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Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV

From: Chavez, Carl J, EMNRD

Sent:  Wednesday, October 25, 2006 10:45 AM

To: Jim Lieb

Cc: Ed Rios; Ed Riege; Steve Morris; Price, Wayne, EMNRD; Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Subject: RE: Some follow-up items from OCD's October 11, 2006 site inspection

Jim:

Good morning. Regarding the first 2 paragraphs in your note below, the OCD considers the curb around the process area to be
within the containment area around the process area; however, the overflow over the curb that migrated immediately east and
then north past the culvert and toward the final berm area you mentioned at the NE region of the process area, this is where
precipitation runoff flows during rain events outside of the process area.

For example, any release outside of the curb in the process area flows in a stormwater drainage area(s). One example of
environmental problems that we could encounter if Giant considered the drainage area east of the curb to be inclusive of the
process area is: after multiple spill events, the accumulation of contaminants may result in a point source(s) that could impact
groundwater below the area. Giant could simply place berms down slope of its refinery process areas and enlarge it maps of the
process and other areas. The realization is that during precipitation events, natural runoff will flow in these areas and make there
way to pool, pond and accumulate behind berms on dirt and potentially cause ground water contamination beneath the facility.

I think that we should schedule Richard Powell of the NMED to conduct another stormwater evaluation due to recent changes in
Giants stormwater areas to see if he concurs with Giant; however, | specifically remember Richard carefully assessing the process
area to ensure no cross-migration into stormwater areas occur at the site. | believe Giant shored up a concrete curb (~6-8 inches)
around the process area and its drains to address Richard's concern there. The problem occurs when overflows occur outside of
the curb (during the fire event) and ends up in drainage or stormwater areas.

Let me know if you would prefer not to sample as requested. | can come out and grab some samples and also split samples with
Giant on phenol samples at the treatment system. In addition, Richard Powell may be able to revisit the facility and check the
changes to your stormwater drainage areas in the vicinity and north of the RR Lagoon Rack area.

| agree with Hope's request from your meeting, but | need to know more about NAPI Unit and how it will factor into your new tanks
proposal. Regarding the NAPI Unit and its capacity, what is the NAPI Unit's maximum design capacity and is Giant confident of
achieving this capacity in the future? According to Hope's e-mail of Giant's March 24, 2006 letter, the daily operational flow at the
time of Giant's measurement was about 93 gpm.

Please contact me if you have questions. Thank you.

Pot: Jim Lieb [mailto:jlieb@giant.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2006 7:26 AM
To: Chavez, Garl J, EMNRD
Cc: Ed Rios; Ed Rtege; Steve Morris; Price, Wayne, EMNRD; Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENY
Subject: RE: Some foltow-up items from OCD's October 11, 2006 site inspection

Carl:

Thank you for the follow-up and update. In considerationf the-coicerns you provided in your email Giant - Ciniza offers the
following responses.

We believe that it is highly unlikely that a-sform event in the area you mention whese the fire fighting water was contained in a
drainage area behind the berm coud initiate an overflow that would escape this process areaand thus there should never be a
discharge to waters of the staté. This process area is surrounded by a curb and there are berms tRatayere located in strategic areas
that serve as emergeney flow blocks to prevent process area spills and storm water in this area from progressing any distance
from the proceggfarea. During storm events, the curb and berms hold storm water inside this process area wherethewater flows
into the stgrfn sewer system. We believe the existing system will contain the equivalent to, or exceeding, a 100 year flood stoxmn
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Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV

From: Jim Lieb [jlieb@giant.com]

Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2006 10:46 AM

To: Chavez, Carl J, EMNRD

Cc: Ed Rios; Ed Riege; Steve Morris; Price, Wayne, EMNRD; Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Subject: FW: Some follow-up items from OCD's October 11, 2006 site inspection

Attachments: _1026144728_001.pdf

Sorry | did’'nt attach the SWPPP and MSGP-2000 attachements

From: Jim Lieb

Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2006 10:29 AM

To: 'Chavez, Carl J, EMNRD'

Cc: Ed Rios; Ed Riege; Steve Morris; 'wprice@state.nm.us'; 'Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV'; 'dave.cobrain@state.nm.us'
Subject: RE: Some follow-up items from OCD's October 11, 2006 site inspection

Dear Carl:

Good morning. We appreciate the comments you provided Wednesday. Steve Morris has taken the samples you
requested and has already delivered them to Hall Environmental Analytical Laboratory in Albuquerque. We should
have results back by early next week. Because of the large amount of water used to suppress the fire in combination
with the relatively low amount of HF released, we anticipate the samples will show nothing of material concern.

I am preparing an outline letter regarding our plans for the two large storage tanks for storm water management and as
emergency backup storage in the event a malfunction ever should occur in the new API separator (NAPIS). I provide

NAPIS design rate and typical flows in the letter for your and NMED’s reference during your meeting on November 2.
I anticipate providing the letter by email to you and NMED on Friday afternoon with a hard copy to follow in the mail.

Release of water to areas outside of the alkylation unit’s dike/curb during the fire was due an extraordinary event and is
not normal by any means. Ciniza placed the berms near the unit to hold runoff to prevent any possible commingling of
waste water with storm water. The amount of HF released was so diluted by all the water such if any is in the soil
behind the berm is likely much less than the NMED’s SSLs for fluoride and chloride. Water samples were tested right
after the fire and showed neutral pH. The soil samples very likely will confirm our position in this regard.

As a result of the construction of the dikes and berms, cross migration of contamination from the process areas into
storm water drainage areas of the refinery is virtually eliminated. If we did experience a spill event into the berms,
holding contaminants within the confinement of the berms enables Giant to timely clean up the spill behind the berm
thereby preventing the surface migration beyond the berm as well as the prevention of any significant potential to
migrate to ground water. We placed the berms and shored up existing dikes and constructed new dikes in the process
area as a result of recommendations made by Mr. Powell during his last visit here in November 2005. Mr. Powell
recommended these dikes and berms as improvements to existing storm water controls. These berms are shown in the
updated SWPPP that Vector-Arizona provided Giant in January 2006 and we then sent to NMED and OCD.

While not to minimize concerns we may have regarding commingling, discharges of waste water from fire fighting
activities to storm water are specifically allowed by the MSGP-2000 (1.2.2.2.1 Discharges from fire fighting activities)
that Giant is operating under. The MSGP requires that a facility list the “discharges from fire fighting activities” in the
SWPPP (4.4.2 Allowable Non-Storm Water Discharges). Our SWPPP does specifically list water from fire fighting as
being one of the allowable discharges pursuant to the MSGP-2000. I have scanned the applicable portions from the
MSGP-2000 and our SWPPP for your review.

10/30/2006
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We were wondering if it might not bée”good idea to schedule a visit by Mr. POWELl after the new MSGP (MSGP-2006)
1s released by U.S. EPA so his inspection could not only address any lingering concerns you may still have, but could
also provide some compliance assistance for us in reviewing our efforts to implement new requirements of the MSGP-
20067 We understand that this release of the final MSGP-2006 is anticipated to occur sometime later this year. We
just had an inspection less than a year ago on compliance with the MSGP-2000; and we anticipate the release of the
new MSGP-2006 will probably require a reevaluation of the SWPPP and perhaps some changes. Thus, it makes the
most sense from our perspective, and probably even from the regulatory agency’s perspective to wait until Ciniza has
had a chance to do the anticipated reevaluation and any required changes so in the visit by Mr. Powell he will be able to
look at both issues and help assure our correct implementation of the MSGP-2006 requirements. Mr. Powell could
visit our facility then and this would save him the inconvenience from having to make a return visit fairly soon
thereafter.

I will be at our Bloomfield Refinery Monday thru Wednesday taking in part in spill response training so I probably
won’t be able to respond immediately to any follow-up questions you may have.

If you have any questions please contact me at jlieb@giant.com or at (505) 722-0227.

Jim Lieb

Frem: Chavez, Carl J, EMNRD [mailto:Carl].Chavez@state.nm.us]

Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2006 10:45 AM

To: Jim Lieb

Cc: Ed Rios; Ed Riege; Steve Morris; Price, Wayne, EMNRD; Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Subject: RE: Some fotkaw-up items from OCD's October 11, 2006 site inspection

Jim:

Good morning. Regarding the first 2 pahagraphs in your note below, the OCD considers the cys"around the process area to be
within the containment area around the probess area; however, the overflow over the curbiat migrated immediately east and
then north past the culvert and toward the finalNgerm area you mentioned at the NE rggion of the process area, this is where
precipitation runoff flows during rain events outside of the process area.

For example, any release outside of the curb in the process area flows in & stormwater drainage area(s). One example of
environmental problems that we could encounter if Giant cOrgidered th€ drainage area east of the curb to be inclusive of the
process area is: after multiple spill events, the accumulation of'sgmtaminants may result in a point source(s) that could impact
groundwater below the area. Giant could simply place berms dgoéwhglope of its refinery process areas and enlarge it maps of the
process and other areas. The realization is that during pregipitation events, natural runoff will flow in these areas and make there
way to pool, pond and accumulate behind berms on digkand potentially sause ground water contamination beneath the facility.

| think that we should schedule Richard Powellef the NMED to conduct anothsg stormwater evaluation due to recent changes in
Giants stormwater areas to see if he concugg’with Giant; however, | specifically reqpember Richard carefully assessing the process
area to ensure no cross-migration into stgfmwater areas occur at the site. | believe Sjant shored up a concrete curb (~6-8 inches)
around the process area and its draipgto address Richard's concern there. The problem_occurs when overflows occur outside of
the curb (during the fire event) and’ends up in drainage or stormwater areas.

Let me know if you would p gfer not to sample as requested. | can come out and grab some samples and also split samples with
Giant on phenol samplgg“at the treatment system. In addition, Richard Powell may be able to revisitthe facility and check the
changes to your storparvater drainage areas in the vicinity and north of the RR Lagoon Rack area.

| agree with Hop€'s request from your meeting, but | need to know more about NAPI Unit and how it will facteginto your new tanks
proposal. Regdrding the NAPI Unit and its capacity, what is the NAPI Unit's maximum design capacity and is Giagt confident of
achieving th#s capacity in the future? According to Hope's e-mail of Giant's March 24, 2006 letter, the daily operationa] fiow at the
time of Giant's measurement was about 93 gpm.

Please contact me if you have questions. Thank you.

0/30/2006



Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Giant Industries, Inc. - Ciniza Refineries
Revision 1, January 30, 2006

A form for documenting stormwater management training sessions will be completed and
filed with the SWPPP records.

4.6 Non-Stormwater Discharge Certification

This facility has been evaluated for the presence of, or potential for, unauthorized non-
stormwater discharges to its stormwater conveyance systems. Based on this evaluation and
modifications made to the facility to ensure there is no commingling, the facility does not have
any non-stormwater discharges to its stormwater conveyance systems. This evaluation was
conducted in accordance with the provisions provided in paragraph 4.4.1 of the MSGP.

4.7 Certification of Discharge Evaluation

Section 4.4.1.3 requires that the facility test or evaluate for the presence of specific non-
stormwater discharges or discharges subject to effluent limitations guidelines. This facility
has been evaluated for the presence of, or potential for, unauthorized non-stormwater
discharges to its stormwater conveyance systems. Based on this evaluation, the facility does
not have any non-stormwater discharges to its stormwater conveyance systems. This
evaluation was conducted in accordance with the provisions provided in paragraph 4.4.1.1 of
the MSGP.

4.8 Allowable Non-Stormwater Discharges

This facility has been evaluated for the presence of authorized non-stormwater discharges to
its stormwater conveyance systems. Based on this evaluation, the facility does have some of
the non-stormwater discharges listed in Section 1.2.2.2. In order to be eligible for these
discharges to be allowed, the SWPPP must include the information specified in 4.4.2. This
information follows:

~—==. Discharges from Fire Fighting Activities

Fire fighting training activities regularly occur at the Fire Training Area and fire fighting
activities can occur anywhere on the property so discharges associated with this activity
could occur in either of the discharging basins. The BMPs in place in each drainage and
discussed in this document will help to manage water from fire fighting activities.

Discharges from Uncontaminated Groundwater or Spring Water

Periodic monitoring of groundwater wells requires that water be purged so that representative
samples may be obtained. During purging activities this water is deposited on the ground
surface and may be discharged if a storm of sufficient size were to occur during or
immediately after the purging event. These ground water wells ring the Ciniza Property and
are located in the discharging basins at the Ciniza Refinery. Low flows during pumping,
roadways, berms, and native vegetation, all provide the BMPs necessary to control, and in
some cases to contain, these discharges.

Fire Hydrant Flushings

Potable Water Including Water Line Flushing
Uncontaminated Air Conditioning or Compressor Condensate
Irrigation Drainage

Landscape Watering (with exceptions)

Pavement Wash Waters (with exceptions)

Routine External Building Wash Down

Any of these activities could occur within the Outfall 1 Basin or in a non-discharging basin
and there may not be a discharge associated with the activity. Ciniza, however, does want to
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1.2.1.1  Co-located Activities. If you
have co-located industrial activities on-
site that are described in a sector(s)
other than your primary sector, you
must comply with all other applicable
sector-specific conditions found in Part
6 for the co-located industrial activities.
The extra sector-specific requirements
are applied only to those areas of your
facility where the extra-sector activities
occur. An activity at a facility is not
considered co-located if the activity,
when considered separately, does not
meet the description of a category of
industrial activity covered by the storm
water regulations, and identified by the
MSGP-2000 SIC code list. For example,
unless you are actually hauling
substantial amounts of freight or
materials with your own truck fleet or
are providing a trucking service to
outsiders, simple maintenance of
vehicles used at your facility is unlikely
to meet the SIC code group 42
description of a motor freight
transportation facility. Even though
Sector P may not apply, the runoff from
your vehicle maintenance facility would
likely still be considered storm water
associated with industrial activity. As

such, your SWPPP must still address the
runoff from the vehicle maintenance
facility—although not necessarily with
the same degree of detail as required by
Sector P—but you would not be
required to monitor as per Sector P.

If runoff from co-located activities
commingles, you must monitor the
discharge as per the requirements of all
applicable sectors (regardless of the
actual location of the discharge). If you
comply with all applicable requirements
from all applicable sections of Part 6 for
the co-located industrial activities, the
discharges from these co-located
activities are authorized by this permit.

1.2.2 Discharges Covered

1.2.2.1 Allowable Storm Water
Discharges. Subject to compliance with
the terms and conditions of this permit,
you are authorized to discharge
pollutants in:

1.2.2.1.1 Discharges of storm water
runoff associated with industrial
activities as defined in 40 CFR 122.26
(b)(14)(i—ix and xi) from the sectors of
industry described in Table 1-1, and
that are specifically identified by outfall
or discharge location in the Storm Water

Pollution Prevention Plan (see Part
4.2.2.3.7);

1.2.2.1.2 Non-storm water
discharges as noted in Part 1.2.2.2 or
otherwise specifically allowed by the
permit;

1.2.2.1.3 Discharges subject to an
effluent guideline listed in Table 1~2
that also meet all other eligibility
requirements of the permit. Interim
coverage is also available for discharges
subject to a new storm water effluent
limitation guideline promulgated after
the effective date of this permit.
Discharges subject to a New Source
Performance Standard (NSPS) effluent
guideline must also meet the
requirements of Part 1.2.4.;

1.2.2.1.4 Discharges designated by
the Director as needing a storm water
permit under 40 CFR 122.26(a)(1)(v) or
under 122.26{a)(9) and 122.26(g)(1)0);
and

1.2.2.1.5 Discharges comprised of a
discharge listed in Parts 1.2.2.1.1 to
1.2.2.1.4 above commingled with a
discharge authorized by a different
NPDES permit and/or a discharge that
does not require NPDES permit
authorization.

TABLE 1-2.—EFFLUENT GUIDELINES APPLICABLE TO DISCHARGES THAT MAY BE ELIGIBLE FOR PERMIT COVERAGE

Ner\f/v source
performance Sectors
Effluent guideline itlﬁgggrg‘s é?_' with affected
: facilities
fluent guide-
lines?
Runoff from material storage piles at cement manufacturing facilities [40 CFR Part 411 Subpart C (established | Yes ............... E
February 23, 1977)).
Contaminated runoff from phosphate fertilizer manufacturing facilities {40 CFR Part 418 Subpart A (established | Yes .............. C
April 8, 1974)].
Coal pile runoff at steam electric generating facilities [40 CFR Part 423 (established November 19, 1882)] .......... Yes .. (0]
Discharges resuiting from spray down or intentional wetting of logs at wet deck storage areas [40 CFR Part 429, | Yes ............... A
Subpart | (established January 26, 1981)).
Mine dewatering discharges at crushed stone mines [40 CFR part 436, Subpart B] .......c.oooeovrmerenreooooeo J
Mine dewatering discharges at construction sand and gravel mines [40 CFR part 436, Subpart C) .. J
Mine dewatering discharges at industrial sand mines [40 CFR part 436, Subpart D] ........................ J
Runoff from asphalt emulsion facilities [40 CFR Part 443 Subpart A (established July 24, 1975)] D
Runoff from landfills, [40 CFR Part 445, Subpart A and B (established February 2, 2000] .o K&L

1.2.2.2 Allowable Non-Storm Water
Discharges. You are also authorized for
the following non-storm water
discharges, provided the non-storm
water component of your discharge is in
compliance with Part 4.4.2 (non-storm
water discharges):

T, 1.2.2.2.1 Discharges from fire

fighting activities;
1.2.2.2.2 Fire hydrant flushings;
1.2.2.2.3 Potab]% water including
water line flushings;
1.2.2.2.4 Uncontaminated air
conditioning or compressor condensate;
1.2,2.2.5 Irrigation drainage;
1.2.2.2.6 Landscape watering
provided all pesticides, herbicides, and

fertilizer have been applied in
accordance with manufacturer’s
instructions;

1.2.2.2.7 Pavement wash waters
where no detergents are used and no
spills or leaks of toxic or hazardous
materials have occurred (unless all
spilled material has been removed);

1.2.2.2.8 Routine external building
wash down which does not use
detergents;

1.2.2.2.9 Uncontaminated ground
water or spring water;

1.2.2.2.10 Foundation or footing
drains where flows are not
contaminated with process materials
such as solvents;

1.2.2.2.11 Incidental windblown
mist from cooling towers that collects
on rooftops or adjacent portions of your
facility, but NOT intentional discharges
from the cooling tower (e.g., “piped”
cooling tower blowdown or drains).

1.2.3 Limitations on Coverage

1.2.3.1 Prohibition on Discharges
Mixed with Non-Storm Water. You are
not authorized for discharges that are
mixed with sources of non-storm water.
This exclusion does not apply to
discharges identified in Part 1.2.2.2,
provided the discharges are in
compliance with Part 4.4.2 (Storm
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infiltration of runoff onsite; and
sequential systems (which combine
several practices).

4.2.7.2,3 Other Controls. No solid
materials, including floatable debris,
may be discharged to waters of the
United States, except as authorized by a
permit issued under section 404 of the
CWA. Off-site vehicle tracking of raw,
final, or waste materials or sediments,
and the generation of dust must be
minimized. Tracking or blowing of raw,
final, or waste materials from areas of no
exposure to exposed areas must be
minimized. Velocity dissipation devices
must be placed at discharge locations
and along the length of any outfall
channel if they are necessary to provide
a non-erosive flow velocity from the
structure to a water course.

4.3 Maintenance

All BMPs you identify in your SWPPP
must be maintained in effective
operating condition. If site inspections
required by Part 4.9 identify BMPs that
are not operating effectively,
maintenance must be performed before
the next anticipated storm event, or as
necessary to maintain the continued
effectiveness of storm water controls. If
maintenance prior to the next
anticipated storm event is
impracticable, maintenance must be
scheduled and accomplished as soon as
practicable. In the case of non-structural
BMPs, the effectiveness of the BMP
must be maintained by appropriate
means (e.g., spill response supplies
available and personnel trained, etc.).

4.4 Non-Storm Water Discharges

4.4.1 Certification of Non-Storm
Water Discharges

4.4.1.1 Your SWPPP must include a
certification that all discharges (i.e.,
outfalls) have been tested or evaluated
for the presence of non-storm water. The
certification must be signed in
accordance with Part 9.7 of this permit,
and include:

4.4.1.1.1 The date of any testing
and/or evaluation;

4.4.1.1.2 Identification of potential
significant sources of non-storm water at
the site;

4.4.1.1.3 A description of the results
of any test and/or evaluation for the
presence of non-storm water discharges;

4.4.1.1.4 A description of the
evaluation criteria or testing method
used; and

4.4.1.1.5 Alist of the outfalls or
onsite drainage points that were directly
observed during the test.

4.4.1.2 You do not need to sign a
new certification if one was already
completed for either the 1992 baseline

Industrial General Permit or the 1995
Multi-sector General Permit and you
have no reason to believe conditions at
the facility have changed.

4.4.1.3 If you are unable to provide
the certification required (testing for
non-storm water discharges), you must
notify the Director 180 days after
submitting an NOI to be covered by this
permit. If the failure to certify is caused
by the inability to perform adequate
tests or evaluations, such notification
must describe:

4.4.1.3.1 Reason(s) why certification
was not possible;

4.4.1.3.2 The procedure of any test
attempted;

4.4.1.3.3 The results of such test or
other relevant observations; and

4.4.1.3.4 Potential sources of non-
storm water discharges to the storm
sewer.

4.4.14 A Copy of the notification
must be included in the SWPPP at the
facility. Non-storm water discharges to
waters of the United States which are
not authorized by an NPDES permit are
unlawful, and must be terminated.

4.2 Allowable Non-Storm Water

Discharges

4.4.2.1 Certain sources of non-storm
water are allowable under this permit
(see 1.2.2.2—Allowable Non-Storm
Water Discharges). In order for these
discharges to be allowed, your SWPPP
must include:

4.4.2.1.1 Identification of each
allowable non-storm water source;

4.4.2.1.2 The location where it is
likely to be discharged; and

4.4.2.1.3 Descriptions of appropriate
BMPs for each source.

4.4.2.2 Except for flows from fire
fighting activities, you must identify in
your SWPPP all sources of allowable
non-storm water that are discharged
under the authority of this permit.

4.4.2.3 If you include mist blown
from cooling towers amongst your
allowable non-storm water discharges,
you must specifically evaluate the
potential for the discharges to be
contaminated by chemicals used in the
cooling tower and determined that the
levels of such chemicals in the
discharges would not cause or
contribute to a violation of an applicable
water quality standard after
implementation of the BMPs you have
selected to control such discharges.

4.5 Documentation of Permit
Eligibility Related to Endangered
Species

Your SWPPP must include
documentation supporting your
determination of permit eligibility with
regard to Part 1.2.3.6 (Endangered
Species), including:

4.5.1 Information on whether listed
endangered or threatened species, or i
critical habitat, are found in proximity
to your facility;

4.5.2 Whether such species may be
affected by your storm water discharges
or storm water discharge-related
activities;

4.5.3 Results of your Addendum A
endangered species screening
determinations; and

4.5.4 A description of measures
necessary to protect listed endangered
or threatened species, or critical habitat,
including any terms or conditions that
are imposed under the eligibility
requirements of Part 1.2.3.6. If you fail
to describe and implement such
measures, your discharges are ineligible
for coverage under this permit.

4.6 Documentation of Permit
Eligibility Related to Historic Places

Your SWPPP must include
documentation supporting your
determination of permit eligibility with
regard to Part 1.2.3.7 (Historic Places),
including:

4.6.1 Information on whether your
storm water discharges or storm water
discharge-related activities would have
an effect on a property that is listed or
eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places; P

4.6.2 Where effects may occur, any
written agreements you have made with
the State Historic Preservation Officer,
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, or
other Tribal leader to mitigate those
effects;

4.6.3 Results of your Addendum B
historic places screening
determinations; and

4.6.4 Description of measures
necessary to avoid or minimize adverse
impacts on places listed, or eligible for
listing, on the National Register of
Historic Places, including any terms or
conditions that are imposed under the
eligibility requirements of Part 1.2.3.7 of
this permit. If you fail to describe and
implement such measures, your
discharges are ineligible for coverage
under this permit.

4.7 Copy of Permit Requirements

You must include a copy of this
permit in your SWPPP.

Note: The confirmation of coverage letter
you receive from the NOI Processing Center
assigning your permit number IS NOT your
permit—it merely acknowledges that your
NOI has been accepted and you have been
authorized to discharge subject to the terms
and conditions of today’s permit.

4.8 Applicable State, Tribal or Local v
Plans {

Your SWPPP must be consistent (and
updated as necessary to remain
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‘Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV

From: Chavez, Carl J, EMNRD

Sent:  Tuesday, October 31, 2006 1:02 PM

To: Powell, Richard, NMENV

Cc: Jim Lieb; Price, Wayne, EMNRD; Powell, Brandon, EMNRD; Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV
Subject: FW: Some Giant- Ciniza Refinery follow-up items from OCD's October 11, 2006 site inspection

Richard:
FYI, per Mr. Jim Lieb of the Giant-Ciniza Refinery:

"[We were wondering if it might not be a good idea to schedule a visit by Mr. Powell after the new MSGP (MSGP-2006) is
released by U.S. EPA so his inspection could not only address any lingering concerns you may still have, but could also provide
some compliance assistance for us in reviewing our efforts to implement new requirements of the MSGP-20067 We understand
that this release of the final MSGP-2006 is anticipated to occur sometime later this year. We just had an inspection less than a
year ago on compliance with the MSGP-2000; and we anticipate the release of the new MSGP-2006 will probably require a
reevaluation of the SWPPP and perhaps some changes. Thus, it makes the most sense from our perspective, and probably even
from the regulatory agency’s perspective to wait until Ciniza has had a chance to do the anticipated reevaluation and any required
changes so in the visit by Mr. Powell he will be able to look at both issues and help assure our correct implementation of the
MSGP-2006 requirements. Mr. Powell could visit our facility then and this would save him the inconvenience from having to make
a return visit fairly soon thereafter.]"

Perhaps you could mark your calendar for a stormwater inspection after the release of the new MSGP-2006. There have been
surface drainage changes made at the facility, i.e., decommissioning of outfall #2 area, new berms, etc. There appears to be a
fundamental difference of opinion on what is considered a stormwater area; i.e., the release of fire water diluted with hydrofiuoric
acid from the Alkylation Unit over the curb in the process area and into an OCD perceived stormwater drainage area adjacent to
and east of the refinery process area. According to Mr. Lieb, "as a result of the dikes and berms, cross migration of contamination
from the process areas into stormwater drainage areas of the refinery is virtually eliminated.”

Please contact me if you have questions. Thank you.

From: Jim Lieb [mailto:jlieb@giant.com]

Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2006 10:29 AM

To: Chavez, Carl 3, EMNRD

Cc: Ed Rios; Ed Riege; Steve Morris; Price, Wayne, EMNRD; Monzeglio, Hope, NMENV; Cobrain, Dave, NMENV
Subject: RE: Some follow-up items from OCD's October 11, 2006 site inspection

Dear Carl;

Good morning. We appreciate the comments you provided Wednesday. Steve Morris has taken the samples you
requested and has already delivered them to Hall Environmental Analytical Laboratory in Albuquerque. We should
have results back by early next week. Because of the large amount of water used to suppress the fire in combination
with the relatively low amount of HF released, we anticipate the samples will show nothing of material concern.

I am preparing an outline letter regarding our plans for the two large storage tanks for storm water management and as
emergency backup storage in the event a malfunction ever should occur in the new API separator (NAPIS). I provide

NAPIS design rate and typical flows in the letter for your and NMED’s reference during your meeting on November 2.
I anticipate providing the letter by email to you and NMED on Friday afternoon with a hard copy to follow in the mail.

Release of water to areas outside of the alkylation unit’s dike/curb during the fire was due an extraordinary event and is
not normal by any means. Ciniza placed the berms near the unit to hold runoff to prevent any possible commingling of
waste water with storm water. The amount of HF released was so diluted by all the water such if any is in the soil
behind the berm is likely much less than the NMED’s SSLs for fluoride and chloride. Water samples were tested right
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