractors.

Response 53k promises that a statement that “no waste shall be accepted at the site until NMED has
reviewed the certification report.” The revised application does not contain such a statement, or the
actual (different) requirement for submittal of the certification report, in 264. 19(d). Revise the
application to include (in the CQA Plan) a statement that no waste will be received in a unit untl a
signed CQA certification report for that unit has been submitted to the NMED Secretary.

Response: Volume I, Page 2-20 indicates that the facility will not accept waste untsl NMED has approved the
QQA Certification Report.

Recommended Changes: A somilar statement will be added to the CQA Plan.
D-4i Leakage Response Action Plan: 270.17(b)(5), 264.223(b) and (c)

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

Response: The reference to surface impoundment on Page 7-1 will be removed. In addition, on page 7-1, wnder the
section on the evaporation pond, the response action will indude “doswre of the pond” per 264.223(b)4.

Recommended Changes: See abore.
D-4j(3)  Prevention of Overtopping: 270.17 (b}(2), and 264.221(g)

According to Section 4.1.2 (Evaporation Pond Layout and Phasing) of Volume III, “Pond
overtopping will be controlled manually through the use of liquid elevation indicators placed in the
pond.” If this is the only overtopping control and this requires Facility personnel checking the fluid
level in the pond to prevent overtopping, then the proposed weekly 1 mspecnon is not sufficient. What
does inspection of “improper operation of overtopping control systems” mean in this context?
Revise the application to fully describe the design and/or operating procedures that will provide
adequate protection against impoundment overtopping/overflow.
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Response: The pond levels will be inspected weekly as part of the facility Operations and Mainenane Plan and will
dlso be observed during any filling operations. These visual observations will be made against a staff-gange to confirm
that the design capacity is not being exceedled.

Recommended Changes: Operations and Maimtenance Plan will provded deails on visual observations to be
madle and that a staff-gauge will be mstalled to determine design operating level.

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 Volume IIl, Page 4-2. There
is o 1un-on to the pond from the surrounding area. The direct precipitation to the pond from the 100-year rainfall is
5.3 indhes. Therefore, the 2-feet of free board should be sufficient to accommodate the divect rainfall from the 100 year-
24-hour event.

Recommended 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¢(3) Loads on Liner System: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1){l)

The laboratory test report and stability calculations in Appendix E-2 include assumptions that are not
carried through to the engineering report and construction specifications. The calculations assume
that the largest equipment on a slope will be a D6 dozer (maximum ground pressure 9.8 psi), and that
the protective cover soil will never be saturated; resulting in a factor of safety of 1.8. ‘The
specifications (Appendix C, page 02232-3) allow equipment with up to 20 psi ground pressure on 24-
inches of soil (the cover soil thickness). The consequences of saturation or near-saturation of the
cover soil are not addressed under static or dynamic conditions, although soil saturation was
specifically requested to be considered in the previous NOD comment.

Response: The operations layer will be placed over the entive side slopes and floor during the construction phase of the
project. This is intended 1o provide protection for the lmer materials over the long term.  The D6 dozer is specified for
placement of the operations layer in the specifications Section 02232. The allowable equspment loadings are for various
thickness of operations layer material that is used for haulroad etc. The specifications Section 02232, 3.02, Paragraph
F indicate that wnless otherwise specified these allowable equipment ground pressures should be used. Houewer, in

Paragraph E the D6H-LGP or other equipment approved by the Ouner shall be used for placement.

Recommended Changes: The permit text will be modified to tndicate that thns soil cover will be placed during
construction of the liner system.
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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 Dé 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.

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 vam or adverse weather
anditions (Paragraph M).  Furthemnore, the geoamposite dramage layer is directly below the protective soil layer and
should provide drainage for the protective soil layer material m the long run.  The stability calculations presented in
Appendix E-2 specifically mdicate that the D6 dozer will not place protectse sod during ramfall events.  Since this
construction will be completed during the construction phase of the project CQA staff will be onsite to cnform that proper
Placement equipment is used and that the material is not placed during ramfall events.

Recommended Changes: None.

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-6c(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 trendh and the protectsve soil layer stability, indicate that the
critical interface strength for the liner system can be characterized by a residual friction angle (31 degrees) and adbesion

(15 psf). This is greater than the slope angle of 18 degrees. Therefore, their will not be arty residual stress developed in
the limer system or the anchor trendb as a vesult of static loading conditions.

Recommended Changes: Nore.
D-6c(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 1s intended to eventually cover the floor and sidewalls of the entire (Phase I, II 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, II and III.
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Response, (Part 1): The permit application will be revised to only request a pennit for Phase [A. The extent of
Imer coverage on Phase [A is shown on the Drawing 9.

Recommended Changes: Nore.

Response, (Part 2): The Operations and Mamienance Plan will require that waste trucks are nspeded for waste
dods and other loose waste material hanging from wheels and/or tmc/e Srames that could fall off after exitmg the
landfill.  If debris is noved, the loose material will be vemoved prior 1o exiting the landfll. Other non-looe material
may have 1o be removed at the truck wash.

Recommended Changes: Nore.
D-6e(5)  Liner System Exposure Prevention: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)

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

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

Recommended Changes: None.
D-6d  Liner System Foundation: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(ii)

The response promises to provide bearing capacity and stability evaluations for load bearing
embankments, but the revised application text (Section 2.5) and engineering report (Volume II,
Section 3) do not include such evaluations, or even mention the load bearing embankments that are
shown on the west and south sides of the landfill on Drawing 6 (Volume III, Appendix A). The
outward slopes of these embankments appear to be about 3:1, but the slope is not specified. The
embankments will apparently be built directly on top of the existing, highly variable Quaternary
sediments, as indicated on Drawing 7 (Cross-section A-A’). The embankment on the west side of the
Phase III sub-cell is more than 20 feet above natural grade, about twice as high as proposed in the
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 landfil will be sgpdated to specifically addvess the bemn on the west and
south sides of the landill.

Recommended Changes: Slope stability calculation to support the 3H: 1V fill slopes around the perimeter of the
landfill will be presented and induded in the appendices to 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
unul 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
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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.

Response: The slope along the south side of the Phase [A excavation is consider a temporary slope that will be cut by
the excavation contractor. It is shown as 2H:1V in the plans, howeuer, the haulroad rurming acvoss the slope will result
n an over all slope angle of approximately 2.75H:1V. Houeer, to address this question, cut slope stability calculation
wtll be updated to reflect this slope.

Recommended Changes: Slope stability caloulations for cut slopes will be updated to indude the south slope of
the Phase IA excauvation.

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 “sub-base 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 terms of equipment loading.
Therefore, they were anabyzed with a scraper on the ramp. The overall slope stability (3H:1V slope) with equipment
loading wis not considered to be critical as the weight of the scraper, dozer or loaded truck is very small compared 1o the
weight of the slope materials. Howeer, i order to verify this assumption, calculations will be provided to show that the

overall slope stability is not ompacted by the presence of the ramp or arty landfil-related equipment.
Recommended Changes: Add calclation for side slope stabnlity with ramp and equipment loading (static and
D-6d(4)(b) Bearing Capacity: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(ii)

The response discusses interface shear testing and slope stability analyses, but the comment requested
a foundation bearing capacity analysis. Bearing capacity is particularly important in the areas around
the boundary of the landfill where embankments (structural fills above natural grade) are proposed to
be constructed on top of relatively weak sandy sediments. Revise the application to provide an
analysis of the bearing capacity of the liner system foundation, with emphasis on the structural fills on
the west and south sides of the landfill.
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Response: The results of the geotedhmical trvestigation indicated that the site soils have an allowable bearing capacity
of 4,000 pounds per square foot. This will provide adequate bearing for the structural fills around the perimeter of the
landfl.

Recommended Changes: Caladation package will be included in vevised permit application that will
demonstrate adequate fovndation bearing capacity for the perimeter structural fills based on the natwe soils.

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

The application (Section 3.2.3.5) does not provide information necessary to demonstrate that the liner
system materials will be compatible with the wastes and leachate that will be in contact with those
materials, as required by 264.301(a)(1)(i). Liner compatibility data from testing with synthetic and real
leachate 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 currently references EPA guidance docaments that indicate that HDPE is generally
resistant to most leachate for facilities that do not accept orgarics. However, specific HDPE manufactures vatings for
ampatibility with various chemicals will be presented m an Appendix to the Engineering Report. In addition, Gandy-
Marley bas comamitted to perform site specific compatibility tests prior to the start of construction, once the waste stream
10 be accepted at the site is known.

Recommended Changes: Add manufactures published information on compatibility with various chemicals to the
application.

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

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

“The prepared subgrade material considered is essentially the same material considered for the clay
barrier material described above. ...this material is the same material proposed for the clay barrier...
For the prepared subgrade layer, the same soil texture number and defaults were input as the clay layer
described above including the conductivity.”

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. Rewvise the application to specify clay liner material for
Prepared Subgrade, or revise and expand the Alternative Liner System HELP Analysis report to
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demonstrate that the proposed open or empty specification (any type of soil) as a substitute for the
clay material will provide equivalent physical support, and equivalent hydraulic performance, of the
liner systemn.

Response: The spectfication for the prepared subgrade will be modified to require that onby CL and CH (USCS)
materials be used. This is the same specification as the clay liner material. In addition, testing for the prepared subgrade

il be specified to tnclude tests for grain size and Atterberg limits at a frequency of one per 125,000 square feet.
Recommended Changes: See abowe.

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

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

Response: Gandy-Marley bas committed to perform site specific campatibility tests prior to the start of construction,
once the waste stream to be accepted at the site is known.

Recommended Changes: Manufactures published information on the compatibility of the GCL with typical
leachate materials will be prouded in an Appendix to the Engineering Repont.

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

The application presents only a partial design and incomplete specifications for the leachate collection
and leak detection systems. Phase II and III plans “will be determined in the future” (Section 3.1.4,
page 3-7), and the design details and specifications for flow meters and fluid level transducers or
equivalent devices, and data recorders, are not provided in the application. The design will apparently
include a trench across the center of the floor of each of the three separate sections or phases of the
landfill, to accommodate the 8-inch diameter pipes in the leak detection and leachate collection
systems. However, the application provides neither description nor drawing to demonstrate how the
trenches will be designed or how the pipes will be installed. Another example is the absence of plans
for connecting the future (Phase IB, II and III) portions of the liner system to the previously
constructed liners and drainage nets. Apparently the anchor trenches may be excavated, or the old
liners will be cut at the top of the anchor trenches so that the new liners and drainage nets can be
attached.

Response: The Penmut application will be revised to only indude permitting Phase [A of the landfill.  Therefore,
descriptions of future phases will not be required.

Recommended Changes: See abore.

Plans for operation of the leachate collection and leak detection systems do not include pump
operating levels, or procedures and equipment for draining leachate collection tanks. Management of
the leachate collection tanks is important because at leachate and leak flow rates well below the
proposed Action Leakage Rate (900 gpad), the small leachate collection tanks must be emptied several
times per day (ie., through the night, weekends, and holidays). The prompt emptying of leachate
collection tanks (reqmred to minimize the buildup of head on the liners) must be included as part of
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the landfill leachate collection and leak detection system operation plans. The application must be
revised to provide complete leachate and leak detection system design and operation plans.

Response: The Operations and Maintenance Plan that will be induded with the revised permt application will
address procedures to maintain the head on the liner to less than 1-foo.  This will be accomplished through pumping
Jfrom the side slope riser and vertical riser prpes. The leachate collection tank at the crest of the landfill will be purmped

as required to mawitam the operating capacity for the surmp punps.
Recommended Changes: Indude Operations and Mamntenance Plan,

D-6f(2)  Drainage Material: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a}{(2), 264.301(c)(3)(ii)

The design calculations for the Action Leakage Rated (Appendix G-2) recommends (sheet 3 of 40)
that the proposed geocomposite drainage material be tested to confirm that the assumed factors of
safety are adequate. The discussion of leak detection system design parameters in Section 5.2.2 of
Appendix G states that transmissivity test results, under conditions similar to those anticipated in the
field, “are required in the specifications and CQA Plan.” However, the CQA Plan (Appendix B,
Section VII-1.4, Conformance Testing) indicates only that testing shall be done according to the

specification. The specification (Appendix C, Section 02710-2.01) refers to Table 02710-1, which
explains the required transmissivity test setup in Note 5 at the bottom of the table. Note 5 requires
that “the geocomposite shall be sandwiched between a layer of protective soil... and a 60-mil thick
HDPE geomembrane.”

This test setup is appropriate for the geocomposite above the primary liner (the LCRS), but is not
similar to the conditions that the leak detection geocomposite will be exposed to. In addition, the
compressive stress of 10,000 psf specified for the test (also in Note 5) may be substantially less than
the actual load on the floor of the landfill at most locations, when filling is complete. The maximum
depth of waste fill and cover appears to be approximately 140 to 150 feet, which would result in
loading of 14,000 to 15,000 psf, assuming average waste density of only 100 pounds per cubic foot
(which may be an underestimate). Revise the application to require testing of the geocomposite under
conditions similar to those which will exist in the landfill, e.g., compacted soil, GCL and textured 60-
mil HDPE membrane below the geocomposite, with textured 60-mil HDPE membrane and lightly
compacted above the geocomposite, under compressive stress representative of the actual loading on
the floor of the landfill. (Note: Testing with only soil above the geocomposite is also necessary to
demonstrate that the LCRS will function as designed.)

Response: The spectfications for the transmisstuity testing on the geocormposite will be modified to require that the tests
be conducted at a worst case novmal pressure of 15,000 psf and that textured rather than smooth HDPE be used. The
particular configuration for the test will sumulate the worst case condition for the geocmposite in terms of backing
matenials that could allow penetration into the webs of the geonet and restrict flow.

Recommended Changes: Modify test conditions to induded 60 mil textured HDPE and a maximum nomal
load of 15,000 psf

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

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

Response: The text of the application will be modified to corvect the discrepancies i the pump requiraments.

Recommended Changes: Modify the text of the engmeermg veport and the specifications to darify the
requirements for the pumps in the primary system (side slope and vertical riser) the secondary side slope riser and the
wadose zone side slope riser.

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 drawmngs 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 mairtained below 1-foot of bead over the floor liner. This
does not mcludte the sump. Therefore, the prmp will be submerged for more than 1-foot to allow safe operations.

Recommended Changes: Operations and Maintenance Plan to be induded in the revised application, will
adcress the muramum depth in the sumps to allow safe and efficient aperation of the side slope riser pipe prmps.

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 Maintenance Plan will describe how the piezameters will measure the head
above the tip of the piezameter 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 determme if pumpng is required. 'The flowmeters will be acormulating flow meters
that will vecord the total volume of liquids removed.  The volume of liquids prorped will be recorded manually whenever
the sump is pumped.  This iformation will be used to determme if Action Leakage Rates are being exceeded.  The
specific wirng and readout details of the istrumentation will not be induded in the permit application but will be

pruudedpnarwtbestartofansmxm

Recommended Changes: The Operations and Mamtenance Plan will present information on the operation of the
prezometers and flowmeters that will 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
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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 1A will be permitted in revised penmit application. The
Operations and Maintenance Plan to be submitted with the revised penmit application will present a description of the
type of instrumentation and equipment that will be used to matntain the liquid levels below 1-foot above the top liner.

Recommended Changes: The revised penrit application will onby request penmitting Phase 1A of the landfill and
will indude an Operations and Mamtenance 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,
1e., 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 procedures and docwmertation associated
with monitoring and pumping the sumps. The design for the Phase 1A landfil ervisioned that contarinated surface
water runoff of the landfll face would dratn 1o the south toe and then mito the LCRS systemn, where it would be remoued
by either the side slope riser or vertical riser pump systans. EPA guidance docements discussing the procadures for
prmping of the LCRS and maintaining the required 1-foot of head above the top liner, recognize that this may not be
achievable irmmediately after ramstonms, particdarty during the start of filling for each individual cell.

Recommended Changes: Operations and Mamtenance Planwill be induded i revised permit application.

The application must be revised to provide complete design plans for the landfill (Phases I, IT and IIT)
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 penrit application will only mdude Phase IA. However, the HELP analyses that were
conducted for the entire landlfll footprint for conditions both during operations and after doser indicated that the fluid
levels would not exceed 1-foot of bead on the lmer.

Recommended Changes: Reuised permit application will only mdude Phase IA.
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D-6f(5)  Systems Compatibility: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2)(1)(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, comparibility testing of the proposed materials for the liner and leachate collection
system will be tested prior to construction of the facility.

Recommended Changes: None.
D-6f(7)  Prevention of Clogging: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2)(ii), 264.301(c}3)(iv)

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

clogging.

Response: The geotextile design presented tn Engineering Report evaluates the filter characteristics of the geotextile
agamst the onsite sotls that will be placed as the operations layer on the side slopes and floor of the landfill. The filter
design evaluates the Apparent Opening Size (AOS) against the gradation of the soils to be protected, Geotextile filters
wil] allow a certain amount of fine particles through the geotextile with the objectsce of establishing a filter gradation in
the adjacent soil. If there is not a defoed soul layer directly adjacent to the geotextile, then there is the potential for large
whames of fines (silt and day size partidles) to migrated through the geotextile.  Therefore, the design has specified a
protectzve soil layer on top of the geotextile on both the side slopes and the floor of the landifill.

Recommended Changes: Nore.
D-6g Liner System Construction and Maintenance: 270.21(b){1), 264.301(a)(1)

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

Response: The revised pemit application will only request approwdl for Phase [A.
Recommended Changes: See aboe.
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D-6g(1)(b) Sail Liners: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)

The application includes clay liner material specifications (Section 02221), but no information to
demonstrate that this material can or will be compacted as necessary to achieve the required low
permeability. No data is provided to demonstrate that the clay material available on site will meet the
permeability specification, or that the clay will be chemically resistant to the wastes and leachate to be
managed in the landfill. Obtaining these data will probably require performance of the EPA 9090 test
procedure and construction of a test fill. Revise the application to provide compaction, permeability
and waste compatibility test results.

Response: As previousty mdicated soil liner and leachate comparibility tests (EPA 9090) will be conducted prior to
anstruction. In addition, the test fill will be constructed, as per the procedures outlined m the CQA plan, prior to the
start of construction (Volume IV, Specifications 02221.

Recommended Changes: The text of the application (Volume I) and the Engineering Report (Volurie I11) will
be modified to more dlearly represent that the EPA 9090 test and a test fill on the soil liner 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 penrit application is only for Phase IA. Additional, phases will require a permit

Recommended Changes: Revised pemit modification 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 starmped by Myr. Corser.
Recommended Changes: See aboe
D-6g(2)(b) Soil Liner: 270.21(b){1), 264.301(a)(1), 264.303(c)(2)

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

Response: The revise pemmt application will only request permitting Phase IA.

Recommended Changes: See abore.

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.
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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: Sice only Phase A will be penmitted with this application. Cormections to futwre phases will not be
shoun. Also see responses to comments D and D-Dég(3).

Recommended Changes: None.
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 induded. Revise the application to include
certification.

Response: The CQA plan will be signed and stamped by Mr. Corser.
Recommended Changes: None.

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 OQA plan curvently indicates that these will be tested in accordance with manufacture requirenents.

Recommended Changes: The CQA plan will be modified to indude a brief description of the aperational
features that will be induded in the facilities and the general manufactures procedures for checking and/or calibration
cring 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
conflicts 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... (CQQ) refers to
measures taken by the installer or contractor to determine compliance with the requirements...” The
applicaion CQA Plan does not include any Manufacturing Quality Assurance or Control
(MQA/MQQC) 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.

Montgarmery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Golovado 80477 * (970) 879-6260
InfiMedia Inc. 1717 Louisiana Bk, NE Suite #209, Albuguerque, MN 87100 (505) 255-6200
Delhart 520 East Harleness, Carlshad, New Mexico 882220 (505) 885-1532

WAWP\602\Cammews & Resporses \HRMB's RSI Find

7/20/99 dg



i

]

Juby 1999 Final * Gandy Marley’s Responses to HRMB's Request for Supplemental Informeation ¢ Fage 37

Response: The OQA Plan proudes defmitions for CQA and CQC that are consistent with the most recent EPA
guidance document.  The defmitions reflect the differences between earthrworks and geosynthetic construction.

Recommended Changes: CQA Plan will further iderasfy and clarify the independence of the OQA enginering
from the design engmeer.

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

Response: The permit application (Volume I, Section 2.5.2.3) curvently indicates that NMED must review and
approve the certification report prior to waste aceptance. Howeuer, the organization dhart and text of the CQA plan
wtll be modified to move dearty indicate the role of NMED on the implementation process for construction of the landjfill
and other facilitses.

Recommended 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 modified 1o clearly indicate that design changes and modification will have to
subnitted, reviewed and approved by NMED m accordance with penmit matification requirements of 40 CFR 270.41
and 42.

Recommended Changes: See aboe.

The previous NOD requested that the CQA Plan be clanified 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 pennit application will only indude Phase IA construction. However, the CQA plan will be
modified to dearty reflect that a certsfication report will be requared for each phase of landfill construction.

Montgamery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477 * (970) 879-6260
IofiMedia Inc. 1717 Loisiana B, NE Suite #209, Albuguerque, MN 87100 (505) 255-6200
Delbart 520 East Harkness, Carlsbad, New Mexico 882220 (505) 885-1532

WAWP\602\Commons & Resporses\HRMB's RSI Find

7/20/%9 dg



E 1t

i

i

3

]

t

1t 3

Juby 1999 Final * Gandy Marley’s Responses to HRMB's Request for Supplemental Information. ¢ Page 38

Recommended Changes: See abote.

Section 2.5.2 of the application text is inconsistent with the EPA CQA guidance. For example, the
final bullet on page 2-20 discusses a need for unidentified subcontractors and consultants to have an
acceptable CQA program. There should be no need for any additional CQA program outside the one
to be included in the facility permit. There should never be any need for a consultant to have 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 feanures of the facilities will be installed in acordance with manufactures’ procedyres.
Therefore, they may have CQA plans that should be implemented as part of construction and should be consistent with
but separate from the overall OQA plan that is being presented as part of this application.

Recommended Changes: Norne.

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

Response No. 106 to the previous NOD promised to provide maintenance plans. However, the
revised application 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
maintenance plans for the landfill leachate collection and leak detection systems.

Response: An Operations and Maimtenance Plan will be prepared and submitted as part of the reused penrat
application.

Recommended Changes: See aboze.
D-6g(5)  Liner Repairs During Operation: 270.21(b){1), 264.301(a)

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

repair the landfill liner.

Response: The specifications indicate repair procedures for the soil and geosynthetic matenials that will be used for
antamment and leadhate collection and remoual.  However, the Operations and Mamtenance Plan will specifically

reference the specification sections when referring to repar of facilittes.
Recommended Changes: See above
D-6h  Action Leakage Rate: 270.21(b)(1)(v), 264.302

The proposed Action Leakage Rate (ALR) of 900 gallons per acre per day (gpad) is a large rate of
flow. The initial Phase IA liner as proposed on Drawing 9 will cover a surface area of about 16.5
acres. Therefore an average flow of 14,850 gallons per day (gpd) or less into the Phase IA LDRS
sump would not trigger implementation of the Response Action Plan. The largest ALR will be for the
Phase II sump, which will drain about 37 acres. The Phase II ALR would therefore be 33,300 gpd.
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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 permit application will only request a permit for Phase IA. The Operations and
Mamtenance Plan will address specific purmping vates and methods for measuring wlumes over a particular time period
to compare to ALR values.

Recommended Changes: The Operations and Maintenance Plan will address specific procedures for tracking
wbanes of liquids prviped from the sump and comparison to A LR values.

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 transmissivity cited in
Section 3.2.9 of the Engineering Report is 2.2 x 104 m?/sec, which is only 7.33 times greater than the
minimum of 3 x 10% m?/sec required in 40 CFR 264.301(c)(3)(11). In addition, the value specified in
Section 02710 of the construction specifications (page 02710-9) is 2.0 x 10+ m?/sec, only 6.7 times
greater than the minimum required value. Revise the application to include an Action Leakage Rate
of no larger than 670 gpad, or provide additional information to justify a larger value.

Response: The calculations presented in the appendix to the engineering report are consistent with those reconmmended
by EPA. The calculations for the ALR are dependent on both the transmisstuity of the geonet or geoamposite and the
thickness. With both of these factors taken mto account, the A LR values can be justified.

Recommended Changes: None.
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 exceedence. 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 Maintenance Plan will address specific prmping rates and methods for measuring
whemes over a particular time period to compare 1o ALR values. The plan will indicate the area over which the ALR
will be caloulaved based on the proposed filling area.

Recommended Changes: Submit Operations and Mairtenance Plan with revised permit application.
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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)), ie., to prevent liquids from backing up into the
drainage layer and to minimize the head on the bottorn 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 the 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.

Response: In Volume 1, Section 5 indicates that the landfill will be mspected weekly and after stomms. Due to the
loviited ramfall that is expected ar the site, these criteria will require mspection after anyy ramfall. In addstion, Section 5
mdmtesﬂ:atdeCRSmdLDRwaﬂbemspafddadyﬁrthepmsmqﬂzquzds

Required Changes: None.

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 iniual 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 permit will only request permitting 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 IA haulroads are shoun on Drawmng 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 freeboard depth of 0.3 feet is a common valne used by other govemng agendies (i.e. Office of Surface
Mining). Houerer, a re-evaluation will be made using Soil Conseruation Service methods and may be better suited for

this type of operation. This methad uses 20 percent of the depth for subcritical flow and 25 percent 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.
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Addiuonally, 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
permat application.  The truck staging area will dram to the surface water runoff basin, whidh is designed to contain the
25year, 24-hour stom and control the 100-year, 24-hour storm event.

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

Response: The stonn water control system consists of not only ditches but also the detention pond and associated
spilkway. Section 3.0 provides further explanation of the control system.

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 medum hydrograph response was used becanse of the B type (sandy) soils on site. Fast bydrograph
responses refer to hard packed soils or wrban areas.  The on-site sandy soils would not produce the fast rn-off as
assoclated 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 riprap 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 1o pond for substantial periods of tome along side the road due to the
positrve grade of the road. The water surface mark is shoun to indicate 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.
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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 Drawing 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 Charmel 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 idude a footrote mdicating the 100-year, 24-haur flow value.

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
venfication that it was needed is unnecessary.

Response: Corrections to the Design Table will be made.

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 Attachment 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 drauwingwill 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 hatdbing is subgrade. We will modify batdbing to be consistent with symbols on Drauwing 2.
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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 arrowwill be dhanged.

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 day liner material is used to backfill the andhor trendh to prevent infiltration of surface waters. The
material should be placed and compacted 1 accordance with the Clay Liner specifications in Volwre 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.

Response: This corment bas been eliminated as agreed upon.

None of the arrowheads 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 has been elininated 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 event, provided a
discussion on how facility run-off will be managed if the detention basins are not dry at the beginning
of a 24-hour, 25-year rain event.

Response: The clean water bastn will be promped after ramfall events that result m the accundation of water i the
basin. This will provide capacity for the 25-year, 24-bour storm 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.
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Response: Drawing 13 is generally a enlarged (detailed)) area of the collection bastn and Drawmg 10 represents the
fillmg plars for Phase 1A. Thus the berm and associated cubvert ave not shown on both. YFJepemutapplxaaonmllbe
revised to discuss the purpose of the berm and cubvert.

Recommended Changes: See abowe comments.
D-6j(3)  Management of Collection and Holding Units: 270.21(b)(4), 264.301(l)

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)(11)) are not mentioned. The tanks are not required to be permitted (in part) because the
waste they will store (F039 leachate) will be produced on-site and is listed in 40 CFR 261. Generator
requirements include the tank management standards in 40 CFR 265 Subpart J, except 265.197(c) and
265.200. For example, 265.192 requires that the new tanks must be assessed and certified by an
independent professional engineer, and 265.193 specifies adequate containment requirements. The
generator requirements that must be met if the tanks are to be exempted from permitting
requirements should be acknowledged in the application. In addition, the details of plans for
emptying the tanks and managing leachate must be included in the application.

Response: Discussions are ongomg with NMED reganding the requirements for pemmitting the truck wash and
associated tanks.

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

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

Response: The Operations and Mamtenance Plar will address mantenance of the drainage ditches. This is expected
10 clude regular monitoring after all rainfall 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.
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Response: The Operations and Mamtenance Plan will ndicate that landfill operators will inspect wehides prior to
leaving the landfill for signs of accumulated waste on the tives or truck body. If accurulated waste is observed the vehicle
will be directed to the truck wash. The maximum wind speed for placement will be specified at 35 miles per hour
(MPH) in the Operations and Mamtenance Plan.

l. CLOSURE PLANS
l-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 idenufied 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 1s that no indicator parameter concentration should be more than three standard
deviations above background Response No. 147b and the revised application do not address the
objections raised in the previous NOD, but simply restate the preference for this simple way of
demonstrating compliance with clean closure requirements. Background samples are not proposed
to be taken before operations begin, indicator parameters are not proposed, and the number and
locations of background samples are not suggested. The probable absence of organic hazardous
constituents in quantifiable concentrations is not addressed. The need to account for environmental
and human health toxicity in the potential contaminants is not mentioned. The closure plan must be
revised to address each of the above factors in developing specific and detailed procedures for
demonstrating clean closure and adequate decontamination around the landfill. The number,
locations and analytical parameters for background samples must be provided, etc.

Response: Trey to 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 2 normal population
(ie., 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: The requiremnents for sampling and anabysis of soils during closure are being reviewed and discussed with
HRMD.

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

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

Response: The closure plan will be revised to indude this type of conmmatment.
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I-1e(3)(b) Cover Design: 264.310(a)

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

Response: Vegetatre cover thickness should be 2.5 feet.

Recommended Changes: The closure 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 toe drain around the perimeter of the landfill coer to collect and discharge water
that infiltrates through the vegetate cover.

Mongomery Watson, Mining Group * P.O. Box 774018 * Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477 * (970) 879-6260
InfiMedia Inc. 1717 Louisiana Bhd, NE Suite #209, Albuguerque, MN 87100 (505) 255-6200
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300 UNION BCULEVARD SUITE 600, LAKEWOGD, CO 80228

PHOMNE: 1303} 763-7188
FAX: 303} 763-4396

Tecnlaw Inc.
June 23, 1999

Mr. James P. Bearzi

State of New .{exico Environment Department
Hazardous and Radioactive Material Bureau

P. 0. Box 26110

2044 Galisteo

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502

Reference:  Work Assignment No. Y313; State of New Mexico Environment Department,
Santa Fe, New Mexico; General Permit Support Contract; Triassic Park
Engineering Design Review; Review of Facility’s Response (Section D); Draft
Deliverable

Dear Mr. Bearzi:

Enclosed please find the draft deliverable for the above referenced work assignment. This
deliverable consists of a technical evaluation of the May 1999 Montgomery Watson Preliminary
Draft Response which was reviewed to determine if the proposed revisions adequately address
NMED’s deficiencies and concems issued to Gandy Matley on March 11, 1999, inan )
informational rcquest letter. As previously discussed with NMED, TechLaw was tasked in this
assignment to review the engineering design sections for container and tank storage, the surface
impoundment, the landfill, and closure as it relates to specific design information.

In general, with the exception of only a few issues addressed in this deliverable, the responses
provided by the applicant are adequate. However, care should be taken to ensure that the
modified application and the commitments made in the May 1999 responses are adequately
addressed in the actual revised application.

Enclosed is a hard copy and an electronic file of the deliverable on a 3.5 inch diskette in
WordPerfect 6.1. In addition, an electronic file has been e-mailed to Ms. Stephanie Kruse of
NMED. Please feel free to contact me or Mr. Greg Starkebaum, the senior review engineer, if
you have any questions. We both can be reached at 303-763-71 88. Mr. Starkcbaum will be out

of the office from June 23, 1999, until June 29, 1999.

ATLANTA « BOSTON » CHICAGO * DALLAS o DENVER » HOUSTON ¢ LOS ANGELES 1 NEW YORK » P-ILADELPHIA » PHOENIX ¢ SAN FRANCISCO o SEATTLE » WASHINGTON. D C @



Mr. James P. Bearzi
June 23, 1999
Page 2

TechLaw is aware of the telephone conference call that has been tentatively scheduled for July 1,
1999, at 2:00 p.m., and Mr. Starkebaum will be involved in the technical discussions as directed

by NMED.

Sincerely,

e K. Dreith
Project Manager

enclosures

cc: S. Kruse
C. Amindyc
R. Dinwiddie
W. Jordan
G. Starkebaum
D. Romero (file)
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TRIASSIC PARK HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFILL
ENGINEERED DESIGN REVIEW SUBMITTAL

Submitted by:

TechLaw, Inc.
300 Union Boulevard, Suite 600
Lakewood, CO 80228

Submitted to:

Mr. James P. Bearzi
State of New Mecxico
Environment Department
Hazardous and Radioactive Material Bureau
P. Q. Box 26110
2044 Galisteo
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502

In responsc to:
Work Assignment No. Y513

June 23, 1999
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REVIEW OF RESPONSE TO
REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
TRIASSIC PARK WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY
TATUM, NEW MEXICO

The May 1999 Montgomery Watson Preliminary Draft Response was reviewed to determine if
the proposed revisions to the November 1998 permit application adequately address the
deficiencies and concerns in the March 11, 1999 information request.

D.  PROCESS INFORMATION

The response is adequate. As noted regarding several of the following rssponses, the plans in the
revised application must be adequately detailed to demonstrate compliance with the applicable
rzgulations. In most cases, the responses indicate that the application will be revised to provide gy
requested information. Where this commitment was not explicitly provided in a respense, a
reminder comment is provided to emphasize the necessity for the permit application to include
adequately detailed, final design plans.

Also, numerous responses indicate only that additional information will be included in the m
application to address comments. Although these responses are classified as “adequate” in this
review, the actual revised application must be considered to determine if the revisions are in fact
adequate responses to the comments.

D-1 Containers: 270.15, 264.170 through 264.178

The response is adequate.

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

The responses are adequate. Stability of the concrete floor and unsupported trench will be
verified by weekly inspections.

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

The responses are adequate.

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

The response is not adequate. Although the application states (Section 2.2.2, second paragraph)
that “This area is restricted to wastes that do not contain free liquids”, this statement appears to
apply only to the stabilized waste portion of the roll-off storage area. According to Section 2.2.2,
(third paragraph) wastes which are accepted in roll-off containers that are found to contain
liquids (whether they are expected to contain liquids or not, prior to arriving at the facility) may
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be stored in the roll-off storage area. Free liquids in roll-offs may be removed by vacuum truck
while the roll-offs are stored in the roll-off storage area, and wastcs contairing free liquids may
be stabilized at some future time, after being stored in the roll-off storage area for indefinite time
periods. Section 2.2.1 (first sentence) states: “There is a potential for free liquids to exist in
incoming waste.” The response refers to the “criteria for no free liquids” in the waste acceptance
criteria, but no mention of any prohibition of acceptance of free liquids in incoming roll-off
containers was found in the “Facility Waste Acceptance” discussion (Section 2.2.1) or the
“Waste Analysis Plan” (Chapter 4). Therefore, the requirements for the application to
demonstrate that the incoming roll-off container storage area containment system will have
sufficient capacity to contain 10% of the total volume of (44) containers, and any run-on (in
264.175(b)(3) and (4)) are applicable. Precipitation which falls dircctly on the unit is defined as
run-on in 260.10. The application must be revised to include calculations based on the roll-off
storage unit design that demonstrate compliance with these requirements.

D-1a(3)(¢) Removal of Liquids from Containment System: 270.15(a)(5), 264.173(b)(5)
The response is not adequate. Although inspection frequencies are listed in Table 3-1, the
application does not provide the required commitment to remove spilled or leaked waste and
accumulated precipitation as nceessary to prevent overflow of the collection systems. The

application must be revised to include such a commitment, to demonstrate compliance with
264.175(b)(3).

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

The response is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

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

The response is adcciuatc.

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

The response is not adequate. The response does not indicate that the application will be revised

to include the proposed restriction on placement of roll-off containers within 60 feet from the
south berm, and does not demonstrate compliance with the drainage requirement in 264.175(c).
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D-2 Tapk Systems: 270.16,264.19 through 264.194,262.10

The response is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

D-2a(l)  Dimensjous and Capacity of Each Tank: 270.16 (b)
The response is adequate.
D-2a(2)  Description of Feed Systems, Safety Cutoff, Bypass Systems and Pressure

Controls; 270.16(c), 264.194(b)

The response is adequate.

D-2a(3)  Diagram of Piping, Instrumentation and Process Flow: 270.16(d)

The response is adequate.

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

The responsc is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

D-2d(1) Plans and Descri i onstructi Qperati t
S o yystem:

The response is adequate.

D-4 Surface Impoundments

The response is adequate.

D-4e(2)  Soil Liners: 270.17(b)(1), 264.221(a), and 264.221(c)(1)

The response is adequate.



D-de(2)(a) Materia] Testing Data: 270.17(b)(1), and 264.221(c)

The response is adequate.

D-de(2)(b) Seil Liner Compatibility Data: 270.17(b)(1), 264.221(2)(1)

The response is adequate.

D-4f(1)  System Opecration and Design: 270.] 7(bX1), 264.221(c)(2) and (3)
The response is adequate.

D-4g iner C tion and Maiptena

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

The response is adequate.

D-4g(3)  Construeti ali r . 270.17(bX1), 270.17(b)(4),
270.30(k)(2), 264.19, and 264.229 (a)

The response is adequate.

D-4i a onse Actign Plan: 270.17(b)(S), 264.223(b) and (c)

The response is adequate.

D-4j(3)  Prevention of Overtopping: 270.17 (b)(2), and 264.221(g)
The response is adequate.
D-6 Landfills: 270.14(a), 270.21 and 264.300 through 264.317

D-6c(3)  Loads on Liner System: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(2)(1)(y

The response is not adequate. Although the respor;s:/exprains that the primary synthetic liner
will be covered with protective soil during construction, this information is not present in the
application and is not proposed to be included. Since this is an important part of the construction
plan and is intended to protect the top liner from sun exposure or wind damage, it must be
included in the application.

Note that the determination that the application or response is otherwise adequate does not mean
that the revicwer agrees with the conclusions expressed by the design engineer (that the landfill
slopes will be stable after rainstorms, or if equipment larger than a D6 dozer is operated on the

siopes).



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

The response is adequate.

D-6c(5)  Liger System Exposure Prevention: 276.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)
The response is not adequate. (See comment D-6(c)(3))

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

The response is adequate.

D-6d(4)(b) Bearing Capacity: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)(ii)

The response is adequate.

D-6e(1)(a) Synthetic Liner Compatibility Data: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)
The response is adequate.

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

The responsc is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

D-6f(2)  Drainage Material: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2), 264.301(c)(3)(ii)
The response is adequate.

D-6f(3)  Grading and Draipage: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2), 264.301(c)(2), 264.301(c)(3)
The response is adequate.
D-6f(4) Maximum Leachate Head: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(2)(2), 264.301(c)(2)

The response is adequate.



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

D-6f(7)  Prevention of Clogging: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(2)(ii), 264.301(c)(3)(iv)
The response is adequate.

D-6g Liner System Construction and Maintenance: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1)
The response is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

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

The response is adequate.

D-6g(2)(b) Seil Liger: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a)(1), 264.303(c)}(2)

The response is adequate.

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

The response is not adequate. Although only Phase 1A of the landfill is to be permitted, the
response does not address the missing leachate collection system design details, specifications
and CQA requirements for leachate level sensors, pump control systems and flow meters. This
information must be included in the application.

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

The response is adequate.

D-6g(4) i :¢ Pro R) 1lecti ak Detecti 'stems:
270.21(b)(1), 264.301(a) and (c)

The response is adequate.



D-62(5) Liner Repairs During Qperation: 270.21(b)(1), 264.301(2)
The response is adequate.
D-6h Action Leakage Rate: 270.21(b)(1)(v), 264.302
The response is adequate.
D-6h(2) Monitoring of Leakage: 270.21(b)(1)(V), 264.302(b)
The response is adequate.
D-6i(1)  Response Actions: 270.21(b)(1)(v), 264.304
The response is adequate.
D-6j Run-on and Run-off Control Systems: 270.21(b)(2), 264.301(g)
The response is adequate.
D-6j(3) Management of Collection and Holding Units: 270.21(b)(4), 264.301(1)
The response is adequate.
D-6j(5)  Maintenance: 270.21(b)(2) and (3), 264.301(g) and (h)
The response is adequate.
D-6k Control of Wind Dispersion: 270.21(b)(5), 264.301(j)
The response is adequate.

L. CLOSURE PLANS

I-1a Closure Performance Standard: 270.14(b)(13), 264.111

No response

I-1e(2) Wﬂmmmgﬂwh 264.112(b)(4),
264.114

No response
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I-le(3)(b) Cover Design: 264.310(a)
The response is adequate.
I-le(3)(¢) Grading and Drainage: 264.310(a)(3)

The response is adequate.
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State of New Mexico
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Hazardous & Radioactive Materials Bursau

2044 Galistea Strest
NO. Do 26110

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502

GARY E. INHNSON (50%) 827-1557 RETAR HALCIORE

GOVERNGR Fax (505) 827-[54‘ SECARTARY

June 25, 1999

Mr. Larry Gandy

Vice President

Gandy-Marley Corporation

Triassic Park Waste Disposal Facility
1109 E. Broadway

Tatum, New Mexico 88267

RE: GROUNDWATER MONITORING WAIVER , TRIASSIC PARK HAZARDOUS
WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY PERMIT APPLICATION

Dear Mr, Gandy:

Gandy-Marley Corporation (GM) requested in a drafi correspondesice dated November 8, 1998
that the Hazardous and Radicactive Materials Bureau (HRMB) of the New Mexico Environment
Department (NMED) grant a "groundwater mouitoring waiver" at GM’s proposed Triassic Park
(TP) hazardous waste disposal facility (proposed facility). 1 the November, 1998, oermit
application for the proposed facility, GM provided supporting tecauscal information for the
requested waiver. Related information and a suggestion that the waiver be incorporated into the
permit application is in GM’s response to IIRMB’s March 11, 1999, Request for Supplemeatal
Information (RSI). This letter serves as a response to the request for a groundwater monitoring
waiver and its associated correspondence.

NMED’s authority to grant & groundwater monitoring waiver lies in the New Mexico Hazardous
Waste Munagement Regulations (20 NMAC 4.1,500), which adopts by refetence 40 CFR
264.90(b)(4). Uhe relevant regulation states that the owner or operator of regulated units are not
subject to regulations of 40 CFR 264.90 for roleases into the uppermost aquifer under thig part if
" . the Regional Administrator finds that there is no potential for migration of liquid from a
regulated unit to the uppermost aquifer during the active life of the regulated unit ..." .

GM is requesting to substitute a vadose zone monitoring system for the regulatory-required
monitoring of the "uppermost” saturated zone, GM’s proposed hazardous waste disposal site is
complicated by the existence of two aquifers that could be affected by potential releases from the
facility. Ono aquifer is the Senta Rosa Sandstone aquifer; it has been demonstrated that
approximately six hundred vertical feet of cunsolidated mudstone exists between it and the base
of the Upper Dockum. The other aquifer is the shallower Upper Dockum siltstone aquifer, which
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Larry Gandy
June 25, 1999
Page 2

may not exist directly beneath the site. This aquifer has been inferred to exist 2,500 feet east of the
facility, and due to stratigraphic conditions could potentially be affected by a release from the
facility. HRMB considers the shallower Upper Dockum siltstone aquifer the "uppermost” aquifer.
The requested waiver from monitoring the doep Santa Rosa aquifer is therefore moot because it is
not considered the uppermast aquifer required by regulation to be monitored. Moreover, HRMB
considers not monitoring the Santa Rosa Sandstone aquifer protective of human health and the
environment for the following reasons:

1. a commitment exists from GM to construct hazardous waste managemeont units
(HWMU) with leachate and release monitoring and retrieval systems;

2. approximately six hundred vertical feet of consolidated mudstone exists between
the top of the squifer and the proposed facility, as demonstrated through both site
specific and regional investigation reports;

3. | additional vadose zone and uppermost aquifer monitoring gystems will be
constructed that should detect releases from the HWMUs before the deeper aquifer
is threatened;

4, the Santa Rosa Aquifer has artesian characteristics as demonstrated through a sitc
specific investigation; and

5. installing monitoring wells in thc Santa Rosa Sandstone aquifer could cause
contamination of the aquifer by contaminant migration.

The HRMB lacks sufficient data at this point to grant the waiver for monitoring the shallower
Upper Doockum aquifer, particularly with regard to tho proximity and hydraulic properties of the
uppermost aquifer. GM must first satisfactorily resolve the assoclated issues identified in the
March, 1999, RS1, and the concerns and requirements listed below.

1. The geohydrologic investigation must be expanded to include ths northern pottion of the
proposed site. Figure 3-14 (permit application, Vol. I) shows the southern portion of the
praposed site having sufficient geohydrulogic delineation, while all figures showing the
proposed facility layout locate both the surface impoundment and the Phase 1 landfill in
the northern portion of the site. A primary objective of the expanded investigation should
be the determination of the presence of shailow groundwater below the northern portion.

2 The hydrologic characteristics of the siltstones at the contact between the Upper and
Lower Dockurn must be verified by performing an appropriate aquifer test in a minimum

of five feet of saturated thickness down gradient and as proximal as possible to the Phase 1
landfill.



Larry Gandy
June 25, 1999
Page J

3.

There must be a commitment to monitor the shallow groundwatcr down gradicat of the
proposed site for chemistry and water table elevation. This monitoring must oceur as close
to the proposed Phase 1 landfill location as possible.

The HRMB reiterates its March 11, 1999 requirement (comment # 27) of establishing
preexisting groundwater chemical concentrations adjacent to the facility (i.c., background
groundwater quality concentrations) as required in 40 CFR 264.97(a)(1).

A vadose zone monitoring well (VZMW) system must be constructed in addition to the
monitoring sumps. HRMB anticipates 2 system similar to that presented in Exhibit No.1,
faxed to HRMB May 10, 1999, we withhold final design concurmence until all site
investigations are complete.

The HRMB reiterates its March 11, 1999 requirement that "... construction of the VZMW

will, at & minimum, require the same lithologic characterization as all previous boreholes.
HRMRB requires a detailed VZMW construction workplan as part of the permit

application." In addition, HRMB requires that all subsequent boreholes, where the intent

i8 relateu to identifying or monitoring the contuct between the Upper and Lower Dockum
be shown to have been drilled a minimum of 30 feet into the lower unit.

HRMB is concerned about free liquids migrating out of the storm water impoundment and
other sources into the subsurface and confusing the vadose zone monitoring. ‘This situation
was not addressed in the water balance evaluation presented in the groundwater
monitoring waiver petition, GM must explain how it proposes to address this situation.

GM must demonstrate that the monitoring systems in the sumps are capable of functioning
for the expected post-closure care period. In particular, it must be shown that all
mechanical and electrical components can be tested to ensure proper operation and that the
equipment can be serviced should it malfunction.

The response to the RSI (comment 25) states that alt bore holes were plugged using
"original drill cutlings and/or bentonile". GM must svaluate this generally unsuitable
borehole abandoament technique ag to the possible impact of fluid migration to either of
the proximal aquifers and the proposed VZMW network. In the future all boreholes must
have a suitable plug or annular seal preapproved by HRMB.

All ather requirements within 40 CFR Part 264, Subpart F (Releases From Solid Waste
Managemet Units) must be addressed in the permit application, including the following;

a

the definition of a detection monitoring program at all vadose zone and groundwater
monitoring points, as stipulated in 40 CFR 264.98;
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Larry Gandy
June 25, 1999
Page 4

b. the cstablishment of a statistical approach to determining whether a significant relsase has
oceurred. This must be proposed from the list in 40 CFR 264.97(h); and

c. the dovelopment of 4 contingency plan for corrective action in the event that fluids enter
the VZMW systern or contaminated fluids enter the groundwater monitoring system,

[ believe resolution of these issues will greatly aid our expeditious review of the permit
application. Should you have any questions about the groundwater issues related to the proposed
facility, please contact Steve Pullen of my staff at 827-1561 (ext. 1020). AR other inquiries
regarding the permit application should be directed to HRMB's Project Leader, Stephanie Kruse.
Please do not hesitate to let me know how we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,
~

7/1 T N———
ames P. Bearn

Chief
Hazardous a:nd Radioactive Matcrials Bureau

cc:  QGregory Lewis, NMED, W& WMD
Stephanie Kruse, NMED/HRMB
Steve Pullon, NMED/HRMB
Dale Gandy, GM
Jim Bonner, Infimedia
Pat Corser, MW
David Neleigh, EPA Region 6



State of New Mexico
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Hazardous & Radioactive Materials Bureau
2044 Galisteo Street
PO. Box 26110
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502

GARY E. JOHNSON (505)827-1557 PETER MAGGIORE
GOVERNOR Fax (505) 827-1544 SECRETARY
June 10, 1999

Mr. Larry Gandy

Vice President

Triassic Park Waste Disposal Facility
1109 E. Broadway

Tatum, New Mexico 88267

Re: Comments: Draft Responses to Request for Supplemental Information

Dear Mr. Gandy:

Enclosed please find comments prepared by Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau
(HRMB) staff on the Gandy Merley, Inc. (GMI) Draft Responses to our Request for
Supplemental Information. These Draft Responses were submitted on May 25, 1999.

I believe that we have now reached agreement on several items, although some important issues
remain to be discussed prior to finalizing the permit application. At this point, [ suggest that a
working meeting in Santa Fe to clarify and/or resolve remaining issues would be beneficial for
both HRMB and GMIL

Please call Stephanie Kruse of my staff at 505/827-1558 ext. 1024 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

/ 7 t/'\ g./\_-

James P. Bearzi, Chief

Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau

Enclosure

cc: Gregory J. Lewis, NMED/WWMD Kenneth Schultz, GMI
Robert S. (Stu) Dinwiddie, NMED/HRMB Pat Corser, MW
Stephanie Kruse, NMED/HRMB Trey Greenwocd, Delhart

Dale Gandy, GMI Jim Bonner, InfiMedia Inc.
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HAZARDOUS AND RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS BUREAU COMMENTS
on
DRAFT RESPONSES: REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
submitted May 1999

The Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau (HRMB) has reviewed the Gandy Marley, Inc.
(GMI) draft responses to the Request for Supplemental Information issued March 11, 1999. HRMB
comments are presented below.

In many cases, the GMI draft responses indicate general agreement with the HRMB RSI comment,
and add that appropriate information will be added to the permit application. Without seeing the
specifics of the information to be added to the permit application, HRMB's concurrence with the
GMI draft responses must remain preliminary.

HRMB staff will be glad to discuss their comments on the GMI draft responses with GMI personnel.
HRMB recommends a meeting, to be held in Santa Fe, between HRMB and GMI personnel to
clarify and/or resolve other issues prior to finalizing the permit application.

Furthermore, based on the GMI draft response, HRMB will require, under separate cover, additional

site characterization to enable processing the groundwater monitoring equivalency demonstration ‘
and the facility siting proposal.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1. Response is acceptable, pending review of language added to the permit
application.

Comment 2. Response is acceptable.

Comment 3. Mr. Steve Pullen (HRMB staff) is currcntly discussing the correct format for
GMI's groundwater monitoring waiver proposal and other requirements for
this proposal with GMI staff.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

VOLUME 1-PART A

Comment 4. a. Response is acceptable, pending review of correction made in Part A
of the permit application.

NMED/HRMB Gandy Marley
Comments Draft RSI responses
June 10, 1999 1 May 25, 1999



b Response is acceptable, pending review of corrections made in Vol.
I, Part A, and in Vol III of the permit application. (See GMI
response to Comment 4.a.)

c. Response is acceptable, pending review of corrections made in Part
A of the permit application.

PART B
Section 1.0, General Facility Standards
Comment 5. No resporse necessary.

Comment 6. The response is acceptable. The New Mexico Environment Department
(NMED) will write this into the permit as a Permit Condition.

Section 2.0, Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Comment 7. Response is acceptable.
Comment 8. a. The Response and Recommended Change are acceptable.

b. Response and Recommended Change are acceptable. Vol III should
also be corrected.

Comment 9. a. Response and Recommended Change are acceptable.

b. Response is acceptzble, pending review of language added to the
permit application.

c. Response and Recommended Change are acceptable.
Comment 10. a.-c. Response and Recommended Change are acceptable.
Comment 11. Response is acceptable pending review of corrections 10 drawings and text

as per responses to Comment 11 and Comment D-2a(3). Note: According
to response to Comment D-2a(3), piping will not be used to transter waste
from the liquid waste storage tanks to the stabilization bins; all transfer will

be by tanker trucks.
Comment 12. a Response is acceptable. (See response to Comment 11 - no piping
NMED/HRMB ' Gandy Marley
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from tanks to stabilization bins.)

b.-c. HRMB staff would like to discuss piping further with GMT.

d. What is the "incompatible waste" referred to and how did it get in the
Liquid Waste Storage Tanks? Where is the "incompatible waste"
being transferred to? The response to Comment D-2a(3) indicates
that no waste will be transferred through pipes. However, this
response indicates that piping will be used for this purpose. HRMB
staff would like to discuss piping further with GMI.

" . Ifthe rinsate shows to be contaminated above acceptable levels...."
What are acceptable levels?

Is this sampling of the pipes discussed in the WAP? HRMB staff
would like to discuss this further with GMI.

Comment 13. a.-b. HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.
Comment 14. However, the assessment of the compatabilities of the bin matenals and

waste, along with the influence of the process (materials, time, temperature,
etc.) is not contained in Vol. III. Perhaps the sentence needs to be reworded.

More disturbing, GMl's RSI response indicates that, contrary to the
statement, "Waste which is incompatible with the steel used in construction
will not be stabilized in the bins", some of the wastes that will be stabilized
may be reactive with the steel bins. HRMB recommends that GMI replace
Section 2.4.1, p. 2-12, 1st paragraph, with the information presented in the
response.

HRMB would like to discuss this paragraph further with GML
Comment 15. Response is acceptable, pending review of corrected text.
Comment 16. a. CK PART A FOR LISTED EXPLOSIVE WASTE.

b. The response is acceptable. NMED will include a requirement for

NMED/HRMB Gandy Marley
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Commen: 17.

Comment 18.

Comment 19

Comment 20.

Comment 21.

C.

d.

GMI to obtain a permit for disposal of this waste from the US
Environmental Protection Agency as a Permit Condition in the
permit.

Response is acceptable.

Response is acceptable. See Comment 4.a.

Response is acceptable.

a.

b.

a.

b.

HRMB would like to discuss this paragraph further with GMI.

Response and Recommended Change are acceptable, pending review
of language added to Section 8.0.

HRMB would like to discuss this paragraph further with GMI.

Recommended change is acceptable.

Response and Recommended Change are acceptable, pending review of
corrections to Vol. I to indicate that only one pond is being permitted.

HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

Section 3.0, Groundwater Protection

Comment 22.

Comment 23

NMED/HRMB
Comments
June 10, 1999

Response is acceptable.

a.

b.

Response is acceptable.

Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the
permit application. HRMB understands that all the italicized
paragraphs within the May 1999, draft response on pages 12, 13 and
14 will be added to the application.

Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the
permit application. Please add pertinent text to the application that
would assist in interpreting geophysical log groundwater information.

Gandy Marley
Draft RSI responses
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Comment 24

Comiment 25

Comment 26

Commeant 27

Comment 28

Comment 29

Comment 30

Comment 31

NMED/HRMB
Comments
June 10, 1999

Response is acceptable. Permit application language changes may be
influenced by proposed additional site characterization.

Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the permit
application. Please add pertinent text to the application that would assist in
understanding the ultimate disposition of the boreholes.

Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the permit
application. Please add pertinent text to the application that would assist in
understanding the static water levels in WW-1 and PB-14.

Response is pot acceptable. This requirement will be addressed under
separate COver.

Response is acceptable. HRMB will insert the lithologic logs faxed to our
office on May 10, 1999 into the November 1998 revised application. Please
inctude copies of these logs in any subsequent submittals.

Response is acceptable. Please add pertinent table and associated text to the
application.

Response is acceptable. Please add pertinent contour map and associated text
to the application.

a. Response is appropriate but may require re-evaluation based on
required additional site characterization.

b. Response is not acceptable. Construction of the vadose zome
monitoring wells (VZMW) will at 2 minimum require the same
lithologic characterization as all previous boreholes. HRMB requires
a detailed VZMW construction workplan as part of the permit
application.

c. Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the
permit application.

d. Response is acceptable. HRMB prefers that a registered professional
employed by the prime contractor sign the certification form.

Gandy Marley
Draft RSI responses
5 May 25, 1999



e Response is not acceptable. Please specify exactly where in the
November 9, 1998 Water Balance Evaluation the issue of leakage
from the surface impoundment is considered.

f. Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the
permit application.

g Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the
permit application.

Comment 32 Response is acceptable.
Comment 33 Response is acceptable pending review of language added to the permit
application.

Section 4.0, Waste Analysis Plan

Comment 34. a.-f HRMB will meet with GMI in Santa Fe to discuss the revised Waste
Analysis Plan.
Comment 35. The Recommended Change is acceptable (but not the Response - storm water
may or may not be clean). HRMB would like to discuss this further with
GML
Comment 36. a. Response is acceptable. Appropriate wording should be added to the

permit application.

b. No Response provided.

Comment 37. See Comment 34.
Comment 38. Response is acceptable.
Comment 39-41. See Commeant 34.

Section 5.0, Procedures to Prevent Hazards

NMED/HRMB Gandy Marley
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Comment 42. HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

Comment 43. Response is acceptable, pending review of inspection checklists provided in
revised permit application.

Comment 44. GMI's Response is pending.
Comment 45. Response is acceptable.
Comment 46. a. No response.
b. Response is acceptable. The New Mexico Environment Department

(NMED) will write this into the permit as a Permit Condition.

c. No response. (Not really necessary.)

Comment 47. Response is acceptable.

Comment 48. a.-b, Response is acceptable in partt. HRMB would like to discuss this
further with GMI.

Comment 49 a.-d. Response is acceptable.

Section 8.0, Closure and Post-Closure of Permitted Units

Comment 20. Response is acceptable, pending review of the changes to the permit
application.
Comment 51. a. Response is acceptable.

b.-c. HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.
d.-e. GMI's Response is pending.

Comment 52. The Response is acceptable. This information should be added to the revised
permit application.

Comument 53. a. The Response is acceptable. The regulatory citation in question
should be referenced in the permit application.

b. Response i3 acceptable, pending review of the language to be added
NMED/HRMB Gandy Marley
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Comment 54.

Comment 55.

Comment 56.
Comment 57.

Comment 58.

Conunent 59.

Comment 60.

Comment 61.

Comment 62.

Comment 63.

Comment 64.

Comment 65.

NMED/HRMB

Comments

June 10, 1999

to the permit application.
c. HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

a. The response is acceptable. The regulatory citation in question
should be referenced in the permit application.

b. Response is acceptable, pending review of the language to be added
to the permit application.

HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.
HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

The Response is acceptable The regulatory citation ir question should be
referenced in the permit application.

a. Response is acceptable, pending review of the language added to the
permit application.

b. HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.
HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

a.-b. HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.
c. Response is acceptable.

Response is acceptable, pending review of revised closure estimates.

a. Response is acceptable.
b. Response is acceptable, pending review of Inspection Schedule
provided.

Response is acceptable. HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMT.
Response is acceptable, pending review of revisions to permit application.
Gandy Marley

Draft RSI responses
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Comment 66.

Comment 67.

Comment 68-69.

Comment 70.

Comment 71.

Comment 72.

Comment 73.

Comment 74.

Comment 75.
Comment 76.

Comment 77.

Comment 78.

NMED/HRMB
Comments
June 10, 1999

STEVE P.
a HRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

b. The response is acceptable. HRMB would like to discuss this further
with GMI.

c-d. The response is acceptable, pending review of the discussion of
background determination to be added to the permit application.

Response is acceptable, pending review of revised closure estimates.
a.-b. Response is acceptable.

C. Response is acceptable, pending review of information to be added
to the permit application.

Pleasc indicate where in the response to Comment D this issue is addressed.
HRMB would like to discuss this matter further with GMI.

Response is acceptable pending review of information to be added to the -
permit application on applicability of Subpart CC to containers.

a.-b. Response is acceptable pending review of information to be added to
the permit application on applicability of Subpart CC to tanks.

a. Response is acceptable pending review of corrections to the permit
application.
b. Response is acceptable pending review of information on

applicability of Subpart CC to tanks.
No response.
No response.

Response is acceptable pending review of the inspection checklists to be
added to the permit application.

a.-b. The proposed change is acceptable pending review of these changes
in the revised permit application.

Gandy Marley
Draft RSI responses
9 May 28§, 1999



c. The response is acceptable.
Comment 79. Please indicate where in Vol. IV this material is located.

Comiment 80-34. IIRMB would like to discuss this further with GMI.

Comment 85-93. Response is acceptable.
NMED/HRMB Gandy Marley
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