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TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2015-0069—MSW 

APPLICATION OF § BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 
130 ENVIRONMENTAL PARK, LLC § FOR PROPOSED § OF 
PERMIT NO. 2383 § 

§ STRATIVE HEARINGS~ 
130 ENVIRONMEN AL PARK, LLC’S EXCEPTIONS TO 

THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES’ 
PROPOSAL FOR DECISION 

TO THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY: 

COMES NOW 130 Environmental Park, LLC (130 Environmental Park or 130EP) and, 
pursuant to 30 TAC §80.257(a), files these exceptions to the Administr4ative Law Judges‘ (ALJs) 
Proposal for Decision (PFD) in the above-captioned matter, The ALJs have generally done an 
excellentjob ofevaluating many varied issues addressed by the evidence and briefing in this matter 
and have found in favor of 130 Environmental Park’s permit application and the Executive 
Director’s Draft Permit on nearly all of them. The ALJs have also identified certain alleged 
"deficiencies" and areas of “concem”, Significantly, the ALJs conclude that a permit based on 
130 Environmental Park’s application (the Application) should be granted, Their Proposed Order 
would that grant 130 Environmental Park’s Application and issue the permit, with certain changes 
that the ALJ s recommend.l Because 130 Environmental Park proved compliance with all legal and 
regulatory requirements, its permit application to construct and operate the 130 Environmental 
Park Landfill (Landfill) Should be granted by the Commission 

I. 

ARGUMENT 
A. THE ITEMS IDENTIFIED AS “DEFICIENCIES” IN THE APPLICATION 

SATISFY THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 
There are literally hundreds of statutory and regulatory standards that apply to the permitting of a 
municipal solid waste facility in Texas, In the PFD, the ALJs concluded that 130EP has satisfied 
the vast majority of these standards. The ALJs identified (at pages 1-2 of the PFD) only three 
requirements that they believe were not fully addressed in 130EP’s permit application: (I) Plum 
Creek Conservation District’s easement on the Hunter Tract not being included on the list of 
adjacent landowners in the Application, (2) 130EP did not obtain ED approval of its boring plan 
before initiating the drilling of soil borings, and (3) 130EP did not obtain a floodplain development 
permit from Caldwell County Also in the PFD, in considering these issues, the ALJs concluded 
that (l) “the Application discussed the [Plum Creek Conservation District] easement and the Site 

‘ PFD, p.2. 
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21 Reservoir, and the District conceded it had actual notice of the Application and participated 
fully in the hearing” (PFD p. 12)Z; (2) “the evidence shows that there have been situations in the 
past in which an applicant has drilled borings prior to receiving approval from the ED for the 
boring plan...Likewise, in this case, the evidence shows that although the ED asked for additional 
information and clarification from BME regarding the borings drilled and the samples taken from 
the borings, the ED ultimately did approve the boring plan and did not require BME to redrill any 
borings” (PFD p, 65); and (3) the permit special provision recommended by the ED and included 
in the Draft Permit (requiring that 130EP must provide the ED with a floodplain development 
permit before construction may commence) is “a reasonable accommodation that will not cause 
any harm or threat to the environment, given that construction cannot begin until 13OEP obtains 
the required permit” (PFD pp. 179-180; Special Provision IX.A at Ex. ED-SO-8 p. 72). 

In his exceptions to the PFD, the ED “respectfully recommends that the Commission find that 
none of the deficiencies noted by the ALJs are a substantive deficiency which would justify 
denying the application.” (ED’s Exceptions, at p. 2). 

130EP agrees that these are not issues that would justify denying its Application. 130ElJ 
respectfully excepts to the PFDs’ characterization of these three issues as “deficiencies” based on 
the above discussion and, as set out more fully below, because none of these three issues identified 
a failure to comply with applicable rule requirements. 

1. The Application Accurately Identifies all Property Owners Identified in the 
Caldwell County Appraisal District Records and Therefore Satisfies the 
TCEQ Rules and is Not a Deficiency in the Application. 

In the PFD, at page 7, the ALIS correctly identified the two TCEQ rules that are applicable to the 
“adjacent and potentially affected landowners” list" to be included with a municipal solid waste 
facility permit application: 30 TAC §281.5 and 30 TAC §330.59.3 These rule provisions specify 
1 In the PFD, the ALJs specifically refer to a discussion in the Application regarding the Site 21 Reservoir 
and a facility site plan in the Application that shows the District‘s easement inundation area in relation to 
the proposed permit boundary and landfill unit (l30EP-l at pp. 42 and 48). In addition, the Application 
includes other discussions of and drawings showing the Site 21 Reservoir and dam, including at l30EP-l 
pp.58-63,88, 106, 109, 111, 117-121, 123,124, 131,141-143, |48,152,various pages in the Wetlands 
Documentation at l30EP-l pp. 198-679, various pages in the Endangered or Threatened Species 
Documentation at 130EP»1 pp 681-756, various pages in the Cultural Resources Survey at l30EP-l pp. 
758-809, 130EP-1 pp. 832-833, and various pages in the Facility Surface Water Drainage Report at 130EP- 
2 pp. 47—468. Also, the ALJs stated that they “cannot conclude that operation of the Facility as set out in 
the Application will impair or injure the District’s property rights in its easement.” (PFD p. 12). 

3 30 TAC §28|.5 provides: 
Except as provided by §305.48 of this title (relating to Additional Contents of Applications 
for Wastewater Discharge Permits), applications for wastewater discharge including 
subsurface area drip dispersal systems, underground injection, municipal solid waste, 
radioactive material, hazardous waste and industrial solid waste management permits must 
include: 
(1) complete application form(s), signed and notarized, and appropriate copies provided; 
(2) the payment of fees, if applicable; 
(3) the verified legal status of the applicant;
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that an application must include “a list of adjacent and potentially affected landowners and their 
addresses along with a map locating the property owned by these persons,” 

The ALJs then assert that the landowners’ list is deficient because it does not include Plum Creek 
Conservation District. However, the Plum Creek Conservation District is not a “landowner”: as 
the ALJs correctly point out (on page 7 of the PFD), “the Hunter Tract is subject to an easement 
owned by the District for use of the Site 21 Reservoir” (emphasis added). The District owns only 
an easement; it is not a “landowner”. 

In addition, TCEQ specifies the source of the information for the landowners’ list: real property 
appraisal records. 30 TAC §330.59(c)(3)(B) states, “Property and mineral interest owners’ names 
and mailing addresses derived from the real property appraisal records as listed on the date that 
the application is filed will comply with this paragraph” and TCEQ’s, Part I Application form 
(TCEQ—0650, at Ex. lSUEP-I p. 23) specifies, “Provide the property, easement holders”, and 
mineral interest owners' names and mailing addresses derived from the real property appraisal 
records as listed on the date that the application is filed." (emphasis added)" The uncontroverted 

(4) the signature of the applicant, checked against agency requirements; 
(5) the attachment of technical reports and supporting data required by the application; 
(6) a list of adiacent and potentially affected landowners and their addresses along with a 
map locating the propem owned by these persons; and 
(7) any other information as the executive director or the commission may reasonably 

require. 
(emphasis added) 

30 TAC §330.59(a)(l) provides: 
Part I of the application consists of information that is required regardless of the type of 
facility involved. All items required by this section, §281.5 of this title (relating to 
Application for Wastewater Discharge, Underground Injection, Municipal Solid Waste, 
Radioactive Material, Hazardous Waste, and Industrial Solid Waste Management Permits) 
and §305,45 of this title (relating to Contents of Application for Permit) must be submitted. 

30 TAC §330.59(c)(3) provides: 
Land ownership map with accompanying landowners list. 

(A) These maps shall comply with the requirements in §28L5 of this title by 
locating the property owned by adjacent and potentially affected landowners. The maps 
should show all property ownership within 1/4 mile ofthe facility, and all mineral interest 
ownership under the facility. 

(B) The adjacent and potentially affected landowners' list shall be keyed to the land 
ownership maps and shall give each property owner's name and mailing address. The list 
shall comply with the requirements of §281.5 of this title, and shall include all property 
owners within 1/4 mile of the facility, and all mineral interest ownership under the facility. 
Property and mineral interest owners' names and mailing addresses derived from the real 
Dronertv anpraisal records as listed on the date that the application is filed will comply with 
this paragraph, Notice of an application is not defective if property owners or mineral 
interest owners did not receive notice because they were not listed in the real property 
appraisal records. The list shall also be provided in electronic form. (emphasis added) 

‘ The statutory provision regarding notice ofa hearing concerning an application for a solid waste 
facility permit specifies this same source of information. Health & Safety Code §36I .081(a) requires that
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evidence in the record, at page 47 of the Application in Exhibit 130EP-l, specifically states “A 
Land Ownership Map and Land Owners List are included in Appendix [B and reflect current 
property ownership within l/4-mile of the proposed facility boundary as shown in the records of 
the Caldwell County Appraisal District.” The list in Appendix 1B of the Application (at Ex. 
130EP-1p, 66), which also states that Caldwell County Appraisal District records is the source of 
the information on the list, does not include the District or its easement, Because neither the District 
nor its Site 21 easement are included in the applicable real property appraisal records, the District 
was not required to be included on the landowners’ list in the Application. 

2. The Approval of the Soil Boring Plan after Borings Have Been Drilled is 

Consistent with Prior Commission Interpretation and Practice and is not a 
Deficiency in the Application. 

The fact that soil borings at the site proposed for the 130 Environmental Park Landfill were drilled 
prior to the ED’s approval of the soil boring plan is, as the ED states in his exceptions, not “a 
substantive deficiency which would justify denying the application.” ED 's Exceptions at p. 3, As 
the ALJs acknowledged in the PFD, “the evidence shows that there have been situations in the past 
in which an applicant has drilled borings prior to receiving approval from the ED for the boring 
plan, and. . .the ED ultimately did approve the boring plan and did not require [130EP] to redrill 
any borings.” PFD at p. 65. The evidence shows that the potential consequence of drilling soil 
borings before obtaining ED approval of the boring plan is the possibility that the ED will require 
additional soil borings. Exhibit Protestants” 34 is a copy of the ED’s October 10, 2013 letter 
approving the soil boring plan for the 130 Environmental Park site. It states, “Although this plan 
appears to comply with the MSW regulations conceming site investigations, additional soil borings 
and piezometers could be required if the data generated by this SBP is inconclusive,” Ex. 
Protestants ' 34 atp. 1. Similarly, in a September 29, 2015 email, Mr. Chance Goodin (Manager 
of TCEQ’s Municipal Solid Waste Permits Section) stated: 

If a prospective applicant executes a soil boring plan before the plan is approved, 
the applicant does so with the risk that the investigation does not comply with the 
criteria of §330,63(e)(4), and that it may not have yielded the required information 
and may not be conclusive. Upon review of a permit application that uses 
information from a subsurface investigation that did not receive prior approval, it 
could be determined that additional borings will be needed. 

Ex. 130EP-23.5 

notice be mailed to 
each residential or business address located within one-half mile of a new solid 

waste management facility and to each owner of real property located within one-half mile 
of a new solid Waste management facility listed in the real property appraisal records of 
the appraisal district in which the solid waste management facility is sought to be 
permitted.” 
(emphasis added) 

5 At the hearing, the ALJs sustained a hearsay objection to Exhibit l30EP-23. As urged at that time, 130EP 
respectfully asserts that Exhibit 130EP-23 is admissible under the hearsay exception in Texas Rules of 
Evidence 803(8)(A) (Public Records and Reports. Records, reports, statements, or data compilations, in 
any form, of public offices or agencies, setting forth: (A) the activities of the office or agency). 130E? 
respectfully requests that the Commission admit Exhibit 130EP-23 into the record or, in the altemative, that
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John Michael Snyder, P.G. is the professional geoscientist who supervised all geology and 
hydrogeology field work for 130EP; he also prepared and sealed the Geology Report in the 
Application.6 As the ALJs described in the PFD, Mr. Snyder testified that drilling soil borings 
prior to receiving approval of a boring plan from the ED is a common scenario that he has 
encountered “many times” in the past. Mr, Snyder also testified that, in those other situations, as 
in this case, the ED ultimately approved the boring plans, even though the work was done prior to 
approval or even submission ofthe plans. Testimony QfJohn Michael Snyder, P.G., Tr. at 436 and 
439, Mr. Snyder opined that regardless of prior approval, if the borings are appropriately and 
properly done, the ED will allow an applicant to use them, and the rule requiring prior approval is 
essentially unenforceable and has not been enforced, because the only remedy could be to require 
an applicant to redrill a boring for which an appropriate boring already exists. To Mr. Snyder‘s 
knowledge, TCEQ has never required the redrilling of a boring completed prior to the ED’s 
approval of a soil boring plan. Testimony of John Michael Snyder, P,G., Tr, at 457. 

TCEQ has, many times, allowed the use in municipal solid waste permit applications of soil 
borings completed prior to the ED’s approval ofa soil boring plan, and has approved many permit 
applications in which that was the case, including for the following facilities: 7 

Ellis County Disposal Landfill, Permit MSW-1745B 
Iowa Park Landfill, Permit MSW-1571A 
Long Point Landfill, Permit MSW-2270 
TASWA Landfill, Permit MSW-2290 
Blue Ridge Landfill, Permit MSW-1505A 
City ofWichita Falls Landfill, Permit MSW-1428A 

the Commission take official notice of the exhibit and/or the TCEQ policy and precedent set out in the 
exhibit. 

6 Mr. Snyder obtained a Master of Science degree in Geology from the University of Texas at Arlington in 
1977 and completed post-graduate hydrogeology work at Oklahoma State University in 1990. His is a 
registered Professional Geoscientist in the State of Texas and a Certified Professional Geologist by the 
American Institute of Professional Geologists, with specialties in Environmental Geology, Hydrogeology, 
and Petroleum Geology. He has practiced as a professional geoscientist for over 40 years in Texas. In his 
practice, Mr. Snyder is responsible for performing subsurface characterizations of geology and 
groundwater, primarily on MSW landfill projects, and has Worked on over 100 such projects in his career. 
From 1990 until 1992, Mr. Snyder worked as a Senior Geologist in the permitting branch of the Municipal 
Solid Waste Program for the Texas Department of Health. In that capacity, he reviewed solid Waste permit 
applications, represented the State of Texas in public meetings and public hearings, participated in 
development of mles regulating municipal solid waste and landfills, and served on the Subtitle D transition 
team when the Solid Waste Program was transferred to the Texas Water Commission. Ex, Snyderrl p114, 
9. 

7 Attachment 1 hereto is copies of documentation from TCEQ records showing that soil borings for these 
facilities were drilled prior to ED approval of the respective boring plan. 130EP respectfully requests that 
the Commission take judicial notice of: (a) this documentation, (b) TCEQ’s approval of each ofthe listed 
permit applications above, and (c) TCEQ’s policy, practice, and precedent of allowing the use in MSW 
permit applications of soil borings completed prior to the ED’s approval of a soil boring plan and approving 
many permit applications in which that was the case



Sprint Fort Bend County Landfill, Permit MSW-1797A 
Delta Waste Landfill, Permit MSW-2344 
Sunset Farms Landfill, Permit MSW-1447A 
La Gloria Landfill, Permit MSW-2348 
IESI Weatherford Landfill, Permit MSW-47A 
Galveston County Landfill, Permit MSW—1 |49B 
New Boston Landfill, Permit MSW-5 76C 

3. A Floodplain Development Permit is not Required and its Absence is Not a 
Deficiency. 

TCEQ’s municipal solid waste rule provision at 30 TAC §330.63(c)(2)(D) provides: 
[F]or constmction in a floodplain, submit, where applicable: 

(i) approval from the govemmental entity with jurisdiction under Texas 
Water Code, §16.236, as implemented by Chapter 301 ofthis title (relating to Levee 
Improvement Districts, District Plans of Reclamation, and Levees and Other 
Improvements); 

(ii) a floodplain development permit from the city, county, or other agency 
with jurisdiction over the proposed improvements; 

(iii) a Conditional Letter of Map Amendment from FEMA; and 
(iv) a Corps of Engineers Section 404 Specification of Disposal Sites for 

Dredged or Fill Material permit for construction of all necessary improvements, 

This provision requires the submission to TCEQ of approval from another regulatory entity for a 
municipal solid waste management unit (ire, a landfill, transfer station, etc) that is proposed to be 
constructed in a floodplain, not for non-waste management improvements such as a roadway, The 
“floodplains” location restriction in the municipal solid waste rules8 addresses and allows “solid 
waste management units" and “solid waste storage and processing facilities" to be constructed 
within a lOO-year floodplain only in certain circumstances and subject to certain conditions, Where 
such a unit or facility is proposed to be constructed in a floodplain, 30 TAC §330,63(c)(2)(D) 
requires the submission to TCEQ of applicable authorizations from another regulatory entity, As 

i 30 TAC §330.547 provides: 
(a) No solid waste disposal operations shall be permitted in areas that are located in a 100- 
year floodway as defined by the Federal Emergency Management Administration. 
(b) New municipal solid waste management units, existing municipal solid waste units, 
and lateral expansions located in lOO-year floodplains shall not restrict the flow ofthe 100- 
year flood, reduce the temporary water storage capacity of the floodplain, or result in 
washout of solid waste so as to pose a hazard to human health and the environment. 
(c) Municipal solid waste storage and processing facilities shall be located outside of the 
lOO-year floodplain unless the owner or operator can demonstrate that the facility is 

designed and will operate to prevent washout during a lOO-year storm event, or obtains a 
conditional letter of map amendment from the Federal Emergency Management 
Administration administrator,



confirmed by proposed Findings of Fact 288 and 289 in the ALJs’ proposed order,9 the 130 
Environmental Park facility will not include the construction in a floodplain ofany municipal solid 
waste management unit or solid waste storage or processing facility. As a result, 30 TAC 
§330.63(c)(2)(D) does not require the submission to TCEQ of a construction authorization from 
another regulatory entity. 

130E? does not object to a final permit including Special Provision DCA from the draft permit, as 
recommended by the ED: 

Before physical construction may commence, the pennittee must provide the 
executive director with a floodplain development permit from the city, county, or 
other agency with jurisdiction over improvements authorized by this permit. 

As recognized by the ALJs in their proposed Finding of Fact 223, 130EP has obtained approval 
from the US. Army Corps of Engineers (by way of Nationwide Permit No. I4) for construction 
of the 130 Environmental Park entrance road/access road at the locations where that roadway will 
cross floodplains associated with streams on the Hunter Tract. See also, 130EP71 alpp.1997269, 
and Ex. Marusak-I at pp.8-9. To the extent those roadway crossings may require a floodplain 
development permit from another entity with jurisdiction, 13OEP agrees with the ALJs that the 
recommended special provision would be “a reasonable accommodation that will not cause any 
harm or threat to the environment, given that construction cannot begin until 130EP obtains the 
required permit.” PFD at pp. 79-180. TCEQ’s use of this sort of special provision is not unusual 
or uncommon, and allowing submission of a floodplain development approval after the application 
process has “become a fairly standard practice” for TCEQ. Testimony of TCEQ Engineer Steven 
0dil, P.E. at Tr. pp. 198571987; Testimony QfKenneth Welch, P.E. at Tr. pp. 118171183. 

B. THE ALJS’ RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE DRAFT PERMIT ARE NOT 
SUPPORTED BY THE RECORD, ARE INCONSISTENT WITH PRIOR 
COMMISSION INTERPRETATION AND PRACTICE, AND SHOULD NOT BE 
ACCEPTED BY THE COMMISSION. 
1. The Permit Boundary Should Not Be Expanded to Include the Access Road 

and Screening Berm as it would be Contrary to Commission Rule, Inconsistent 
with Prior Agency Interpretation and Practice, and is Not Necessary for 
Enforceahility of the Permit. 

130EP respectfully excepts to the ALJs‘ recommendation that the Facility permit boundary be 
expanded beyond that set out in the Application. The ALJs recommend that the Commission issue 
the Draft Permit with two changes related to improvements that are shown in the Application as 
being located outside the permit boundary:'0 
1. The Permit Boundary should include the entire length of the access road from the entrance 
at US 183 to the entrance ofthe Facility at the Permit Boundary. 

9 Proposed Finding of Fact 289 provides, “The proposed municipal solid waste management units at the 
Facility will not be located in a lOO-year floodplain." Proposed Finding of Fact 288 provides, “Waste 
processing and/or storage units at the Facility will not be located in a 100»year floodplain" 

'0 Proposal for Decision, p, 2,



2. The Permit Boundary should include the entire screening berm. 

As an initial matter, 130EP would point out that opponents ofthe 130 Environmental Park Landfill 
project are not seeking to have the Commission consider these permit boundary issues in a 
consistent and fair manner, The opponents generally, and specifically TJFA, LP", likely have 
significantly different reasons to want the Commission to expand the permit boundary ofthe 130 
Environmental Park facility, as they urged to the ALJs and as the ALJs have recommended, 
including the desire for the Commission to issue an order that could be subject to judicial appeal 
on the grounds that it exceeds TCEQ’s authoritylZ and/or, as pointed out by the ED in his 
exceptions, that creates notice issues by expanding the finally approved permit boundary beyond 
that set out in l30EP’s permit application. 

The ALJs recommendation that the entire length of the access road should be included within the 
Permit Boundary is based, in part, on their consideration of the text set out under the heading 
"Facilities Authorized" in the Draft Permit: 

All waste disposal activities authorized by this permit are to be confined to the Type 
Ilandfill which shall include security fencing, a gatehouse, scales, a paved entrance 
road, all-weather access roads, soil stockpiles, landfill gas monitoring and 
collection System, leachate collection system, groundwater monitoring system, 
liner system, solid waste disposal area, and other improvements.‘3 

However, neither the access road nor the screening berm are “waste disposal activities”. The 
interpretation of the Executive Director and the Commission regarding applicable rules has 
consistently been that such facilities are not required to be within the boundary of a permitted area 

During the evidentiary hearing, Mr. Steven Odil, RE, the TCEQ’s Permit Engineer who reviewed 
the Application and determined that it was technically complete, testified regarding improvements 
located outside of permit boundaries. He testified that he has reviewed approximately 27 original 
applications and major amendments for permits and registrations, and approximately 150 
modifications, Ex. ED-SO-I, p.3. He testified that permits have been approved for landfills with 
the access road outside ofthe permit boundary numerous times. Tr. p.19201/12-16, In his opinion, 
appurtenances required for the landfill, such as the gate house and scales, should be included within 
the permit boundary, but access roads need not be Tr, p.1920,l/24-p.1921,1/4, 

There are many examples of municipal solid waste landfills that have improvements authorized 
by permit that are outside ofthe permit boundary. Two are particularly illustrative. 

l' TJFA is closely affiliated with Texas Disposal Systems (a solid waste collection and disposal entity that owns and 
operates a landfill in Crecdmorc, only a few miles from the proposed 130 Environmental Park facility) by way of Mr. 
Bob Gregory’s positions as an owner and past president of TJFA and the current president of TDS. Preliminary 
Hearing Testimony ot‘Dennis Hobbs at pp. 30-34. 

'1 TAC §50.l 17 (Commission Actions) provides, in part: “The commission may grant or deny an application in 
whole or in part". A Commission order on an application that grants more than was sought in an application (larger 
permitted area, for instance) would be subject to judicial challenge on this basis. 

‘3 Drafi Permit, Ex. ED-SO-S, p. 38.



The permit for the IESI Jacksboro Landfill was issued by the Commission by Permit on January 
5, 2010. Item 111,F, ofthe permit for the Jacksboro Landfill provides the following: 

F. Facilities Authorized 
The permittee is authorized to operate a Type I municipal solid waste landfill that 
utilizes a combination ofa sector below-grade-excavation fill and aerial fill ofthe 
municipal solid waste landfill subject to the limitations contained herein. All waste 
disposal activities subject to permitting are to be confined to the following facilities, 
which shall include disposal units, structures, appurtenances, or improvements: 
access roads, dikes, berms and temporary drainage channels, permanent drainage 
structures, detention ponds, landfill gas management system, contaminated water 
management system, final cover, groundwater monitoring system, landfill liner 
system, and other improvements 1" 

The Jacksboro Landfill includes an access road that extends approximately 1‘/z miles beyond the 
permit boundary, with approximately half of that length across property owned by the applicant 
and half of the length across property subject to an easement. '5 

The North Texas Municipal Water District owns and operates the NTMWD 121 Regional Disposal 
Facility located in Collin County (121 RDF). The 121 RDF obtained approval of a modification 
to its facility permit (MSW-2294) on June 15, 2009 to revise screening berms that were previously 
authorized to be located outside of the permit boundary.” The Site Development Plan 
modification approved by TCEQ includes screening berms (shown by location and cross-section) 
that are located outside of the permit boundary.l7 

Mrl Odil testified that the TCEQ has jurisdiction to enforce the requirements for construction of 
the access road. control of mud accumulations on the access road, and other pemit requirements 
outside ofthe permit boundary. Tr. p.1923J/16719. The TCEQ has the ability to enforce anything 
that the permit requires, even if it is outside the permit boundary. Tr. p.1923,l/25-p.1924,1/5. TCEQ 
is authorized to enforce the provisions of any permit it issues. Water Code Sec. 7.002. A permit 
issued by TCEQ based on the Application and the drafi permit (including special provisions) is 

enforceable. 

30 TAC §330,153, (Site Access Roads) provides the following regarding site access roads: 
(a) All-weather roads must be provided from the facility to access public roads and within the 
facility to the unloading area(s) designated for wet-weather operation. Tracked mud and 
associated debris at the access to the facility on the public roadway must be removed at least once 
per day on days when mud and associated debris are being tracked onto the public roadway. The 

'4 IESI Jacksboro Landfill (Attachment 2), p. 4 (emphasis added). 

'5 See Attachment 3, Part 111, Site Development Plan, Attachment 1, Site Layout Plans. 

"’ See Attachment 4, Modification to Municipal Solid Waste Permit No. 2294, North Texas Municipal Solid Waste 
Permit No. 2294, North Texas Municipal Water District NTMWD 121 Regional Disposal Facility. 
‘7 See Attachment 5, NTMWD 121 RDF Modification Request.
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methods for controlling mud and associated debris tracked onto public roadways must be specified 
in the site operating plan. 

(c) All on-site and other access roadways must be maintained in a clean and safe condition. Litter 
and any other debris must be picked up at least daily and taken to the working face. Access 
roadways must be regraded to minimize depressions, ruts, and potholes The frequency of 
regrading must be specified in the site operating plan. 
(emphasis added) 

This rule clearly contemplates entrance/access roads both within and outside of the permit 
boundary. 30 TAC §330.153(a) references both roads from the facility to public roads andm 
within the facility. 30 TAC §330. 153(0) provides that both on-site and other access roadways must 
be maintained in a clean and safe condition. 

The Commission’s rules, and the interpretation and implementation of the rules by both the 
Commission and the Executive Director has been to authorize in a permit non-waste disposal 
improvements, including entrance roads leading to solid waste facilities and screening berms, 
located outside of the permit boundary, 130 Environmental Park requests that the Commission 
reject the ALJs recommendation that the permit boundary be revised to include the entirety of both 
the entrance/access road and the screening berm at the 130 Environmental Park Landfill. 

2. The Waste Acceptance and Operating Hours Provided in the Application and 
the Draft Permit are Appropriate. Restricting the Hours to those listed in 30 
TAC §330.135 would be Contrary to the Intention of the Rule and would be 
Inconsistent with Prior Commission Interpretation and Practice. 

130EP respectfully excepts to the ALJs’ recommendation that the operating hours for the proposed 
130 Environmental Park Landfill facility be revised from the hours set in the Application (waste 
acceptance from 3:00 am. to 5:00 pm. [14 hours] on Monday through Friday and from 5:00 am. 
to 12:00 pm. [7 hours] on Saturday, and other operating hours 24 hours per day, seven days per 
week). 

ALJs Recommendation 
In the PFD, the ALJs recommend that the Facility be required to adhere to the operating hours set 
forth in 30 TAC § 330.135, being 7:00 am. to 7:00 p.m,, Monday through Friday for waste 
acceptance and 5:00 am. to 9:00 pm. for material transportation and heavy equipment operation. ' X 

The ALJs assert that there are residences within very short distances to various portions of the 
Facility, noise from heavy equipment operation could be incompatible with those residents, and, 
although the Application meets the requirements of the TCEQ’s municipal solid Waste rules for 
screening and buffer zones, that this does not eliminate the potential for noise and odors to impact 
nearby residents.19 The ALJs cite to a decision of the Commission in the permitting of Waste 
Management’s Austin Community Landfill (ACL)20 and make their recommendation based on 

W PFD, p. 137. 

'9 PFD, p. 133. 

2" An Order Granting the Application ofWaste Management ofTeXas. Inc. for Type I MSW Permit No. 249D;
10



their conclusion that 130E? had the burden of proof here to show that operating hours beyond 
those set forth in 30 TAC §330,|35 are appropriate, and that ISOEP did not meet that burden.Zl 

Protestants Motivation 
As with their efforts to convince the ALJs to recommend that the permit boundary for the 130 
Environmental Park facility be expanded beyond that requested in the Application, opponents of 
the project are, yet again, not seeking to have the Commission’s operating hours rule applied in a 
consistent and fair manner. The opponents generally, and specifically TJFA, L.P.ZZ, likely have 
significantly different reasons to want the Commission to limit the operating hours of the 130 
Environmental Park facility as they urged to the ALJs and as the ALJs have recommended, 
including the desire to (1) encourage the Commission to issue an order that could be subject to 
judicial appeal on the ground that it exceeds TCEQ’s authority and/or creates notice issues by 
incorporating waste acceptance hours that extend later into the evening than 130EP’s designated 
hours, and/or (2) limit the efficiency of operations and the ability of 13OEP’s landfill to effectively 
compete in a competitive industry and market that includes TDS’s nearby landfill.23 

Referred Issue v Direct Referral 
The ALJs reliance on the ACL case is misplaced, In that case, the permit application was referred 
to SOAH on specified issues. The relevant issue referred to SOAH was “Whether the Landfill’s 
Operational Hours are Appropriate."24 130 Environmental Park’s Application was a direct referral 
to SOAHr As such, the issue is whether the application complies with applicable statutory and 
regulatory requirements.25 As discussed below, and as pointed out by the ED in his exceptions, 
there is no statutory or regulatory requirement that an applicant for a municipal solid waste landfill 
permit must justify or make a showing of appropriateness of intended facility operating hours. 

Applicable Requirements 
The applicable regulation is 30 TAC §330.135, which provides: 

A site operating plan must specify the waste acceptance hours and the facility 
operating hours when materials will be transported on or off site, and the hours 

TCEQ Docket No. 2006—0612MSW, Order at FoF zlo (Mar, 15,2010), 
2' pro, p. lss. 

22 TJFA is closely affiliated with Texas Disposal Systems (a solid waste collection and disposal entity that owns and 
operates a landfill in Creedmore, only a few miles from the proposed 130 Environmental Park facllity) by way of Mr, 
Bob Gregory’s positions as an owner and past president of TJFA and tlre currcnt president of ms. Preliminary 
Hearing Testimony of Dennis Hobbs at pp. 30734. 

23 Testimony ofB. Jeffrey Hubby at Ex. Hobbyel p. a. 

2‘ An Order Granting the Application of Waste Management ocxas, Inc. for Type I MSW Permit No. 249D; TCEQ 
Docket No. 20060612 MSW, Order at FoF 210 (Mar. 15, 2010). The lssue “Whether the Landfill’s Operational 
Hours are Appropriate" was also the referred issue ln the Application of BFI Waste Systems ofNorth America, LLC, 
for Type 1 MSW Permit No. 1447A (BFI Sunset Farms). See, An Order Granting in Part the Application ot‘BFI Waste 
Systems ofNorth America, LLC, for Type I MSW Permit No. I447A; SOAH Docket No. 582-08-2178gTCEQ Docket 
No. 2007-]774-MSW. 

2’ 30 TAC §55.ZIO.
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when heavy equipment may operate. The waste acceptance hours of a municipal 
solid waste facility may be any time between the hours of7:00 am and 7:00 pm, 
Monday through Friday, unless otherwise approved in the authorization for the 
facility. Waste acceptance hours within the 7:00 am. to 7:00 pm. weekday span 
do not require other specific approval. Transportation of materials and heavy 
equipment operation must not be conducted between the hours of 9:00 p.m. to 5:00 
a.m., unless otherwise approved in the authorization for the facility, Operating 
hours for other activities do not require specific approval. 

The Application complies with 30 TAC §330.135 by specifying the Facility’s waste acceptance 
hours and other operating hours when materials will be transported on or off site and heavy 
equipment may operate. Section 8.3 of the Site Operating Plan provides: 

83 Hours of Operation 

130 Environmental Park is authorized to accept waste from public and private 
haulers from 3:00 am. to 5:00 pm (14 hours) on Monday through Friday and from 
5:00 am. to 12:00 pm. (7 hours) on Saturday, 130 Environmental Park will post 
the hours for waste acceptance from private and public waste haulers on the site 
entrance sign. 130 Environmental Park may be open other hours, as may be required 
to provide solid waste disposal services for special events, inclement weather, 
emergencies and other circumstances. 130 Environmental Park will notify the 
TCEQ regional office and will record waste acceptance hours outside of posted 
hours in the site operating record. 

130 Environmental Park is authorized for site operations 24 hours per day, seven 
days per week. Site operations include construction, earthmoving, monitoring, 
transportation of construction materials, heavy equipment operation, and other non- 
waste acceptance operations, 

130 Environmental Park will be closed to waste acceptance on Sunday. 

EX. l30EP-5, pp.l38—l39. 

In addition, 30 TAC §330.61(h) requires that the Application provide specific information 
regarding land uses within one mile ofthe facility: 

(1) ifavailable, a published zoning map for the facility and within two miles of 
the facility for the county or counties in which the facility is or will be located. If 
the site requires approval as a nonconforming use or a special permit from the local 
government having jurisdiction, a copy of such approval shall be submitted; 

(2) information about the character of surrounding land uses within one mile of 
the proposed facility; 

(3) information about growth trends within five miles of the facility with 
directions of major development; 

(4) the proximity to residences and other uses (e.g., schools, churches, 
cemeteries, historic structures and sites, archaeologically significant sites, sites 
having exceptional aesthetic quality, etc.) within one mile ofthe facility. The owner
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or operator shall provide the approximate number of residences and commercial 
establishments within one mile ofthe proposed facility including the distances and 
directions to the nearest residences and commercial establishments. Population 
density and proximity to residences and other uses described in this paragraph may 
be considered for assessment of compatibility; 

(5) a description and discussion of all known wells Within 500 feet of the 
proposed facility. Well density may be considered for assessment of compatibility; 
and 

(6) any other information requested by the executive director. 

The Facts 
In addition to providing all of the required information in the Application as declared technically 
complete, 130 Environmental Park provided an updated land use report at the evidentiary hearing. 
Significant evidence included: 

- Within one mile of the Site, 234 acres (53%) are used as single-family residences. There are 143 
residences located within one mile of the Site.25 

0 The nearest residence to the proposed facility is on Homannville Trail. estimated to be 
approximately 185 feet west of the facility boundary, and approximately 345 feet from the landfill 
footprint.27 

0 There are no churches. daycare centers, schools, or sites having exceptional aesthetic quality 
within one mile of the facility boundary.23 

While only 5.3% of the area Within one mile of the Site is used for single-family residences (143 
units on a total of 234 acres--a sparsely developed average of more than 1.6 acres per residence), 
93.1% of the area within one»mile of the Site is open and agricultural. Ex. Worrall-3, p.4. The 
remaining 1.6% of the area within one-mile of the Site is comprised of water bodies and 
commercial/industrial uses. 94.7% of the area Within one mile of the Site (4,144 acres) is non— 
residential uses. 

130 Environmental Park presented Mr. John Worrall as an expert witness on land use 
compatibility. Mr. Worrall has worked on over 30 landfill land use compatibility projects in a 
career of over 30 years. He has done more of these projects than anyone else. He has provided 
expert testimony in over a dozen contested case hearings before the State Office of Administrative 
Hearings regarding land use analyses for municipal solid waste landfill permit applications He 
has testified on all aspects of land use compatibility (zoning, growth trends, proximity, land use, 
etc.) visual analysis, and mitigation through the design, phasing, buffering and screening of solid 
waste facilities.29 

Mr. Worrall testified that the “location, siting and design of the 130 Environmental Park Landfill 
all contribute to an excellent situation in terms of land use compatibility.” He testified that of all 

26 Ex, Warra1173,p.4,6. 

27 Ex, Warra1173,p.6. 

2* Ex, Warram, pp. 4,6. 
29 Ex. Worrall-1, pp. 4-5
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of the landfills and landfill proposals he has worked on or evaluated, the proposed 130 
Environmental Park Landfill is one ofthe best in terms of land use compatibility.30 

Mr. Worrall testified that the 130 Environmental Park Landfill is compatible with existing and 
anticipated uses because: 

As to existing uses on adjacent properties, the proposed 130 Environmental Park 
Landfill will have extensive buffers, far exceeding TCEQ standards. In fact, on the 
south and west, this site exceeds any landfill project I have seen in terms ofbuffer. 
Existing topography, naturally occurring tree lines and the vegetated landscaping 
plan will further limit the visibility of the facility. In terms ofland use within one 
mile, the area is sparsely populated and yet has excellent regional transportation 
access that will nevertheless not impact local properties. Moreover, there are no 
churches, daycare centers, schools, cemeteries or sites having exceptional aesthetic 
quality within one mile ofthe facility,31 

This evidence was undisputed throughout the hearing. 

Reasonable projections of the volume of traffic expected to be generated by the Facility on access 
roads within one mile of the proposed Facility are set out in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA).32 
Vehicles traveling to and from the Facility will consist of waste route collection trucks, waste 
transfer trucks, small waste load vehicles, recycling trucks, miscellaneous trucks, and passenger 
cars,33 The number of vehicles traveling to and from the Facility on a daily basis is projected to 
increase each year from the time the Facility begins operations (Year 1) until the time the 130 
Environmental Park Landfill reaches capacity (estimated to be Year 44).34 

The projected numbers of each type ofvehicles traveling to and from the Facility on a on a daily 
basis in Year l/Year 44 are: waste route collection trucks (110/216), waste transfer trucks (15/29), 
small waste load vehicles (25/49), recycling trucks (40/78), miscellaneous trucks (4/8) and 
passenger cars (40/79) The total projected number of vehicles traveling to and from the Facility 
on a daily basis is 234 in Year 1 and 459 in Year 44.35 

The projected numbers of each type of vehicles traveling to and from the Facility on an hourly 
basis in Year 1 are set forth in the Application in the Appendix to Section 11.036 The vehicles 
that will be access the site between 2:00 am, and 7:00 am. are as follows: 

30 Ex. Warmzu, p3, 
3' Ex. Warmzu, ppss 
32 Ex. 13mm pp. [687175 and 1957196; Tcstimony ofB. Jeffery Hobby al Ex. Hobby] [LS/1.578. 
11 Ex, 1305111 pp.l95-l96. 

14 Ex, 1305111 pp.l95-l96; Ex. [3051”, pp.52-54. 

15 Ex, 1305111 pp.l95-l96. 

3” Ex. 130EP-1, p.195.

14



Estimated 2—3* 3-4 4-5 5-6 6-7 
Number of am. am. am. am. am. 
Incoming 
Vehicles 

Route Trucks 0 7 8 7 5 
Transfer 0 2 0 2 1 

Trucks 
Passenger 5 0 0 0 0 

Cars 
Recycling 3 0 0 0 0 
Pass. Cars 
Recycling 0 2 3 2 2 
Trucks 

*5 arriving passenger cars and 3 an'iving recycling passenger cars in this hour are assumed to be 
employees who depart during the 9‘h hour after arrival. 

The 27 route trucks expected to access the site between 3 am. and 7 am. constitute 24.5% ofthe 
daily-estimated l 10 route trucks The 5 transfer tmcks accessing the site between 3 am. and 7 am, 
constitute 33.3% of the daily—estimated 15 transfer trucks, The 9 recycling trucks accessing the 
site between 3 am, and 7 am. constitute 22.5% ofthe daily-estimated recycling trucks 

Mrl B. Jeffery Hobby is an engineer who has been involved with the municipal solid waste (MSW) 
industry in Texas for more than 25 years, with development of the market for solid waste disposal 
services having been at least a part ofhis responsibilities for more than 20 years and a primary part 
of his business since 1998.37 Mr. Hobby reviewed the portions of the Application related to 
incoming waste acceptance rates and traffic expected to be generated at the facility, as described 
above,38 He testified that the Application satisfies the requirements in TCEQ’s MSW rules 
regarding waste acceptance rates and that the estimates and projections used in the Application for 
waste acceptance rates expected to be generated by the facility are reasonable.39 No other witness 
testified regarding the reasonableness of the waste acceptance estimations or the hours in which 
those vehicles would be accessing the Facility, The only evidence in the record regarding the 
reasonableness ofthe acceptance ofwaste between 3:00 am. and 7:00 am is that it is reasonable. 
That evidence establishes the anticipated demand for and reasonable expectation of incoming 
volumes of waste to the Facility during the waste acceptance hours set out in the Application. 

The Rule 
The ED takes the position, in his exceptions in this case and in at least one other case,” that 30 
TAC §330.135 (and its predecessor 30 TAC §330.118) means that an applicant may designate 
37 Ex. Hubby], W34. 
3* Ex. Hobby], p.4. 

3° Ex. Hobby], p.4-5. 

4° Executive Director’s Exceptions to Proposal for Decision (ED’s Exceptions); Application by Post Oak Clean 
Green for Type I Municipal Solid Waste Disposal Permit No. 2378; SOAH Docket No. 582-15-2498;TCEQ Docket 
No. 20l2-0905-MSW (Post Oak Application), p. 8.
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facility operating hours without having to provide justification in a permit application to exceed 
the hours set out in the rule, but that the Commission may restrict the operating hours based on 
potential impacts on the community and the applicant’s need for the proposed hours. The ED’S 
interpretation and practice has been (and continues to be) that an applicant is not required to include 
justification in an application to exceed the operating hours specified in the rule," As stated by 
the ED in his exceptions in the Post Oak case referenced by the ALIS“, the ALJs’ suggested 
interpretation “would result in a significant change in how operating hours are approved, and have 
been approved, in applications for new facilities and amendments for existing facilities."“ 

In 2004 the TCEQ conducted major rulemaking revising to the Chapter 330 Municipal Solid Waste 
rules (MSW Rules), which included adopting amendments to 30 TAC §330.118(a). In that 
rulemaking, the Commission received comments requesting that language be added to require 
"mthat a variance from the operating hours designated in the rule should only be granted on a 
showing of good cause “3’44 The rule was not changed in response to this comment or comments 
that a variance from the operating hours designated in the rule should only be granted on a showing 
of good cause and that 24»hour operation should not be authorized in a populated area.“ The 
Commission determined that adding a requirement to show good cause would not add any 
objective criteria for making a determination. The Commission stated that it “will continue to make 
these decisions on a case-by-case basis considering the potential impact on surrounding 
communities. The Commission can consider whether a facility is located in a residential area, 
downtown area, or mral area under existing rules, No changes have been made in response to 
these comments.”“’ 

In the preamble to its 2006 rulemaking for the MSW Rules, the Commission discussed the issue 
of whether the operating hours rule should be amended to specify the circumstances that would 
justify authorization for 24/7 operations. At that time, the Commission was rewriting and re- 
codifying all ofthe Municipal Solid Waste Site Operating Plan rules. The Commission stated that 
it “... needs to retain flexibility to continue authorizing operating hours on a case-by-case basis 
considering the potential impacts on surrounding communities.”47 As discussed herein, the ED and 
the Commission interpret the rule to mean that an applicant may specify operating hours that 
exceed the hours referenced in the rule, and that the Commission will generally approve those 
hours unless the ED or Commission is aware of information to justify restricting the proposed 
hours 

4' ED’s Exceptions, Post Oak Application, p. 8. 

42 Sec PFD, p.186, fn. 754. 

“3 ED’s Exceptions, Post Oak Application, p. 8. 

44 29 Tex. Reg. 11070, November 26, 2004. 

45 29 Tex. Reg. 11070, November 26, 2004. 

4" 29 Tex. Reg. 11070, November 26, 2004. 

‘7 31 Tex. Reg. 2564-2565 (March 24, 2006) (Attachment B).
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Other Facilities and Operating Hours 
Since the adoption of30 TAC §330.1 l 8 in 2004 and recodification ofthe rule as 30 TAC §330rl35 
in 2006, the interpretation and practice of Commission and the Executive Director has been that 
an applicant has not been required to include justification in an application for designated operating 
hours that exceed those set out in the rule, Following is a summary of a number of Type I 

Municipal Solid Waste facilities located within the Capital Area Council of Governments area and 
the Alamo Area Council of Governments area that have received approval of site operating plan 
modifications or permit amendments implementing 30 TAC §330.118 (2004) or §330.l35 (2006). 
These areas were selected because they are/were generally within the service area from which the 
130 Environmental Park Facility is expected to receive waste. 

Waste Management Covel Gardens (ADDroved June 29 2006) 
The Commission approved Waste Management’s application for a permit amendment providing 
for the following waste acceptance and operating hours“:

~ 

Waste acceptance Seven days per week, 24 hours per day 
Transport materials on and offsite, Seven days per week, 24 hours per day 
operate heavy equipment 

‘ 

Operating Seven days per week, 24 hours per day 
~ ~ 

The Site Operating Plan provides: 
The permitted operating hours reflect commercial waste collection demands that include 
municipal waste collection during off-peak traffic hours early in the morning and in the 
evening. 

BFI Tessman Road A roved Jul 27 2006 
The Executive Director approved BFI’s application for approval ofa modification of its permit to 
come into compliance with the then new 2006 Site Operating Plan requirements. The approved 
modification provides the following waste acceptance and operating hours”:

~ 

Waste acceptance Monday through Friday, 5:00 am, - 3:00 pm, 
Saturday 7:00 am. - 3:00 pm. 

Operating Monday through Friday, 4:00 am. - 9:00 pm. 
Saturday 5:00 am. - 5:00 pm 

~ ~ 

Texas Disposal Systems (Approved Februarv 14 2007) 
The Executive Director approved Texas Disposal Systems Landfill’s application for approval of 
a modification of its permit to come into compliance with the then new 2006 Site Operating Plan 
requirements. The modification approved the following waste acceptance and operating hours”: 

4“ TCEQ MSW Permit No. 20933, Section II.A. 
4° TCEQ Permit MSW 1410C Site Operating Plan Modification Approval, July 27, 2006. 
5" TCEQ Permit MSW 2123 Site Operating Plan Modification Approval, Febniary 14, 2007.
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Acceptance of waste (commercial Monday through Saturday, 24 hours per day 
sources) 
Acceptance of waste (public Monday through Saturday, 7:00 am. - 7:00 pm, 
sources) 
Operations Seven days per week, 24 hours per day 

The Site Operating Plan, Section K-7 Operating Hours §330.118 does not provide any 
explanation for the waste acceptance or operating hours} I 

Waste Management Mesquite Creek Landfill (ADDroved October 1 2008) 
The Commission approved Waste Management’s application for a permit amendment that 
included the following waste acceptance and operating hours?2 

Acceptance of waste Monday through Friday, 4:00 am - 8:00 pm 
Saturday 4:00 - 3:00 

Transportation ofmaterials on and Monday through Friday, 4:00 a.m. - 9:00 pm. 
off site and operation ofheavy Sunday 5:00 am. - 9:00 pm. 
equipment 

‘ 

Other activities Seven days per week, 24 hours per day 

BFI Sunset Farms Permit No. 14473 (ADDroved September 14 2009) 
The Commission approved BFl Sunset Farms’ application for permit amendment that provides 
for the following waste acceptance and operating hours”:

~ 

‘ 

Acceptance of waste Seven days per week, 24 hours per day 
‘ 

Operations Seven days per week, 24 hours per day 

Land Use Factors 

Residential Growth Substantial - 524 new residences 
between 2004 and 200854 

Residential Use within 1-mile 1 1%55 
School/Daycare within l-mile 1 School 

~ ~ 

5' Texas Disposal Systems Landfill, Inc. Site Operating Plan Permit Modification request, TCEQ Permit No. 2123 
Site Development Plan, Part IV, Section K77 (approved February 14, 2007): 

52 TCEQ MSW Permit Nu. 66B, Section II.A; An Order Granting the Application for Permit No MSWr66B to 
Waste Management ofTexas, lnc., TCEQ Docket No. 2006493 lrMSW, SOAH Docket No. 582010863 (Mesquite 
Creek Order), FoF 19, 95‘ 
53 An Order Granting in Part the Application ot‘BFI Waste Systems ocrth America, LLC, for Type I MSW 
Permit No. 1447A; SOAH Docket No 582-08-2178; TCEQ Docket No. 2007-1774-MSW (Sunset Farms Order), 
Permit Section ll.A. 

5‘ Sunset Farms Order, FoF 352. 

55 Sunset Farms Order, FoF 350.
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Austin Community Landfill (Approved March 

l 

1 Daycare56 

15 2010) 
The Commission approved Waste Management‘s application for a permit amendment that 
provides for the following waste acceptance an d operating hours”: 

Acceptance of waste Sunday, 9:00 pm: through Saturday, 7:00 pm, 
Sunday, 7:00 am. through 4:00 pm.

~~ 

Operations Sunday, 9:00 pm. through Saturday, 7:00 pm. 
Sunday, 7:00 am, through 4:00 pm, 

Land Use Factors 

l 

Residences l-mile 1477SR 

l 

Residential Use within l-mile 100%59 
School/Daycare within l-mile One School 

One Daycare60 
Waste Authorized

~ 

Municipal, community, commercial, 
institutional, and recreational activities:61 

Williamson County Landfill (ADproved Auaus 
The Commission approved Williamson County’s application for permit amendment that provides 
for the following waste acceptance and operating hoursé'z: 

t28 2013) 

Acceptance of waste Monday through Friday, 5:00 am, - 8:00 pm: 
Saturday, 6:00 am. » 4:00 pm. 

Operate heavy equipment, transport materials 
to and from facility 

Monday through Friday, 5:00 am: - 8:00 pm, 
Saturday, 6:00 am. - 4:00 pm: 

Operating hours (other activities) Not specified 

5‘ Sunset Farms Order, FoF 359: 

57 An Order Granting the Application ofwastc Management ocxas, Inc., for Type I MSW Permit No. 249D; 
SOAH Dockcl No. 58270872186; TCEQ Docket No. zoosiomzimsw (ACL Order), Permit Section IIA. 
5" ACL Order, FoF lXZ. 
59 ACL Order, FoF lXO. 
w ACL Order, FoF 183. 
“ ACL Order, Permit Section 113. 
“Z An Order Granting the Application for Permit No. MSW-1405 to Williamson County; TCEQ Docket No. 2005- 
0337-MSW; SOAH Docket No. 582-06-332l,p. 38.

19



The Waste Acceptance and Operating Hours Designated in the Application will not Result 
in Nuisance Conditions 
In the preamble to the 2004 rules, the Commission specifically stated that it would look to 
“objective criteria” and consider the “potential impact" that a facility’s operating hours may have 
on the surrounding community, e.g., whether the proposed operating hours would create a 
“nuisance” or would otherwise be “incompatible with land use in the area,"3 

The rule has not been changed in regard to comments that a variance from the 
operating hours designated in the rule should only be granted on a showing of good 
cause, and that a 24-hour operation should not be authorized in a populated area. 
Adding a requirement to show good cause would not add any objective criteria for 
making a determination. The commission will continue to make these decisions on 
a case-by-case basis considering the potential impact on surrounding 
communities."4 

Even though not required by TCEQ‘s rules, 130EP proved that operation of its proposed Facility 
during the hours set out in the Application will not create nuisance conditions or result in an 
incompatible land use, As discussed herein, 130EP provided a land use compatibility analysis as 
part of the Application and a Supplemental Land Use Analysis at the contested case hearing. 130EP 
also provided a detailed Site Operating Plan that provides instructions on site operations that are 
intended to avoid the creation of a nuisance. 130EP then provided proposed findings of fact 
regarding those specific site operations to the ALJs. The ALJs’s proposed Findings of Fact and a 
Conclusion of Law include that the Facility will not result in the creation ofa nuisance: 

FF173, The Application describes how the Facility is designed for rapid processing 
and minimum detention of solid waste, and states that solid waste capable of 
creating health hazards or nuisances will be stored indoors, transferred, or 
processed promptly, and not allowed to cause nuisances or health hazards. 

FF174, The Application provides design features for the waste storage units that 
will prevent the creation of nuisances and public health hazards due to odors, 
fly breeding, or harborage of other vectors. 

CL43. The methods specified in the Site Operating Plan comply with the municipal 
solid waste mles to prevent the creation of any nuisance, as defined by 30 TAC 
§ 330,3(95). 

130EP is subject to and must comply with all applicable federal, state and local regulations, 
including the nuisance prohibition under Tex, Health & Safety Code, $82,085 and TCEQ’s mle 
at 30 TAC §§|01.4, 330,15(a), Therefore, 130EP is prohibited from creating a nuisance by statute, 
regulation, and pennit, The Site Operating Plan in the Application specifies provisions to prevent 
nuisance conditions including provisions related to the unloading of waste control of windblown 
waste and litter, odor management, disease vector control, controls on salvaging and scavenging, 
landfill gas controls, landfill cover requirement, and ponded water preventions techniques,65 And, 

“3 29 Tex. Reg. at 11,069; see also id. at 11,070. 

“4 29 Tex. Reg. at 11,070. 

“5 Application Part IV, Site Operating Plan, Ex. 13()EP-5, pp.99-187.
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in addition to the 125-foot regulatory buffer required under 30 TAC §330.3(l9), 130 EP is, at a 
minimum, more than doubling that by providing a minimum effective buffer of 325 feet to its 
property boundary. 

130EP has demonstrated, and the ALJs have found, that the operation of the 130 Environmental 
Park Landfill will not result in the creation ofa nuisance. The Executive Director has, by the Draft 
Permit, agreed that the requested waste acceptance and site operating hours are appropriate. 130 
EP respectfully requests that the Commissioners incorporate into the final permit for the Facility 
the hours ofwaste acceptance and site operations set forth in the Application 

C. ADDITIONAL MATTERS 
1. Definition of “Protestants” 

130 EP respectfully excepts to the failure of the order proposed by the ALJs to define the term 
“Protestants”. This term is used in a number of Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. Based 
on the way in which the term is used, it appears it is intended to apply to Environmental Protection 
in the Interest ofCaldwell County (EPICC) and TJFA, L.P. (TJFA), collectively. 

2. Compatibility with Site 21 Reservoir 
130 EP respectfully excepts to the ALJs expression of“concern" regarding the compatibility of 
the Landfill with the Site 21 Reservoir The evidence in the record and the ALJs’ analysis ofthis 
issue in the PFD demonstrate that the Landfill will be compatible with the reservoir. In the PFD, 
at page 173, the ALJs analysis includes: 

130EP thoroughly addressed potential adverse impacts of the Facility on the Site 21 
Reservoir and Dam in the context of its compliance with other TCEQ rules 
pertaining to surface water drainage and floodplains. As previously stated in this 
PFD, the ALJs conclude that the Application met the requirements in the TCEQ’s 
rules regarding surface water drainage and floodplains, and that the preponderance 
of the evidence indicates that development and operation of the Facility will not 
adversely impact or impair the District’s easement rights or its operation ofthe Site 
21 Dam and Reservoir, Specifically, the ALJs find that the Facility will not 
adversely alter the surface drainage patterns to the Site 21 Reservoir. With respect 
to any future rehabilitation of the Site 21 Dam, its final design will consider the 
then-existing upstream land uses, including the Facility should it exist. lmportantly, 
the District, as the entity responsible for the Site 21 Dam and Reservoir, does not 
argue that the Facility will adversely impact human health or environment or 
frustrate or interfere with the ability of the Site 21 Dam to protect downstream life 
and property. Accordingly, the ALJs conclude that in balancing all the relevant 
factors in 30 TAC § 330.61(h), the Facility is generally compatible with the Site 21 
Reservoir and Dam. 

In addition, the ALJS’ proposed Finding of Fact 320 states, “Considering all relevant factors, the 
Facility will not adversely impact human health and the environment and will be compatible with 
surrounding land uses." and the ADS” proposed Conclusion of Law 18 states, “The Facility will 
be compatible with surrounding land uses.” The issue of the Landfill’s compatibility with the Site
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21 Reservoir has been appropriately evaluated in the PFD and in the referenced finding of fact and 
conclusion oflaw, 

3. Destruction of Filed Logs and Soil Samples 
130EP respectfully excepts to repeated references in the PFD and the ADS proposed Finding of 
Fact to 130E? destroying field logs and soil samples (“discoverable materials") As clearly set 
forth in the November 23, 2015 affidavit ofJohn Michael Snyder, P.G, to which the ALJs refer in 
their discussion of this issue (Attachment B to 2015-11-24 Applicant’s Preliminary Response to 
the Motion to Compel Access to Property or in the Alternative, Motion for Sanctions Due to 
Spoliation of Evidence), the destruction of the field logs and soil samples was done by Biggs & 
Mathews Environmental, not ISOEP, pursuant to its standards practices and need for storage space. 

The following are excerpts from Mr. Snyder’s affidavit: 
I am a geologist and a licensed Professional Geoscientist in Texas, I am employed 
by Biggs & Mathews Environmental (BME) in Mansfield, Texas, 
The field work for the borings and installation of the piezometers at the 130 
Environmental Park Site was done under my direction and supervision by 
Hydrogeologic/Environmental Testing (H/ET), a registered geotechnical drilling 
and testing firm owned by Stefan Stamoulis, a geologist and licensed professional 
geoscientist with whom BME and I have worked for many years on many soil 
boring and piezometer installation projects for municipal solid waste landfill 
projects, 

Gregg Adams, P.E., a licensed professional engineer employed by BME and with 
whom I have worked for many years on geologic and geotechnical investigations 
and evaluations of many sites for municipal solid waste facilities, and I were also 
on the 130 Environmental Park site for portions of the drilling and sampling 
activities. 

The soil samples were transported to BME’s offices in Mansfield, Texas. The 
samples to be tested were provided to the laboratory; the other samples were laid 
out on tables in proper depth sequence, where Mr. Adams and I visually inspected 
them, Mr, Adams and I discussed various samples and the soils present in them, 
Under my direction and supervision, Mr Adams prepared the final versions of the 
boring logs included in the Application, including descriptions of soils in the 
borings. The boring logs prepared by Mr. Adams include descriptions of the soils 
at various depths in the borings using the Unified Soil Classification System and 
based on (a) visual observations of each sample from the borings, (b) the results of 
the analytical laboratory testing of samples from the borings, and (c) discussions 
between Mr. Adams and me regarding the samples. I consider the boring logs 
prepared in this manner (based on the detailed visual inspection of soil samples 
from the borings in the controlled environment of BME’s office and the results of 
analytical laboratory analyses, with descriptions prepared in accordance with the 
Unified Soil Classification System), to be superior to the field logs prepared in the 
field (under difficult working conditions, without the benefit of laboratory 
analytical testing, and not based on the Unified Soil Classification System),
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After the laboratory analyses were completed, the boring logs were finalized and 
included in Parts II and IV of the Application, which was then submitted to TCEQ. 
Pursuant to BME‘s standard instructions to Stefan Stamoulis, he did not retain 
copies of the field logs and, pursuant to BME’s standard document retention 
policies, neither did BME. The soil samples from the 130 Environmental Park site 
that Mr. Adams and I inspected in our office were then placed in a secure storage 
unit, then disposed of as storage space was needed for other projects on which BME 
was working. 

The procedures described above are the standard practices followed by Gregg 
Adams, Stefan Stamoulis, and me in connection with soil borings done as part of 
site investigations during the many years we have worked together on municipal 
solid waste landfill projects, 

We do not dispose of soil samples and field logs to prevent access to them by third 
parties, We dispose ofsoil samples after using them to prepare soil boring logs and 
samples to be sent for laboratory testing because we have no further use for them, 
because the samples degrade over time, and because we have limited storage space 
for sample boxes so our practice is to dispose of older samples to make room for 
samples from more recent projects, In my experience, the practice ofnot retaining 
and/or disposing of soil samples after using them to prepare soil boring logs and 
samples to be sent for laboratory testing is a standard practice among persons and 
organizations engaged in geologic site investigations for solid waste facility 
projects, We dispose of field logs after boring logs to be included in a permit 
application submitted to TCEQ have been prepared based on BME’s standard 
document retention policy, which is to not retain and/or to dispose of draft 
documents. The purpose of this policy is to ensure that we do not have older 
versions of documents in our files or computers that could mistakenly be used in 
place of current versions of documents, 

TCEQ does not require, by rule or otherwise, the preparation or inclusion in a 
permit application of field logs of soil borings, or the preservation of soil samples 
from such borings, 

4. Wetlands 
130EP respectfully excepts to the mischaracterization, in the ALJs proposed Finding of Fact 227, 
of the results of the wetlands investigation conducted by Mr, Russell Marusek, That finding states, 
“There are 20 areas, totaling 1.46 acres in size, ofjurisdictional wetlands located within the Facility 
Boundary." However, the uncontroverted evidence in the record (at Ex. 130EP»1 p.672-674) 
establishes that the referenced 146 acres ofwetlands is not all “jurisdictional” wetlands: 

Table IID,2-| and Figure IID,2-l in this appendix summarize information regarding 
those wetlands that are located within the proposed facility boundary, As shown, 
there are approximately 1.46 acres of wetlands located within the facility boundary, 
049 acre of which are jurisdictional wetlands; 

130 EP respectfully suggests that Finding of Fact 227 should appropriately provide, “There are 20 
areas, totaling 146 acres in size, of wetlands located within the Facility Boundary,”
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S. Caldwell County Disposal Ordinance 
130EP respectfully excepts to the mischaracterization of the Caldwell County Disposal Ordinance 
as a “zoning ordinance”. In fact, Hallca, the very case cited by ALJs in the PFD in support ofthe 
proposition that the Caldwell County Disposal Ordinance is a zoning ordinance, clearly states that 
a solid Waste facility siting ordinance adopted by a county pursuant to 364.012 (as was the case 
with the ordinance under consideration in Hallca and as is the case with the Caldwell County 
Disposal Ordinance under consideration here) is not a zoning ordinance: “...this was no zoning 
ordinance; the ordinance here prohibited precisely the use Hallco intended to make of this 
property” Hallca Texas, Inc. v. McMullen County, 221 S.W.3d 50, 60 (Tex. 2006) (emphasis 
added). As set out in Hal/co, and quoted in the PFD, “Texas counties generally enjoy fairly limited 
zoning authority". That authority is set out in Local Gov‘t Code Ch. 231 (which allows counties 
to exercise zoning in limited circumstances, mostly dealing with specifically-identified lakes and 
none applicable to Caldwell County), and Local Gov’t Code Ch. 241 (which allows counties to 
exercise limited zoning authority “around airports”; also not applicable to Caldwell County and 
the area ofthe 130EP Site). The Caldwell County Disposal Ordinance is not a “zoning ordinance”. 

ISOEP also respectfully excepts to the ALIS” conclusion, as set out in the PFD, that the Caldwell 
County Disposal Ordinance should have been considered in evaluating land use compatibility for 
proposed the 130 Environmental Park facility because, as the ALJs found, the ordinance does not 
apply here because it was adopted after 130EP had already filed an application at TCEQ. See, 
ALJs' proposed Findings of Fact 316-317 and 325-327 and ALJs’ proposed Conclusion of Law 
41: “The existence ofthe County’s Disposal Ordinance does not prevent TCEQ from granting the 
Application and issuing the permit pursuant to Texas Health and Safety Code §§ 363.112(d) and 
3640120).“ Consideration of an ordinance that does not apply in this situation should not be a 
required element of an evaluation of the proposed facility, 

6. 30 TAC §330.459 
130EP respectfully excepts to the omission, in the ALJs’ proposed Conclusions ofLaw 53 and 56, 
of references to the Application‘s demonstration of compliance with 30 TAC § 330.459 (Closure 
of Storage and Processing Units). The uncontroverted evidence in the record (Application 
Attachment A, Section 8 [Ex. 130EP-2 p.20], Application Attachment I-I, Section 4.2 [Ex. 130EP- 
5 p.48]; and Application Attachment I, Section 2.4 [Ex. 130EP-5 p.65]) shows that the Application 
complies with 30 TAC § 330.459. 

II. 

PRAYER 
Based on the foregoing, 130EP respectfully requests that the Commission sustain these exceptions, 
grant lSOEP’s Application, and issue to 130EP a Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Type 1 permit as 
set out in the attached Draft Permit with the modifications set out in Item below, pursuant to an 
order based on the ALJs’ proposed order with the changes set out in Items a through ii below: 

a, modify Finding of Fact 20 in the ALJs proposed order to define the term “Protestants” as used 
elsewhere in the proposed order, as follows: “On March 26, 2015, SOAH ALJs Casey A. Bell and 
Sharon Cloninger held a preliminary hearing in Lockhart, Texas. The ALJs found that notice had 
been properly given and that SOAH had jurisdiction over this matter. The ALJs further admitted
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the following persons and entities as parties to the contested case hearing: Environmental 
Protection in the Interest of Caldwell County (EPICC); mTJFA, L,P, (TJFA) collectively 
“Protestants” , Caldwell County (County), Plum Creek Conservation District (District), James 
Abshier, Claudia and Robert Brown, Ann and Troyce Collier, Byron Friedrich, the King Family 
Trust, Brenda Martin, Frank Sughrue, Bill and Pam Young, and Joe Colleyr Ben Pesl was also 
admitted as a party but did not participate in the contested case hearing," 

. overturn and delete a to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is not supported by the 
great weight of the evidence, as follows: “On July 26, 2016, Protestants filed a motion seeking to 
strike certain portions of 130EP’s prefiled testimony, The basis of Protestants’ motion was 
130EP’S alleged spoliation, or destruction, of discoverable material regarding its geologic 
interpretation and characterization of the subsurface at the Site. On August 3, 2016, 130EP 
responded to Protestants’ motion and disagreed with their assertions. However, an affidavit of 
John Michael Snyder, P,G,m confirmed that l30EP’s consulting firm Biggs & Mathews 
Environmental had destroyed boring samples and field logs pursuant to its eonsu‘l-t-amiS—retcntion 
policy and need for storage space. 

overtum and delete portions of Finding of Fact 24 in the ANS proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight of the evidence, as follows: “On August 11, 2016, the ALJs issued Order No. 26, finding 

~~ 
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bematefial—and—relev—ant—teahe—heafingrlwestreflngbecause the field logs and soil samplesfli 
been destroyed, l—39EllpreeludedProtestants were precluded from conducting full discovery." 

:1 

. overturn and delete a portion of Finding of Fact 25 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight of the evidence, as follows: “The ALJs overmled Protestants’ motion to strike and admitted 
130EP’s prefiled evidence, The ALJs determined that striking 130EP’s prefiled testimony was not 
appropriate because any remedy must be proportionate to the prejudice suffered by Protestants due 
to the destruction of the discoverable material. Because Protestants conducted an investigation at 
the Site outside of the discovery period as a result of their prior spoliation assertions, no other 
action was necessary to remedy the prejudice caused by 130E135thie destruction of discoverable 
material,” 

adopt the following additional Finding of Fact 36A, as supported by the evidence in the record: 
“The District and its easement associated with the Site 21 Reservoir are not listed in the real 
property appraisal records of the Caldwell County Appraisal District.” 

modify Findings of Fact 49 through 51, 61, 62, 65, and 67 in the ALJs proposed order, pursuant 
to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(c) because they are not supported by the great weight of the 
evidence, to change “access road” to “entrance roa ” to properly identify the portion of roadway 
discussed in each finding, based on designation of the “entrance roa “ in the Application.
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, overturn and delete a portion of Finding of Fact 68 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361 ,0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight of the evidence, as follows: “The Draft Permit lists a-l-l-eflt-he-“Facilities Authorized” by the 
permit, including the all-weather access roadg. All authorized facilities are within the Permit 
Boundary, except for the entire length of the access road. 

. overturn and delete Finding ofFact 69 in the ALJs proposed order (“130EP has notjustified why 
the entire length of the access road is not included within the Permit Boundary, even though it is a 
facility authorized by the permit") pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is 
not supported by the great weight of the evidence, 

overturn and delete Finding ofFact 70 in the ALJs proposed order (“The entire length ofthe access 
road from US 183 should be included within the Permit Boundary“) pursuant to Health & Safety 
Code § 361,0832(c) because it is not supported by the great weight ofthe evidence, 

modify Finding ofFact 223 and 328 in the ALJs proposed order, pursuant to Health & Safety Code 
§ 361 .0832(c) because they are not supported by the great weight of the evidence, to change 
“access road” to “entrance road/access road” to properly identify the portion of roadway discussed 
in each finding, based on designation ofthe “entrance roa " and “access road” in the Application. 

, overturn and delete a portion of Finding of Fact 227 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361 ,0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight ofthe evidence, as follows: “There are 20 areas, totaling 1.46 acres in size, ofju-r-isd-ieiena-l 
wetlands located within the Facility Boundary.” 

overtum and delete a portion of Finding of Fact 318 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight of the evidence, as follows: “The Disposal Ordinance is—a—zening—ordinaneethakregulates 
land-use activities in the vicinity of the proposed Landfillr” 

, overturn and delete portions of Finding of Fact 318 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight ofthe evidence, as follows: “130EP has not obtained therequifeda floodplain development 
permit from the County and did not submit thea floodplain development permit with its 

Application.” 

, overturn and delete portions of Finding of Fact 329 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight of the evidence, as follows: “1 SOEP has not obtained the-required; floodplain development 
permit from the County and did not submit theg floodplain development permit with its 

Application, 

. overturn and delete portions of Finding of Fact 330 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight of the evidence, as follows: “The Draft Permit contains a special provisions te—addressthis 
defieieneyregarding a floodplain development permit. The use of such special provisions in thea
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permit matter is a common practice at the TCEQ to address sander—9 ' ‘ ’ "e5 if“ 64‘ mg 
approvals from other govemmental entities 

. overturn and delete portions of Finding of Fact 372 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight ofthe evidence, as follows: “There are @residences withinW 
pea-$95345 feet ofthe Landfill proposed for the Facility.” 

, overturn and delete Finding ofFact 373 in the ALJ s proposed order (“Noise from heavy equipment 
operation and other operations at the Facility could be incompatible with nearby residents”) 
pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is not supported by the great weight of 
the evidence. 

overturn and delete portions of Finding of Fact 374 in the ANS proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361083203) because it is not supported by the great 
weight of the evidence, as follows: “The screening and buffer zones at the Facility do—not 
el-imifiatewill limit the potential for noise and odors to impact nearby residents." 

overturn and delete portions of Finding of Fact 375 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify the 
finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 36l.0832(c) because it is not supported by the great 
weight ofthe evidence, as follows: “130E? did—noeshowfi that the operating hours set forth in the 
Draft Permit are appropriate.” 

overturn and delete Finding of Fact 376 in the ALJs proposed order (“The following operating 
hours are appropriate for the Facility: 7:00 am. to 7:00 pm Monday through Friday, and material 
transport and heavy equipment operation must not be conducted between 9:00 pm. and 5:00 am”) 
pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361083203) because it is not supported by the great weight of 
the evidence. 

, overtum and delete Finding of Fact 394 in the ALJs proposed order (“The entire screening berm 
130EP will construct on the northern boundary ofthe Facility should be included within the Permit 
Boundary") pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(c) because it is not supported by the 
great weight ofthe evidence, 

v. overturn and delete portions of Finding of Fact 425 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify 
the finding, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 36l.0832(c) because it is not supported by the 
great weight of the evidence, as follows: “Protestants incurred additional expenses because 
HGEPBiggs & Mathews Environmental breaehed—its—duty—anekdestroyed discoverable 
materialsfield logs and soil samples from the 2013 soil borings it conducted.” 

w, overturn and delete Conclusion of Law 7 in the ALJs proposed order (“l30EP’s Application 
had the following deficiencies: (a) The Application failed to list the District’s easement on the 
Hunter Tract, as required by 30 TAC §§ 281.5(6) and 330.59, (b) 130E? did not obtain 
approval from the ED of its boring plan for the subsurface investigation of the Site prior to 
initiating work, as required by 30 TAC § 330.63(4). (c) 130E? did not obtain a floodplain 
development permit from the County, as required by 30 TAC § 330,63(c)(2)(D)(ii).”) pursuant
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bb, 

CC. 

dd, 

55. 

to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(d), because it is clearly erroneous in light of precedent 
and applicable rules, 

overturn and delete Conclusion of Law 8 in the ALJs proposed order (“130EP did not meet its 
burden to prove that its requested operating hours beyond those specified in 30 TAC § 3301135 
are appropriate”) pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(d), because it is clearly 
erroneous in light ofprecedent and applicable rules. 

overturn and delete the first part of Conclusion of Law 9 in the ALJs proposed order, and 
modify the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(d) because it is clearly 

' l'ght ofprecedent and applicable rules, as follow ' “Qt-her—t-han—t-he—defieieneies—i-n~

~ 

130E? met its burden on all other issues, 

overturn and delete a portion ofConclusion of Law 1 1 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify 
the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(d) because it is clearly erroneous 
in light of precedent and applicable rules, as follows: “The Draft Permit No, MSW-2383, as 
prepared by the EDandras—amended-byethrsGrder, includes all matters required by law. 

overturn and delete the first part of Conclusion of Law 13 in the ALJs proposed order, and 
modify the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361,0832(d) because it is clearly 
erroneous in light of precedent and applicable rules, as follows: “E*eept—for—the—farlure—te 15": + Asol‘h'+'+’ r. c 4 +LH¢T4 5 F 3 

them Application complied with 30 TAC §§ 281.5 and 330.59." 
overturn and delete Conclusion of Law 21 in the ALJs proposed order (“The entire length of 
the access road should be included within the Permit Boundary to ensure consistency with and 
enforceability of the permit’s requirements") pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361 .0832(d), 
because it is clearly erroneous in light of precedent and applicable rules, 

overturn and delete the first part of Conclusion of Law 23 in the ALJs proposed order, and 
modify the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(d) because it is clearly 
erroneous in light of precedent and applicable rules, as follows: “Gther—than—l—MElls—failurete 

' ’ ' 

, Lhe Geology Report in the Application meets the 
requirements in 30 TAC § 330.63(e)." 

overturn and delete the first part of Conclusion of Law 39 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify 
the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361 ,0832(d) because it is clearly erroneous in 
light of precedent and applicable rules, as follows: “Except—fer—ISOEFis—faikfie—to—ebtei-n—and 
' 

- - A - -- - - ..- " " 
, MApplication 

30 TAC §§ 330,61(m), 330.63(c)(2), and 330.547.“ 
~~

~ 

complies with the floodplain requirements in 

overturn and delete the first part of Conclusion of Law 42 in the ALJs proposed order, and modify 
the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361 .0832(d) because it is clearly erroneous in 
light of precedent and applicable rules, as follows: “Eareept—for—tbedevratreH—frem—the—TGEQLS
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ff. 

3% 

hh. 

standard—eperating—heurfiBOEP has shown that it will comply with the operational prohibitions 
and requirements in 30 TAC §§ 330.15 and 330.|21 through 330.249. 

overturn and delete the first part of proposed Conclusion of Law 51 in the ALJs proposed order 
and modify the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(d) because it is clearly 
erroneous in light of precedent and applicable rules, as follows: “Eaeeept—asseteeut—iweenelusiea 
f' l“ 

. 
7 5 d' 5 ‘3’“:D’ 

' ' “L ‘T ' ' “ ‘, Part I of the Application 
meets the requirements of 30 TAC §§ 281.5, 305.45, 305.57(c)(l), and 305.59." 

overturn and delete portions of Conclusion of Law 53 in the ALJs proposed order, pursuant to 
Health & Safety Code § 361.0832(d) because they are clearly erroneous in light of precedent and 
applicable rules, and modify the conclusion to include reference to 30 TAC § 330.459»330.463, as 
follows:“ -. - ‘ -- .uA . u - -- - 7- --- - -- ~~~~ ~ ~~~ ~~

~ 
~~~ 
complies with the applicable rules in 30 TAC §§ 330.63, 330.171, 330.303 through 330307, 
330.331, 330.333, 330.371, 330.401 through 330.421, 330.457Tthrough 330.465, and 330.503 
through 330.507.“ 

overturn and delete the first part ofConelusion ofLaw 54 in the ALIS proposed order, and modify 
the conclusion, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 361 .0832(d) because it is clearly erroneous in 
light of precedent and applicable rules, as follows: “Exeept—fer—the—deviation—frem—the—"FGEl 
standard—eperating—heursrPafl IV of the Application, the Site Operating Plan, meets the 
requirements of30 TAC §§ 330.57(c)(4), 330.65, and 330.121 through 330.249.” 

. modify Conclusion of Law 56 in the ALJs proposed order to include reference to 30 TAC § 
330,459, as follows: “130EP has submitted information regarding closure and post-closure that 
demonstrates compliance with the requirements 0f30 TAC §§ 330.63(h), (i), 0); 33045753307464- 
through 330.465; and 330.503 through 330.507. 

jj, modify Ordering Provision l as follows: “I30EP’s Application is granted and the Municipal 
Solid Waste Landfill Type I permit is hereby issued to 130EP, as set out in the attached Draft 
Permit with the following modifications: 
W. 

I

. 

the Draft Permit is revised to read: “The Dermittee is authorized to operate a Type I 

municipal solid waste landfill consisting ofa total permit boundary of approximately 520 
acres and a waste disposal footprint of approximately 202 acres. The permittee is also 
authorized to operate a citizen convenience center leachate storage unit large items 
storage area used/scrap tire storage area wood waste processing area and truck wheel 
wash station. All waste disposal activities authorized by this permit are to be confined to 
the Type I landfill. Other improvements shall include security fencing a gatehouse scales 
entrance road all-weather access roads soil stockpiles landfill gas monitoring and 
collection system leachate collection system groundwater monitoring SVstem liner
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system and a screening berm. Structures for surface drainage and storm water mn- 
on/runoff control include a perimeter drainage svstem to eonvev storm water runoff around 
the site benns ditches detention ponds and associated drainage structures. All waste 
processing activities and improvements identified above and authorized by this permit are 
to be confined to the locations depicted in Drawing HA.24 in Part II of the permit 
application Hearing Exhibit Worrall-lO and Drawing Dl.l in Part III of the permit 
application and described in Part III Attachment D Chapter 2 of the permit application ~ ~ 

Respectfully submitted, 

MCELROY, SULLIVAN, MILLER, 
WEBER LMSTEAD, LLP ~~~ 

~

~ ~~
~~ By: 

Brent W. Ryan 
State Bar No. 1746 
PO. Box 12127 
Austin, TX 78711 
Tel: (512) 327-8111 
Fax: (512) 327-6566 

Anomeys for 
130 Environmental Park, LLC
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
On March 13, 2017, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent to each party 

representative via email and/or first-class mail, as shown on the attached service list. 

Brent W. Ryan
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2.1.2 Layer ll - Highly Weathered Shaly Clay 
Layer II consists of highly oxidized, discolored, limonilic soils immediately below the 
residual clay (Layer 1). This layer is characterized as a highly fi'actured, highly weathered 
zone. Vertical joints and fractures are evident throughout this unit, Layer ]1 ranges from 
nonexistent in boring 0-2 to 13.5 feet thick in boring C-1 1; average thickness of this highly 
weathered zone is about 6 feet, Cross sections (Figures 4C3 through 4C.8) indicate that the 
thickness and depth of Layer 1] is a result of weathering and appears to be thinnest in the 
high topographic areas, 

2.1.3 Layer III - Slightly Weathered Upper Marl 
Layer III is distinguished fi'om the upper units strictly by color, consistency and appwance. 
This layer can be characterized as a dark gray, slightly weathered and fi‘actured zone. 
Fractures and joints are present in this zone but not to the degree of the zone above. The 
thickness of Layer lIl ranges from 10.5 feet in borings C~l3 and LS to 42.5 feet in boring I- 
2. Average thickness across the site is about 24 feet. 

2.1.4 Layer IV - Unweathered Lower Marl 
Layer IV has been described and characterized as a dark gray, slightly harder, unweathered 
zone. Layer IV is distinguished from the unit above using field and laboratory 
determinations of consistency, density, strength, and degree of fi'acturing This unit is 
generally distinguished from Layer [1] by appearance and hardness. The slight fracturing 
that was evident in the upper portion of this unit decreases with depth This unit was only 
partially penetrated. The average thickness penetrated in the borings drilled on site was 
about 42 feet, 

As stated above, the stratigraphy of the site has been defined by the degree of weathering, 
To illustrate the unweathered surface of the Taylor Marl, a contour map was prepared 
using information obtained from the borings (Figure 4C.1). This map indicates that the 
unweathered unit (Layer IV) surface mimics the surface topography and slopes to the 
northwest (as does the surface topography). These maps and the generalized cross 
sections (Figures 403 through 408) support the conclusion that the geologic units 
generally parallel the surface and are thus related to weathering processes, not to 
depositional processes. 

2.2 Site Exploration 

2.2.1 Site Investigations 

Subsurface explorations that provided data for the geological interpretation of the existing 
permitted site were completed in 1992 and 1994. The first of these explorations occurred in 
March, April, June, and September 1992 and consisted of drilling, logging, and sampling l9 
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exploratory borings, the installation of deep piezometers in 7 of the exploratory borings 
(PD-1A, PD-7A, PD-SA, PD-8C, PD—8D, PD-15A, and PD-17A), and the installation of 14 
shallow piezometers (PS-1B, PS-2A, PS—4A, PS-SA, PS-7B, PS-7C, PS-SB, PS-lOA, PS- 
11A, PS-12A, PS—13A, PS»15B, PS»16A, and PS-17B) adjacent to exp1oratory boreholes A second exploration of the existing permitted site was conducted in March 1994. A11 14 
borings drilled in 1994 were completed as piezometers; they comprise 6 shallow, weathered 
marl piezometers (P-lC, P-15C, P»17C, NP-3A, NP-4A, and NP-SA) and 8 deep, 
unweathered marl piezometers (P-lD, P»15D, P—17D, N'P—lB, NP»3B, N'P-4B, NP-SB, and 
NP-7B), The 1992 and 1994 borings ranged in depth from 45 feet to 116 feet; 13 of these 
borings extended 30 feet or more below the elevation of the deepest excavation (EDE). 
The soil boring plan (SBP) for the proposed expansion of the ECD Landfill site was 
approved by the TNRCC in its letters of July 14 and September 11, 1995 (Figures 43165 
and 431166), Thirty-eight borings (8 previously completed borings and 30 new borings) 
plus 2 large-diameter borings were approved for characterization of the subsurface The 
approved SBP borings are included in Table 4-3, Site exploration for the proposed 
expansion Was conducted in August and September 1995. This included the drilling and 
subsequent evaluation of two large-diameter borings (F-6 and K-S) completed within the 
unweathered Taylor Marl at total depths of about 70 feet each. The purpose of the large- 
diameter borings was to investigate the extent to which groundwater might exist in the 
unweathered marl, This was accomplished by use of downhole video equipment to observe 
and record geologic and hydrogeologic conditions within the borehole. 

Of the 38 borings approved for characterization of the site, 8 of these were completed in 
1992 and 1994 (see Section 2.2.1 and Table 4-3). The remaining 30 borings were 
completed in 1995 Four of the 1995 borings (G—S, J-8, K-2, and N-S) were drilled and 
sampled to a depth 30 feet below the elevation of the deepest excavation (EDE). For the 
purpose of developing the SBP for the site, the EDE was conservatively estimated to be 
about 390 feet above ms] in elevation. The deepest proposed excavation is actually 400 
feet above his]. All four borings were completed to e1evation 360 feet above msl. 
Twenty-six of the 1995 borings were completed to total depths at least 30 feet below the 
proposed excavation at each boring location, 

Twelve piezometers were installed in the proposed expansion area as part of the 1995 site 
exploration. Expansionarea piezometers are screened in the shallow, weathered marl. 
These 12 piezometers, along with 8 monitoring wells and 7 shallow piezometers at the 
existing site, were used to characterize groundwater conditions. Piezometer installations 
are described in Section 4.2. 

The 1992, 1994, and 1995 borings, along with their depths, surface elevations, and 
calculated bottom elevations, are listed in Table 4—3. Logs of the borings are provided in 
Appendix 4B of this attachment, Drilling and sampling procedures are discussed in 
Section 2.2.3. 
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TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Protecting Texas by Redua’ug and Preventing Pollution 

May 16, 1996 

Mr. Michael Snyder. C.P.G. 
EMCON 
5701 East Loop 820 South 
Fort Worth, Tx 761197051 

Re: Solid Waste Wichita County 
Site Investigation, RA. MSW '1571, 
Bell Processing, Inc, Iowa Park Landfill 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

We have reviewed your proposed soil boring plan (513?) dated April 25, 1996, for the 
expansion of the above-referenced landfill in Wichita County. A total of 33 soil borings, of 
which 16 soil borings will he deeper than 30 feet below the deepest proposed excavation 
elevation of approximately 950 feet mean sea level, will be drilled for the combined 268 acre 
site. The proposed SBP complies with the Commission’s Municipal Solid Waste Regulations 
concerning site investigations and this letter constitutes approval of your SBP. 

It is anticipated that this SBP, when implemented, will accurately characterize the in—situ 
geologic, hydrologic, and engineering properties of the surface and subsurface strata at this site, 
Please be advised that although this plan complies with the Municipal Solid Waste Regulations, 
additional soil borings and piezometers could be required by the Commission should the data 
generated by this SBP prove to be inconclusive. 

If you should find it necessary to modify this approved plan, another plan detailing any proposed 
modifications must be submitted to the Commission for approval before implementation of the 
modifications. If you should have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to 
contact Mr. T. Wesley McCoy, Staff Geologist, at (512) 239—6669. 

Sincerely, 

Mm 044.- 
Mark Dollins, P.E., Team Leader 
Permits Section 
Municipal Solid Waste Permits Section 

MD/TWM/jad 

cc: TNRCC Region 3 Office 
Ms. lean Doyle. TNRCC MSW Permits Section Fans 48.1 
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2.3 Site Exploration 

2.3.1 Previous Investigations 

Sixteen monitoring wells were installed in 1994 as a part of a site characterization related 
to a surface impoundment closure. These piezometers have a “TMW-” prefix (cg, “TMW-l ”) in tables and on figures. Well logs, screen lengths and some other well details 
are not available. These wells were installed with no surface slab. metal surface casing, or 
other permanent surface completion characteristics. They have all been removed and 
plugged in accordance with TNRCC rules. Locations and total depths are shown on 
Table 4-8. 

Previous soil boring investigations of the site include drilling episodes completed in 
1996. A preliminary lO-hole boring program was conducted in May 1996. An additional 
40 borings were drilled in July 1996, Four supplementary deep borings were drilled in 
October 1996. Details and depths of the borings are listed in Table 4-2. Logs of the 
borings are in Appendix 4B, Figures 4B5 through 4B.120. Monitoring wells MWOOIA 
through MWOOS and piezometers PZOOl through PZOOS were logged as shown on the 
well and piezometer completion sheets. These logs were not used in the site 
characterization or preparation of maps and cross sections because of lack of detailed 
information. 

2.3.2 Soil Boring Plan 

The soil boring plan for the proposed permit application was approved by the TNRCC in its 
letter of July 10, 1996 (Figure 4B1). A total of 48 borings was approved for 
characterization of the subsurface. Ten of these borings had already been drilled in May 
1996 as part of a preliminary exploration program. (The July 10, 1996, TNRCC letter refers 
to eight initial borings, rather than the actual ten completed. The letter approved 40 
additional borings for an actual total of 50, though the letter states a total of 48.) All of the 
50 borings were completed to total depths that extended at least 5 feet below the elevation 
of the deepest excavation (EDE) of 52 feet msl; 31 of the borings extend at least 30 feet 
below the BBB. Nine monitoring wells were installed during the July 1996 drilling. 

A supplement to the boring plan was approved by the TNRCC in a letter dated October 25, 
1996 (Figure 4B. 1 , continued). This added four additional deep borings (more than 30 feet 
below the EDE), five piezometers, and six test pits to collect bulk soil samples for lab 
testing. The work was completed in October 1996. The six test pits (TPOOI ~ TP006), 
adjacent to existing borings, were excavated by backhoe to depths of 9% to 12% feet, solely 
to allow collection of geotechnical samples. 

A second supplement to the boring plan was approved by the TNRCC in a letter dated 
October 29, 1997 (Figure 4B1, continued). Two supplementary soil borings were 
completed in November 1997 to depths of 60 feet (42 feet below EDE). Boring locations 
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are shown on Figure 432 (Appendix 4B). Logs of all borings completed at the site are in 
Appendix 4B of this attachment. 

Seventeen geophysical holes were drilled in November 1997 to depths of about 300 feet 
in order to determine if faults exist beneath the site. Geophysical hole locations are shown 
on Figure 43.2. Total depths and elevations of all holes are listed in Table 4-2. Details of 
wells and piezometers (except the TMW wells) are presented on the logs in Appendix 43. 
Four additional borings were drilled in October 1998. Three of the borings (all 30 feet 
deep) were completed as temporary piezometers FBI, 2, and 3 for field determination of 
hydraulic conductivity in Unit A. BHOIOA, the fourth boring, was to determine moisture 
content in Unit A clay. Logs of the borings are in Appendix 4B. 

Table 4-2 
Boring Depths and Elevations 

Bottom of Depth Below 
Surface Total Depth of Boring Deepesl 

Boring Elevation Boring Elevation Excavation 
Number (ft above msl) (ft) (ft above msl) (ft) 

1996 Borinzs 
BH001 63.44 114.0 -45.6 97.6 BH002 68.38 70.0 -1.6 53.6 
BHOOS 69.88 114.0 —44.1 96.1 
31-1004 66.94 70.0 -3.1 55.1 
811005 74.25 114.0 69.8 91.8 BH006 69.33 114.0 -44.6 96.6 
BH007 64.49 58.0 6.5 45.5 
31-1003 63.73 114.0 43.3 100.3 
BH009 67.00 70.0 -3.0 55.0 
BH010 69.22 70.0 08 52.8 
31-1011 66.87 40.0 6.9 25.1 
311012 66.61 65.0 1.6 50.4 BH013 67.24 40.0 27.2 24.8 BH014 66.42 70.0 -3.6 55.6 
BH015 66.24 40.0 26.2 25.8 BH016 63.04 72.0 -9.0 61.0 
31-1017 69.20 40.0 29.2 22.8 BHOIS 63.31 70.0 -l.2 53.2 
B11019 67.68 40.0 27.7 24.3 
BHOZO 67.25 70.0 -2.8 54.8 
BHOZI 66.53 40.0 26.5 25.5 BH022 66.31 70.0 -3.7 55.7 
BH023 63.39 40.0 23.4 286 
131-1024 70.74 75.0 4.3 56.3 
131-1025 69.44 40.0 29.4 22.6 
BH026 68.18 70.0 -1.8 53.8 
BH027 67.28 40.0 27.3 24.7 
BH028 66.50 70.0 {1.5 55.5 BH029 61.37 40.0 21.4 30.6 
BH030 64.31 75.0 -10.7 62.7 
B11031 75.49 40.0 35.5 16.5 
BH032 71.75 70.0 1.8 50.3 
BH033 69.43 40.0 29.4 22.6 BH034 69.07 75.0 -5.9 57.9 
BH03S 68.68 40.0 8.7 23.3 BH036 68.73 75.0 -6.3 58.3 
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Robert J. Huston, Chairman 
R. 5. "Ralph" Marquez, Commissioner 
John M Baker, Commissioner 

i J'efl'rey A. Saitasl Executive Director 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and hwenting Pollution 

February 11 , 2000 

Mr. Michael Snyder, C.P.G, 
Biggs & Mathews Environmental 
5450-A East Loop 820 South 
Fort Worth, TX 76119—6548 
Re: Municipal Solid Waste - Grayson County TASWA Proposed Landfill, 

S oil Boring Plan 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) received your proposed soil boring plan (SBP), dated January 10. 2000, for a proposed 400-acre Type Ilandfill in Grayson County. The boring plan proposes a total of 39 borings, with 27 borings a minimum of 30 feet below the deepest excavation elevation, and 12 borings a minimum of 5 feet below the deepest excavation elevation Additionally, the SBP proposes the installation of 18 pie‘zometers for hydrogeologic characterization purposes.- Upon review, the proposed ' 

location and depth of the borings complies with the TNRCC’s Municipal Solid 'Waste Rules (MSWR) concerning siteinvestigations for Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) landfills, and this letterconstitutes approval of the proposed soil boring plan. 

Please be aware that a sufficient number of borings and piezometers must be completed to accomplish the following: 

A. Establish the subsurface stratigraphy beneath the facility; B. Determine the geotechnical properties of soils and rocks beneath the facility; and C Identify the uppermost aquifer, all deeper hydraulically interconnected aquifers, and the lower confining unit at the uppermost aquifer’s lower boundary. 
It is anticipated that this SBP, when implemented, will accurately characterize the geologic, hydro-geologic, and engineering properties of the subsurface and subsurface strata at this site. Please be advisad that 

application. Although not required by the MSWR, pro-application contact between potential permit applicants, local governments, and persons who may be affected by a landfill facility, is highly encouraged 

43.11 
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Mr. Michael Snyder, C.P.G. 
Page 2 

Pre-application contact can serve to identify technical and non-technical issues of concern, establish 
communication between parties, and resolve points of conflict prior to submission of an application. You 
may wish to utilize the formal pro-application review process detailed in 30 Texas Administrative Code, 
Section 330.50 of the MSWR‘or choose to contact local govemments and persons who may be affected in 
a less structured manner. An effective method of initiating pre-application contact would be to complete the 
attached “Information'Regardin g a Potential Municipal Solid Waste Facility" form and return the completed 
form to the TNRCC within 30 days of SBP approval. The TNRCC will mail copies of the form to local 
governments and persons who may be affected by a landfill facility at the proposed location. 
If you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact Mr. T. Wesley McCoy. Staff 
Geologist. Please note that all written correspondence should include the Municipal Solid Waste Mail Code, MC-124. 

Sincerely, 

Waste Pemiits Division 
.Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

DZS/I'WM 
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techniques were used to drill EB-S. The boring was continuously sampled by 
hydraulically pushing 3-inch-diameter, thin-walled sample tubes from the surface to the 
depth of refusal. Mud-rotary drilling was accomplished using 10-foot, double-tube core 
barrels. Location of EB-6 is included in the Boring Plan and applicable maps within this 
application. The log of boring for EB—S is included in Appendix B. 

2.3.2 Soil Boring Plan 

On February 11, 2000, the TNRCC approved a soil boring plan for the proposed permit 
application (see Figure 43.1). Bon'ng locations are shown on Figure 4B2. Logs of 
borings completed at the site are in Appendix 43 of this attachment. Total depths and 
elevations for these borings are listed in Table 4—5. Piezometer installations are 
addressed in Section 4.2 of this attachment, 

2.3.3 Drilling and Sampling 
Field drilling and sampling of the exploratory borings completed in 2000 were performed 
using thin-walled tube and mud-rotary drilling techniques. Borings were continuously 
sampled from the surface to total depth. Shallow. highly-weathered soils were sampled 
by hydraulically pushing 3-inch-diameter, thin-walled tubes from the surface to refusal 
(where the drill rig can no longer push the sample tubes) or to a depth conducive to core 
sampling. At several locations, after nearby shallow formation layers were characterized 
as consistent, shallow soils were sampled using rotary wash and a sample catcher until 
harder formation materials were encountered. Coring then proceeded to total depth. 
Coring was accomplished using 5 and 10»foot length, double-tube core barrels with mud 
rotary techniques. All samples were extracted in the field and logged, with 
representative samples selected approximately every 5 feet, wrapped to protect against 
moisture loss, identification-marked, and packaged for transportation. Samples were 
then transported to a soils laboratory for testing of selected physical parameters. 

The field exploration programs were under the direct supervision of a certified 
professional geologist. 

Borings were field-logged by a qualified geologist at the time of drilling in general 
accordance with ASTM D 2488. The field logs, in conjunction with field and laboratory 
testing, were used to prepare the final boring logs. The data generated during the field 
exploration program are presented on the final logs of borings provided in Appendix 43 
of this attachment (Figures 434 through 43185). General notes supplementing the 
logs are on Figure 4B3. 

Upon completion, boreholes drilled for sampling purposes were pressure-grouted with 
Bentonite grout using the tremie method. in addition to the required exploratory borings, 
19 piezometers were installed in the expansion area as part of the 2000 site exploration, 
Piezometer drilling and installation procedures are discussed in Section 4.2 of this 
attachment. 

Bin: 3 Mathews 4-12 TASWA Facility 
F:\PROJ\202\01\100\P\A1T 4.Doc Permit Issued October 31, 2003 
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2.3.2 Current Site Exploration 

In addition to the previous studies, additional site explorations were conducted as part of 
the current permit amendment application Current site exploration activities included 
deepening existing, and drilling new, geotechnical soil borings, drilling and logging 
geophysical borings, and installing piezometers. The site explorations for the current 
permit application are described in the following paragraphs Detailed discussion 
relating to the geophysical borings, as it pertains to the detailed fault study, is presented 
in Section 2.4, Fault Studies, 

2.3.2.1 Soil Boring Plan for Current Study 

On January 31, 2001, the Texas Commission of Environmental Quality (T CEQ) approved 
a soil boring plan for the proposed permit application (Appendix 43, Figure 4B.1). Boring 
locations are shown in Appendix 48 on Figures 4B3 and 434. Logs of borings 
completed within the proposed expanded permit boundary, including the logs from the 
1999 feasibility study as previously discussed, are in Appendix 4B on Figures 43141 
through 43231. A key explaining the terms and symbols used on the 1999 and 2001 
boring logs is presented in Appendix 4B on Figures 48.232 and 4B.233. 
In cases where existing borings were deepened, the boring logs include soil descriptions 
from the original logs and new information, including laboratory test data, which has 
been collected For detailed information within the depth zones previously explored, 
refer to the original boring logs from previous site explorations Where additional 
laboratory testing was perfomred in 2001 on samples obtained during 2001 field 
activities within the previously explored zone, the laboratory tests results are presented 
on the current boring logs. 

2.3.2.2 Drilling and Sampling Activities 

Field exploration activities for the current permit amendment application included drilling 
and sampling of 53 geotechnical soil borings and the installation of 27 piezometers. 
Fifty geophysical borings were also drilled and geophysically logged as part of the 
current permit application. Detailed information relating to the geophysical borings is 
presented in Section 2.4, Fault Studies. 

Field exploration activities were conducted in the months spanning January 2001 
through August 2001. Of the 53 soil borings drilled, 31 borings were drilled as 
continuations (i.e., deepening) of borings drilled from previous studies, and 22 were 
drilled as new borings with new designations. Twenty-three of the continuation borings 
included deepening of borings drilled during the 1981 study. They included Borings B-1 
through B~7. B-9, B-10, 3-13, 8-14, B15, B-17, 3—16, 3-19, B-24 through B-27, B-BO, B- 
31, 3—33, and 5—35. The remaining 8 continuation borings included the deepening of 
Borings CB-1 through CB-S, CB-S, CB-7 through CB-9, and 03—11 from the 1999 study. These borings were deepened in order to provide a uniform pattern of deep soil 
information across the site. A total of 32 new borings were drilled for this study. The new borings are designated CB-12 through CB-33. A plan of the approximate 
geotechnical boring locations is presented in Appendix 48 on Figures 483 and 48,4. 

Fugro Consultants LP and 4-23 Blue Ridge Landfill 
Biags a Matillrws Environmental Rev. 0, 12/9/95 
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borings to depths up to 120 feet and elevations of 858 msl. Overlying the shale is about 
2 to 25 feet of clay and clayey shale that appears to be residual Petrolia Shale that has 
been weathered to clay. 

The relative amount of siltstone and sandstone in the underlying Petrolia Formation at 
the site is much less than that of clay and shale. As illustrated on the cross-sections in 
Appendix 4C of this Attachment, siltstone and sandstone layers are not continuous or 
correlatable across the site. Sand and sandstone bodies are generally shown on the 
cross-sections as channels. In general, the discontinuous bodies of sand and 
sandstone occur throughout the Petrolia beneath the site. Thicknesses of these units 
range from about 5 to 50 feet. Thinner, 1- to 2vfoot-thick layers interbedded with shale 
are not uncommon. 

Locally, the discontinuous sandstone/siltstone units within the Petrolia have irregular 
depositional surfaces. These, combined with the lack of correlatable beds. prevent 
determination of local dip, although it is presumed to approximate the regional dip. 
Three general stratigraphic intervals were identified in which the sandstone/siltstone 
beds occur. The three units have been identified as Intervals "A", "B", and "C", Figures 
40.2 through 40.11 show the general distribution of each of those sandier intervals 
within the Petrolia, 

The upper sand, designated as Interval "A" occurs, generally above elevation 990 msl. 
The middle sand (Interval “B") occurs generally between elevation 990 msl and 940 msl. 
The lower sand (Interval "0") includes the sandier portions of the Petrolia below 
elevation 940 msl. 

Site exploration indicated the mudstones of the Petrolia are slightly fractured. No 
regular orientation or vertical zonation of the fractures was observed. 

2.3 Site Exploration 

2.3.1 Previous Site Exploration 

Field exploration activities have been conducted at the site since 1980. Prior to the 
proposed site exploration, 74 borings had been drilled, including borings completed for 
piezometer and gas probe installations. Site subsurface conditions were evaluated using 
logs of these borings. Fifteen borings (NSB numbers) were drilled under the supervision 
of National Soil Services. Inc., in September and October 1980. Twelve borings (TB 
numbers) were drilled under the supervision of Team Consultants, Inc., in August 1988. 
Depths of NSB and TB borings range from about 10 to 50 feet. Piezometers were not 
installed in these borings. 

EMCON commenced drilling activities at the site in September 1993 with the completion 
of 3 pilot borings (GB-1, 2, 3) to depths of 97 to 103 feet. In December 1993, 16 borings 
were drilled to depths ranging from 21 to 90 feet, Piezometers were installed in 14 of 
these borings. An additional 4 borings, with piezometer installations, were completed by EMCON in June 1994. Depths of these 4 borings ranged from 53.5 to 114 feet. Also in 
June 1994, 19 gas monitoring probes were installed at the site by EMCON. Gas probe 
boring depths were from 30 to 33 feet. Boring data for the 74 borings completed at the 
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site are provided in Table 4-2. Data include the surface elevations, boring depths, 
bottom elevations, and the depth below the deepest excavation. Additional data, 
including filter-pack and screen elevations, for monitoring well and piezometer 
installations are listed in Table 4-8. Locations of site borings are shown on Figure 48-2. 

EMCON borings were advanced dry using air rotary methods; samples were retrieved 
with a 94-mm split core barrel. Samples were extruded in the field, sealed in plastic 
sheet material, identification marked, and shipped to a laboratory for testing of selected 
samples. Soil testing was performed for general classification of subsurface material. 
Drilling and sampling operations were conducted in general accordance with ASTM 
and/or Corps of Engineers (COE) procedures 

Borings were field-logged by a geologist using visual-manual procedures in general 
accordance with ASTM Standard D2488. Field logs were used to prepare the final 
boring logs. Pilot borings that were not used for piezometer installations were pressure- 
grouted with Bentonite grout using the tremie method. 

In November 1999, Biggs & Mathews, Inc. (BMI). drilled five borings during a preliminary 
site evaluation of the proposed expansion acreage Each boring was drilled to 120 feet and was completed using thin-walled sampling tubes and wet rotary drilling techniques. 
Shelby tubes were pushed from ground surface to refusal, typically 3 to 5 feet below the 
surface, In July and October 2001, BMI drilled 30 borings for the site exploration for the 
Permit Amendment Application. Those borings were drilled on the existing permit area 
as well as on the expansion acreage. The locations of all borings are shown on Figure 
48.2. Borings were continuously sampled from refusal to total depth using 10-foot long, 
double-tube core barrel with a wireline retrieval system. Samples were prepared and 
transported to a geotechnical soils laboratory for testing. A geologist logged each 
boring in accordance with ASTM 02488 at the time of drilling. Final logs were prepared 
by a geotechnical engineer and a geologist following lab testing. 

Copies of logs of borings, piezometers, and monitoring wells are provided in Appendix 
48. 

2.3.2 Piezometer Installation, Previous Site Exploration 

Piezometer installations for the recent site exploration are discussed in Section 4.2 of 
this attachment. 

Piezometer borings drilled by EMCON were advanced dry using air rotary methods with 
a 5'l2-inch fishtail bit (approximate 6-inch-diameter borehole). Installation of 
piezometers was completed in open boreholes. 

Piezometer well casing (2-inch-diameter, Schedule 40, PVC) and factory-slotted screen 
assemblies were lowered into open boreholes, and silica sand was placed to 
approximately 1 to 8 feet above the top of screen. Surface casing was used in 
piezometers F—12B and F-12D due to excessive cave-in near the surface and was 
removed after the installation of the piezometers. Borings L-38A and V-12D were drilled 
and sampled to depths of 85 feet and 90 feet, respectively, and used as pilot exploratory 
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borings. Borings L-38 and V-1ZB were then drilled adjacent to these borings at 
shallower depths and piezometers installed (Table 4-8). 

After placement of the filter pack sand around the piezometer well screens, a Bentonlte 
seal consisting of approximately 2% feet of hydrated Bentonite pellets was placed on top 
of the filter sand. The remainder of the annular space was then pressure grouted with 
Bentonite grout using the tremie method of placement. 

The installations were performed to avoid introducing contamination through the use of 
disposable vinyl gloves, individually packaged materials, and decontamination between 
wells. 

In 1993, plezometer well surface constructions were completed by Winnek Company 
personnel. Subsequent piezometers were completed by Andrews and Foster Drilling. 
Surface construction consists of 4-foot by 4-foot by 4-inch-thick concrete pads. 
Protective lockable steel surface encasements measuring 4 inches by 4 inches by 5 feet 
in length were placed a minimum of 1 foot below the top of the concrete surface pad in each well and secured in place by concrete. 

2.3.3 Soil Boring Plan 

On October 1, 2001, the TCEQ approved a soil boring plan for the proposed permit 
application (see Figure 43.1). Boring locations are shown on Figure 48.2. Logs of 
borings completed at the site are in Appendix 48 of this attachment. Total depths and 
elevations for these borings are listed in Table 4-2. Piezometer installations are 
addressed in Section 4.2 of this attachment. 

2.3.4 Drilling and Sampling 
Field drilling and sampling of the exploratory borings completed in 2001 were performed 
using thin-walled tube and mud-rotary drilling techniques. Borings were continuously 
sampled from the surface to total depth. Shallow, highly weathered soils were sampled 
by hydraulically pushing 3-inch—diameter. thin-walled tubes from the surface to refusal 
(where the drill rig can no longer push the sample tubes) or to a depth conducive to core 
sampling. At several locations. after nearby shallow formation layers were characterized 
as consistent, shallow soils were sampled using rotary wash and a sample catcher until 
harder formation materials were encountered. Coring then proceeded to total depth. 
Coring was accomplished using 5 and 10-foot length, double-tube core barrels with mud 
rotary techniques. All samples were extracted in the field and logged, with 
representative samples selected approximately every 5 feet, wrapped to protect against 
moisture loss, identification-marked, and packaged for transportation. Samples were 
then transported to a soils laboratory for testing of selected physical parameters. 

The field exploration programs were under the direct supervision of a certified 
professional geologist. 
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Robert J. Huston, Chairman 
R. B. "Ralph" Marquez, Commissioner 
John M Baker, Commissioner 
Jeffrey A. SailaS. Executive Director 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

October 1 , 2001 

The Honorable Jerry Leuck 
Mayor of Wichita Falls 
PO. Box 1431 
Wichita Falls, TX 76307-1431 
RE: Municipal Solid Waste - Wichita County 

City of Wichita Falls Landfill - Permit No. MSW 1428 
Soil Boring Plan for Landfill Development 
Mail Log No. 7045 

Dear Mayor Leuck: 

On September 14, 2001, the Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Permits Section received the revised 
soil boxing plan (SBP) dated September 13, 2001, for the subject facility expansion. The revised 
SBP indicates that the proposed expansion area is approximately 182 acres, bringing the total of 
permitted property to 570 acres An additional 29 soil borings are to be drilled. 0fthe proposed 29 
borings, 16 borings are to be drilled at least 30 feet below the elevation of the deepest excavation 
(EDE), which is approximately 940 feet mean sea leveli This would bring the total number of 
boring: at least 30 feet below the EDE to 26 (existing and proposed). The remaining 13 borings 
would be drilled to a depth of at least 5 feet below the EDE, bringing the total number of borings 
drilled to a depth of at least 5 feet below the EDE to 21 (existing and proposed) Therefore, the total 
number of existing and proposed borings is 116. The proposed SBP appears to comply with the 
Commission's Municipal Solid Waste Regulations concerning number of borings for site 
investigations and this letter constitutes approval of your SBP. 

Please be advised that under Texas Administrative Code (T AC)§330.56(d)(5)(A)(ii), the uppermost 
aquifer and any hydraulically interconnected aquifers below the site must be identified, as well as 
the underlying confining unit. it is anticipated that this SBP, when implemented, will accurately 
characterize the in~situ geologic, hydrologic, and engineering properties of the surface and 
subsurface strata at this site. Although this plan complies with the Municipal Solid Waste 
Regulations concerning site investigations, additional soil boring: and piezometers could be required 
by the Commission should the data generated by this SBP prove to be inconclusive. 

Twinidty was 
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The Honorable Jerry Leuck 
Page 2 

If you should find it necessary to modify this approved plan, another plan detailing any proposed 
modifications must be submitted to the Commission for approval before implementation of the 
modifications If you should have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact 
Ms. Kellie Jones, Geologist, at (512) 239-6786. We appreciate the cooperation of the City of 
Wichita Falls and the consultant, Mr. Michael Snyder. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Holderread, P.E., Team Leader 
Team Ill, Municipal Solid Waste Permit Section 
Waste Permit Division 

JH/kj/mcl 

cc: J Mr. Michael Snyder, C.P.G., Senior Hydrologist, Biggs & Mathews Environmental 
Mr, George Bennett, P.E., Director of Public Utilities, City of Wichita Falls 

233.2%. 2003” 43-1 '2
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LOG OF BORING NO. I I-20 
Project Description: Wichita Falls Test Borings, Wichita Falls, Texas 

Big; 8: Mathews, Project No. 980593 
Location: MOM/£4500
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LOG OF BORING NO. I l-ZO 
Project Description: Wichita Falls Test Borings. Wichita Falls, Texas 

Biggs & Mathews, Project No. 980593 
location: N2000/E4500
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LOG OF BORING N0. TT-20 
Project Description: Wichita Falls Test Borings, Wichita Falls, Texas 

Biggs & Mathews, Project No. 980593 
Location: N2000/E4500
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SPRINT FORT BEND COUNTY LANDFILL 
FORT BEND COUNTY, TEXAS TCEQ PERMIT NO. MSW 1797A 

PERMIT AMENDMENT APPLICATION 
PART III — SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

ATTACHMENT 4 GEOLOGY AND GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 
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Robert). Huston, Clmlrmun 
R. 3. "Ralph" Marquez. Commissioner 
Kathleen Harmett White, Commissioner 
Jeffrey A. Saitas, Executive Direclor 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Prulecli‘ng Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

April 30, 2002 

Mr. Donald Poarch 
Sprint Fort Bend County Landfill, LP. 
1041 Conrad Sauer 
Houston, Texas 77043 

RE: Municipal Solid Waste - Harris County 
Sprint Fort Bend County C&D Landfill - PermitNos. MSW 1396, 1683 and 1797 
Soil Boring Plans for Landfill Development 
Mail Log No. 02-2188 

Dear Mr. Poarch: 

On April 19, 2002, the Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Permits Section received a revision to the soil 
boring plan (SBP) dated October 17, 2001, for the subject facility expansion. The revised SBP 
indicates that the proposed expansion area is approximately 80 acres, bringing the total ofpcmiitted 
property to 295 acres. An additional 18 soil borings are to be drilled. Ofthe proposed 18 borings, 
14 borings are to be drilled at least 30 feet below the elevation of the deepest excavation (EDE), 
which is approximately 38.5 feet mean sea leveli This would bring the total number ofborings at 
least 30 feet below the EDE to 34 (existing and proposed). The remaining 4 borings would be drilled 
to a depth of at least 5 feet below the EDE, bringing the total number of borings drilled to a depth 
of at least 5 feet below the EDE to 30 (existing and proposed). Therefore, the total number of 
existing and proposed borings is 64. The proposed SBP appears to comply with the Commission‘s 
Municipal Solid Waste Regulations concerning number of borings for site investigations and this 
letter constitutes approval of your SBP. 

Please be advised that under Texas Administrative Code (TAC)§330.56(d)(5)(A)(ii), the uppermost 
aquifer and any hydraulically interconnected aquifers below the site must be identified, as well as 
the underlying confining unit. It is anticipated that this SBP, when implemented, will accurately 
characterize the in-situ geologic, hydrologic, and engineering properties of the surface and 
subsurface strata at this site. Although this plan complies with the Municipal Solid Waste 
Regulations conceming site investigations, additional soil borings and piezometers could be required 
by the Commission should the data generated by this SBP prove to be inconclusive. 

P.O.Box13087 ' Austin,Texas78711~3081 ° 512/239-1000 ' InternetaddresszMnr.tnrcc.state.tx.us 4B‘1 
hate-l m



Mrr Donald Poarch 
Page 2 

If you should find it necessary to modify this approved plan, another plan detailing any proposed 
modifications must be submitted to the Commission for approval before implementation of the 
modifications. lfyou should have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact 
Ms. Kellie Jones, Geologist, at (512) 239-6786. We appreciate the cooperation the consultant, Mr. 
Michael Snyder. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Holdenead, P.E., Team Leader 
Team 111, Municipal Solid Waste Permit Section 
Waste Permit Division 

JH/kj 

cc: Mr. Michael Snyder, CrP.G,, Senior Hydrologist, Biggs & Mathews Environmental 
Msr Elizabeth Summers, Hydrogeologist, Biggs & Mathews Environmental 

48.2



classification and permeabilities of the soil layers, and to evaluate the groundwater 
protection properties of the on-site soils. 

In March 1985, a subsurface investigation was conducted by Tand 8: Associates to 
support the application for Permit No. 1797. Twenty-two borings were drilled and three 
piezometers were installed for long-term water level monitoring. Laboratory tests were 
performed to evaluate the engineering properties of the subsoils. The laboratory test 
results were analyzed by a registered professional engineer. 

In 1994, eleven shallow piezometers and four deep piezcmeters were installed by 
McBride—Ratcliff and Associates, Inc. 

The borings from previous investigations with their surface elevations, depths, and 
calculated bottom elevations, is included in Table 4-3; the logs of borings are included in 
Appendix 43 of this attachment. Boring locations are shown on Figure 43.2. 
2.3.2 Boring Plan 

On October 31, 2001, the TCEQ approved a soil boring plan for this proposed permit 
amendment application. A revised soil boring plan was approved by letter dated April 30, 
2002. Copies of the boring plan approval letters are included in Appendix 43. 

Logs of the recent borings completed at the site are in Appendix 43 of this attachment. 
Total depths and elevations for these borings are listed in Table 4-4. Piezometer and 
monitor well installations are addressed in Section 4.1 of this attachment. 

Table 4-4 
Existing Borlngs 

Surface Total Depth of Depth Above! Above] Below 
Boring Elevation bofing Boring Depth Base Grade Below Base Base Grade 
Number (ft above msi) (ft) Elev. EleVation Grade Elev. Elev. 

1980 Borings 
68-1 82.5 64 18,5 33.5 —20 Below (-) 
CB-Z 85 70 15 385 >235 Below (-) 
03-3 84 7o 14 38.5 

' 

-24.5 Below (-) 
(33-4 81 70 11 38.5 -27.5 Below (-) 
(28-5 93 21.5 71.5 38,5 33 Above (+) 
CB-6 92 21 .5 70.5 38.5 32 Above (+) 
03-7 92 25 67 38.5 28.5 Above (+) 
CB-B 93 30 63 38.5 24.5 Above (+) 
03-!) 92 25 67 38.5 28.5 Above (+1 
03-10 92 25 67 35.5 285 Above (+) 

Blues a. Mathews Environmental 4-13 Sprint Fm Bend County Landfill awnmwamnowmmpoc Technically Complete Maldt 12. 2003 
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‘DELTA WASTE LANDFILL 
HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS 

TCEQ PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2344 

PERMIT APPLICATION 

PART III — SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
ATTACHMENT 4 

GEOLOGY AND GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 

Prepared for 

Delta Waste Services LP 

TechnicaIly Complete July 26, 2006
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Prepared by 

BIGGS & MATHEWS ENVIRONMENTAL 
1700 Robert Road 

Mansfield, Texas 76063 
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/. Robert J Humm. Chairman 
Ri id. ‘Ralpl‘f Maiwcz. Commistimwr 
Kazhleen Harman White Comm/sinner \KJ Mammt i-(ofl’imn [£m Dirac/or 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
harming Tatar by Reducing and Human: Palm/ion 

November 7, 2002 

~~ 

Mr. Larry Martin 
Delta Waste. L.L.CV 
2100 West Loop South, Suite 1400 
Houstcm, TX 77027 
Re: Municipnl Solid Wme - Harris County 

Delta Waste, L.L.C. ~ Proposed Type IV Construction and Demnllrion Landfill 
Sail Boring Plan for Landfill Development 
Mail Lug No. 03421 

Dear Mr. Mmin: 
On October 4, 2002. the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) received a sail boring plan (SB?) fora proposed Type [V municipal solid waste landfill in Hnrris County. The 83? was prepared by Hydrogealogic [Engineering nfTexns, Inc, and was submittad under a cover letter dated October 1, 2002, signed by Mr, Stefan Stamoulit, Principal Hydrogeologist. 

The $3? p-uposes using 15 soil barings drillad to l depth of at least 30 feet below the elevation cf the deepestpmposedmafion, Ind 15 soil barings drilled to a depth ofhtlclsl five (5) feethelov: the eltiDn ofthe deepest proposed exclvniun. The total number nfborings proposal is 341 The 58? also indicates thatnew 11i will be installed to TCEQ groundwater monitoring well standards a! npproximmbv 12 locations to determine water levels anhe proposed facility. Our reviewcfthis SBP indicates that it complies with the State of Tms Municipal Solid Waste Regulation: cal-teeming the number of borings for site investiguions and this ism cansdtuies approval of your 53! 
Please be advised that under 30 TAC §330.56(d)(5)(A)(ii), the uppermost aquifer and any hydraulically interconnected aquifers below the site must be identified, as well as the underlying confining unit. ii is emicipmd that this 83?, when implemented, will ucurateiy charmer-fizz the in-situ geologic. hydrologic, and engineering properties ofth: surface and subsurface struts at this site. Although this SB? complies with the Municipal Solid Waste Regulations concerning si'ie investigations, addhidnai soil box-lugs and 
yin-10116:.“ could be required by the Cummission shnuld the darn generatcd by this 53? prove to be inccnc uswe. 

lfyou find it necessaryw medififlhis approved SBP, another SB? emailing any [imposed modifications must be submitled to the Commission for approval before implement-tint. chine modificatinns. Please cuntasl Mr. Gale Bakerat 512!239-6730 (MC-124) if you have any questiuns concerning this miner. 
Sincerely,

\M 
Jeff '5, Tani Lender MSW Permits Section 
Waste Permits Division

~ 

1 Disk 

cc: Mr. Stefan Sumoulis. Hydmgeologic I Engineering of Texas. Inc., 681m 
P.0_ Box 13037 ' Ausfln,‘l'zxas 78711-3057 ' 512239—1096 " inlzmd m: m‘w.ic€q.sl:lt.mus 

.-,.» M mu... :4 n‘urr my «4.a .s 
Figure 48.1
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In 2004, exploratory borings EB-t through EB-18 were installed by HET in the proposed 
expansion area. All samples were logged using ASTM D 2488 Visual-Manual 
procedures. Representative samples were tested in the laboratory. 

2.3.2 Soil Boring Plan 

On July 20, 2004, the TCEQ approved a soil boring plan for the proposed permit 
application (see Figure 43.1). Boring locations are shown on Figure 43.2. Logs of 
borings completed at the site are in Appendix 4B of this attachment. Total depths and 
elevations for these borings are listed in Table 4—5. Piezometer installations are 
addressed in Section 42 of this attachment. 

2.3.3 Drilling and Sampling 
Field drilling and sampling of the 18 exploratory borings completed in 2004 were 
performed using thin-walled tube and mud-rotary drilling techniques Borings were 
continuously sampled from the surface to total depth. Shallow, highly weathered soils 
were sampled by hydraulically pushing 3-inch-diameter, thin-walled tubes from the 
surfaoe to refusal (where the drill rig can no longer push the sample tubes) or to a depth 
conducive to core sampling At several locations, after nearby formation layers were 
characterized as consistent, soils were sampled using rotary wash and a sample 
catcher. Coring was accomplished using 5 and 10-foot length, double-tube core barrels 
with mud rotary techniques. Samples were extracted in the field and logged, with 
representative samples selected approximately every 5 feet, wrapped to protect against 
moisture loss, identification-marked, and packaged for transportation. Samples were 
then transported to a soils laboratory for testing of selected physical parameters. 

The field exploration programs were under the direct supervision of a certified 
professional geologist. Borings were field-logged by a qualified geologist at the time of 
drilling in general accordance with ASTM D2488. The field logs, in conjunction with 
field and laboratory testing, were used to prepare the final boring logs. The data 
generated during the field exploration program are presented on the final logs of borings 
provided in Appendix 48 of this attachment (Figures 485 through 48,455). General 
notes supplementing the logs are on Figure 43.3. 

Upon completion, boreholes drilled for sampling purposes were pressuregrouted with 
Bentonite grout using the tremie method. In addition to the required exploratory borings, 
one piezometer was installed in the expansion area as part of the 2004 site exploration, 
Piezometer drilling and installation procedures are discussed in Section 4.2 of this 
attachment. 

Eggs .2. Mamsws Environmental 4—1 1 EFl/Sunsei Farms Landfill 
lPROJlBMWiP‘iATi ADOC Rev. 2, 8/22/66 
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Table 4-5 
Boring Depths and Elevations

~ 

1 
Depth l 

' 

V 

Surface Above 
ID Consultanl Dale Drilled Elevation TmalDaplh (Below) EDE Figure No. 

- EDE= 555 . l 

31 RKC 6/15/1930 644 81.5 i 7.5 43.47 5 

3-2 RKC 
‘ 

8/20/1980 641 50.5 
E 

35.5 43.49
' 

3-3 RKC 1 10/8/1980 636 51.5 i 29.5 43.50 
34 RKC 10/7/1960 630 i 81.5 (6.5) : 

4351 
3-5 RKC ; 10/7/1980 625 50 20.0 I 43.53. 
36 ' RKC ‘ 10/7/1980 615 50 10.0 4354 
13-7 RKC 10/8/1980 

I 
616 V8_Q_V (19.0) 43.55 

3-8 RKC 10/3/1990 
' 

609 50 4.0 43.57 
39 RKC 10/8/1980 637 51.5 

‘ 

30.5 4858 
3-10 RKC 10/9/1980 629 60 14.0 43.59 
0511 RKC 10/9/1980 624 50 19.0 43.60 
312 RKC : 10/9/1960 616 60 1.0 43.61 
313 RKC 

| 
8/19/1980 614 48.5 : 10.5 4362 

3—14 RKC 8/18/1980 606 50.5 
| 

0.5 43.63
. 

3-15 RKC 8/21/1980 670 50 3 65.0 43.64 I 

316 RKC i10/13/1980 646 50 41.0 43.65 i 

317 RKC 
I 
10/10/1980 640 56.6 28.4 43.66 

3.13 RKC ' 

10/2/1980 654 50 49.0 43.67 
319 RKC 10/10/1960 619 61.5 2.5 43.68 
320 RKC 10/9/1980 625 50 20.0 43.69 
321 RKC 8/19/1960 609 50.5 

‘ 

3.5 43.70 
B-22 RKC 11/5/1980 651 81 

i 
15.0 43.71 

3-23 RKC 
. 

11/5/1960 634 51.5 ' 27.5 43.73 
324 RKC l 10/13/1980 652 50 47.0 43.74 
325 RKC 11/6/1980 614 81 (22.0) 43.75 
326 RKC 10/14/1980 614 50 I 

9.0 J 43.77 
3-27 RKC 8/20/1980 622 50.5 1. 16.5 4376 
3-28 RKC 8/14/1980 616 81.5 i (20.5) 43.79 
MW-‘l RKC 1981 652 50 

i 
47.0 43.112 

MW-2 Rm 1931 636.3 25.5 E 55.8 43,113 
MW-3 RKC 1981 . 617.25 45 17.3 43.114 
MW-4 RKC 1981 606.6 40 11.6 43.115 
.MW-5 RKC 1981 665.6 60 50.6 43.116 
MW-6 RKC 1981 656.2 50 51.2 43.117 
MW-7 RKC 1981 610.7 45 10.7 43.119 
MW-8 RKC 1981 644.9 45 44.9 43.119 
MW-9 RKC 1961 670.3 60 55.3 43.120 
MW-10 RKC 1981 661.7 65 41.7 1 

43.121 
MW-11 RKC 

| 
1981 614.6 40 19.6 5 43.122 

Mw-12 RKC 1981 622.6 55 12.6 43.123 
mw-13 RKC 1961 616.2 35 26.2 43124 

31995 8 Mal/12w: Environmental 4-12 aFIISunseq Farms landfill 
M:\PROJ\904\01\P\ATH.DOC manna/us 

Mam/em 4



Table 4-5 
Boring Depths and Elevations (Continued)

. 

1 Depth 
I sun-lace Above 

ID Consultant Data Drilled Elevation Total Depth (Below) EDE Fiw Na. 
EDE = 555 

MW—14 RKC 1981 632 35 42.0 
I 

45.125 
MW-15 Scot 8/23/1991 636.2 60 21.2 48.81 
PZ-1 ' 

GTI 6/13/1995 65042 60 35.4 48.100 
PZ-1S GTI 6/13/1995 65042 20 75.4 48.102 
P—2 GTI 5/24/1995 Unknown 35.5 -» 48.103 
P‘2A GTI 6/11/1995 Unknown 37 I 

—- -NA» 
PZ-3 GTl 6/9/1995 610.09 35 20.1 48.104 fl PZ-4 GTI 6/9/1995 611.63 49 7.6 48105 
PZ-5 GTI 6/8/1995 611.67 50 6.7 45.106 
MW-16 H/ET 9/26/1998 64135 50 36.4 48.83 
MW-17 H/ET 9/26/1998 666.96 58 54.0 4834 
MW-18 H/ET 

1 9/27/1998 626.04 35 36.0 48.86 
MW-19 HIET ‘ 

9/24/1998 652.63 39 58.6 48.87 I 

MW—20 H/ET 9/24/1998 63738 39 43.4 l 45.88 
MW-22 HIET 9/25/1998 608.9 44 9.9 

I 

43.89 
MW-23 HIET 9/2311 998 ! 610.49 50 5.5 4B.90 
MW-24 H/ET 9/21/1998 610.86 52 3.9 43.91 
MW-25 H/ET 10/2/1998 611.5 43 13.5 43.92 
MW-26 H/El' 9/22/1993 615.37 57 3.4 43.93 
MW-ZT HIET 9/2211 998 606.09 44 7.1 45.95 
MW-2B H/ET 10/1/1998 

, 635.88 37 43.9 43.96 
MW-29 H/ET 1 10/1/1998 652.66 44 53.7 45.97 
MW-30 H/ET 10/2/1998 670.51 61.5 54.0 45.98 
P-21A H/ET 

‘ 

9/29/1998 620.49 44 21.5 48.109 
P—21 B HIET 9/29/1998 617.47 45 17.5 4B.110 
P-21C H/ET 9/28/1996 611.51 41 15.5 48.111 
EB<1 BME 4/20/2004 620.5 80 (14.5) 43.5 
EB»2 BME 4/28/2004 

‘ 
615.72 94 (33.3) 4B.7 

EB—3 BME 4/29/2004 I 61161 65 (8.4) 48.9 
EB-4 BME 4/21/2004 6097 89.5 (34.8) 48.11 
EB-5 BME 4/26/2004 611.85 65 I (8.1) 43.13 
EB—6 BME 4/22/2004 636.22 114 

( (32.8) 48.15 
EB-7 BME 4/26/2004 632.51 87 

1 (9.5) 43.18 
EB—S BME 4/19/2004 63427 113 (33.7) 48.20 
EB-Q BME 4/27/2004 636.25 116 (34.8) 4B.23 
EEK-10 BME 4/30/2004 612 89 (32.0) 4B.26 
EB-11 BME 7/12/2004 620 77 (12.0) 48.28 
EB-12 BME 7/12/2004 620 77 (12.0) 48.30 
EB-13 BME 7/12/2004 612 95 (38.0) 43.32 
EB<14 BME 7/12/2004 620 103 (36.0) 4B.34 
(EB-15 BME 7/12/2004 624 107 (38.0) 4337 

flag: a. Mamews Environmental 4-13 BFi/Sunsel Farms Landflii M:\PRQMM\D1\P\A1T4.DOC Rev.3,11l10l06 
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Table 4-5 
Boring Depths and Elevations (Continued)

~ 

Depth 
Surlace Above 

ID Consultant Date Drilled Elevation Total Depth (Below) EDE Figure No. 
EDE = 555 

EB—16 BME 7/12/2004 620 78 (13.0) 4B.40 
EB-17 EME 7/12/2004 610 68 (130) 43.42 
EB»1B BME ‘ 7/13/2004 610 93 (38.0) 43.44 
iF'Z-16 BME 

I 
7/15/2004 620 58 7.0 43.107 

Biggs &Malhews Envimnmenlal 4-14 BFIISunset Farms Lanaml 
M,\PROJ\904\U1\P\AT[ 4,000 Rev. 3. "HO/06 

Atlamnenl 4



Kathleen Hartnett White, Chairman 
R. B. "Ralph" Marquez, Commissioner 
Larry R. Soward, Commissioner 
Margaret Hoffman. Executive Direclur 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting Texas by Reducing mid Preventing Pollution 

July 20, 2004 

Mr. Gordon Spradley 
Project Manager 
Allied Waste Industries 
11757 Katy Freeway, Suite 930 
Houston, Texas 77079-1762 

Re: Solid Waste — Travis County ' TCEQ Region 1 1 

BFI Sunset Farms Landfill — Municipal Solid Waste Permit No 1447 
Revised Soil Boring Plan WWC Tracking System No. 10670607 (MSW Mail Log No. 6046) 
RN100542752, CN600343826 

Dear ML Spradley: 
On June 30, 2004, the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), Municipal Solid Waste 
(MSW) Permits Sectionreceived a soil boring plan (SBP) for expansion ofthe referenced facility, revised 
in response to letter from the TCEQ dated June 25, 2004: regarding the original SBP dated April 6, 2004. 
The revised SBP was submitted under a cover letter dated June 28, 2004, signed by Mr. Michael Snyder, 
P.G. (Texas Licensed Professional Geoscientist No. 595), Senior Hydrogoologist, Biggs & Mathews 
Environmental, Arlington, Texas, and bears his seal and signature dated June 28, 2004. 

The SBP proposes 16borings in and around an approximately 42-acre area within the existing, permitted 
disposal area that is being considered for deepening, and an adjacent plot of 14 acres to be added to the 
existing permitted disposal area. Of the 16 borings, four will extend 10 feet below the elevation of 
deepest excavation [EDE], four 15 feetbelow EDE, four 35 feet below BDE, and four 40 feetbelow EDE. 
The SBP also proposes two additional borings to extend 35 feet below BDE at locations along the facility 
property boundary, one about 1500 feet southwest of the area to be deepened and the other about 
1000 feet north of the expansion area. In addition, the plan indicates that a piezometer will be installed 
at the location of one of the boring: (boring 53-13). 

The proposed SBP appears to meet the requirements of Title 30 Texas Administrative Code (30 TAC), 
Chapter 330, Section (§) 330.56(d)(5)(A), regarding the number and depths ofboringsi We anticipate 
that this SBP, when implemented, will yield the information needed to meet the requirements of 30 TAC 
§330.56(d)(5)(A) regarding characterization of subsurface conditions at the site Therefore, the proposed 
88? is hereby approved. However, please be aware that additional soil botings andpiezometers could 
be required if the data generated by this investigation are inconclusive. Ifyou find it necessary to alter 
this SBP, another SBP detailing any proposed changes must be submitted to the executive director for 
review and approval before implementation. 

PiOfBox'l3087 ‘0 Austin.Texas7B711-3037 ’ 51912394000 ' Internotaddresszwwwjuqsmtebnus 
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MI. Gordon Spradley 
Page 2 . 

July 20, 2004 

If you have any quesfions about this letter, please contact Mr. Arten J. Avakian in the MSW Permim 
Section by telephone at (512) 239-4419, by e-mail at aavaldan@tceq.state.bc.us, or in writing at the 
address on our letterhead (please specify Mail Code 124 on the first line of our address). 

Richard C. Carmichael. Ph.D., P.B., ClI-I 
Manager, Municipal Solid Waste Permits Secfion 
Waste Permits Division 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

RCC/AJA/fp 

cc: Mr. Michael Snyder, P.G., Senior Hydrogeologist, Biggs & Mathews Environmental 
Mr. Gregory Lewis, P,E,, Associated Consulting Engineers, Inc. 

4B.1a
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LOG 0F BORING NO. EB- 8 msmafls ENVIRONMENYAL 
Project Description: Sunset Farms Expansion 17mm 
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~
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~
~~ 

Sampling Method: Cane 
GealogisllEngineer: Mikeam 
Pro‘ect No.: SEQ—01400 

Austin, TX in: anamzu 
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CLAY (CH). Ian. gray. light brown, orange. mottled. slit! in very ’ ' U 
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observed prior to introduction of drilling water. ~ 

LOG OF BORING NO. EB—a 
PAGE 1 OF 3 
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In Sim, lhe transition may be gradual.

~ Cont/nued Page 
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LOG OF BORING NO. EB- 8 EIGGS & MATHEWS ENVIRONMENTAL
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. . . 
, 17W Ruben Road Project Descnptlon: Sunset Farms Expansion Mann-1.01.“; 7m: . Plum - 144 Austin, TX Fax: 517-503-1224 
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I 

bentonime upon completion, Borehole advanced r mg e I)! Date Demh wim Shelby tubes pushed to depth of refusal; Sampling Method: Core men wet rotary coring using NX core, N0 wa1er Geolagisr/Engeneer: Mike Brown observed prior to intruduction ofdnlllng water, Pro em No.: 904411-400
> LOG 0F BORING No. EB— 13 The strallficalmn lines represem appmxlmate strata boundaries, Continued Next Page FAG; 2 0|: 3 In sim. Ihe transition maybe gradual. 
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LOG OF BORING N0. EB- 8 BIGGSHWTIEWS ENVIRONMENTAL 
Project Description: sunset Farms Expansion 1700 W Raid MIBMIGJW 70033 
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LA GLORIA RANCH LANDFILL 
HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS TCEQ PERMIT APPLICATION NO. MSW-2348 
PERMIT APPLICATION 

PART III — SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
ATTACHMENT 4 GEOLOGY AND GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 

Prepared for 

Desarrollo Del Rancho La Gloria TX, L.P. 

Revised September 2006 

‘\ 
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BIGGS & MATTHEWS ENVIRONMENTAL 
1700 Robert Road 0 Mansfield, Texas 76063 0 817-563-1144



lttulhltun llnvlnt'll White. Uni/mm” 
R. 15. "Ralph" )lztrutlw. 

tsur t, Suwut‘d. t'nm
~ 'mnmr‘xs’iunvr~~ 

(Elem! Shankltu him‘ul/i't' (Jm‘t'lur 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVlRUNMENTAL QUALITY 
rimming 711(t h” [rt-during: and Prom-tiling] mum"): 

May 31. 2005 

Mr. Michael Snyder, PG. 
Senior Hydrogeologist 
Biggs and Mathews Environmental 
1700 Robert Road 
Mansfield, TX 76063 
Re: Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) - Hidalgo County 

Proposad Site Investigation, La Gloria Ranch WWC No. 10960363 
Dear Mrt Snyder: 

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) received a soil boring plan (SBP) on May ll, 
2005 for the above—referenced proposed Type I Municipal Solid Waste landfill facility in Hidalgo County, 
The SBP proposes to drill a total of 64 borings. The SBP proposes to drill 37 borings to a depth 30 feet 
greater than the elevation of deepest excavation (EDE) of approximately 190 feet above mean sea levels The 
remaining borings will be installed to a depth 5 feet greater than the EDE. Our review of this plan indicates 
that it complies with the Municipal Solid Waste Regulations and this letter constitutes approval of your plan 

Please be advised that under §330.56(d)(5)(A)(ii) of Title 30, Texas Administrative Code. the uppermost 
aquifer and any hydraulically interconnected aquifers below the site must be identified, as well as the 
underlying confining unit. It is anticipated that this SBP, when implemented, will accurately characterize 
the in-situ geologic, hydrologic, and engineering propenies of the surface and subsurface strata at this site. 
Although this plan complies with the Municipal Solid Waste Regulations concerning site investigations, 
additional soil borings and piezometers could be required by the Commission should the data generated by 
this 513? prove to be inconclusive, 

Ir“ you should find it necessary to modify this approved plan, another plan detailing any proposed 
modifications must be submitted to the Commission for approval before implementation of the modifications. 
When submitting correspondence to the TCEQ, please include the Municipal Solid Waste Permits Section‘ 5 
mail code MC-124 to insure prompt delivery If you should have any questions concerning this matter, 
please feel free to contact me at (512) 239-6234. 

Sincerely. 
f . J -/ . 

(7... as. ,V M2 
Lou Langley, 19.0.y Geologist 
Municipal Solid Waste Permits Section 
Waste Permits Division 

~~ ~ 

LL/fp 

48.1 
l'.l\ ltm‘ 13W»? ' \ttsl'n Texas Thrill in»: I ~ ZtEI 1mm I llllt’lltt‘lmldn'»:\\t\'t\‘.lt‘tt|v<l.tltvl\iUs



Kathleen Hartnttt While, amimmn 
ll. B. "Ralph" Marquez. Commissioner 
Larry [L Saward. Corrmfimlmer 
Glenn Shankle, Exlcutim-Direcfln' 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Picturing Turn: by Reducing and Manning Pollution 

April 28, 2006 

Mr. Brad Dugas 
South Ccntral Texas District Manager 
Allied Waste Landfill Holdings. Inc. 
251 N. FM 1626, Building 1, Suite A 
13uda,Tcxns 78610 

Re: Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) e Hidulgn County 
La Gloria Ranch Landfill - Proposed MSW Permit No, 2348 
Revised Facility Soil Boring Plan WWC Nos. 11315346, 11321590; CN602972770/RN104858790 

Dear Mr. Dugas: 

On April (1, 2006, April 11, 2006, and Aprtl 26, 2006, the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
(’I'CEQ) received a reVISed soil boringplan (SBP) and addendn, respectively, for a proposed 2)037»acre Type 
1 municipal solid waste landfill facility in Hidalgo County. It was submitted in response to a April 3, 2006 
meeting between applicant representatives and our staff, The revised SBP and addenda, dated April 7, 2006, 
April 1 l, 2006, and April 25, 2006, respectively, were signed and sealed by Mr. John Michael Snyder, P.G. 
(#595), Senior l-lydrogeologist, Biggs & Mathews Environmental, 
The revised SBP proposes drilling atotal of 68 borings, ofwhich 31 borings will be drilled to at least a depth 
30 feet greater than the elevation ol‘deepest excavation (EDIE) ofiipproximatcly 1.90 feet above mean sea 
level. All borings, including the remaining 37 borings, Will be advanced a minimum ofS feet below the 
EDE. 

This SBP complies with the TCEQ Municipal Solid Waste Rules concerning site investigations for municipal 
solid waste landfill facilities, and this letter constitutes approval ol‘the revised SBPi Please be advised that 
undcr'l‘itle 30Texas Administrative Code §330.56(d)(5)(1\)(ii), the uppcnnost aquifer and any hydraulically 
interconnected aquifers below the site must be identified, as well as the underlying confining unit 11 is 
fll'lllClllCd that this reVised soil boring plan, when implemented, will accurately characterize the in-situ 
geologic, hydrologic, and engineering properties of the surface and subsurface strata at this site. Although 
this plan complies with the Municipal Solid Waste Rules concerning site investigations, additional soil 
borings and piezometcrs could be required by the Commission should the data generated by this 5011 boring 
plan prove to be inconclusive. 

431-1 
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Mr. Brad Dugas 
Page 2 
April 28, 2006 

If ymi should find it necessary to modify this approved plan, anmher plan detailing any proposed 
modifications musibe submitted it) the Commission .’ or approval before implementation of the modifications. 
Please contact me at (512) 239-6631 if you have any questions concerning this matter. When addressing 
Written correspondence, please use Mail Code 124 (MC-124) 

Sincerely,
\ 

mny Williamson, P.G. 
Municipal Solid Wasle Permits Section 
Waste Permits Division 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

JAW/ff 

cc: .3 Mr. Mike Snyder, P.G., Senior Hydmgeologist, Biggs & Mathews Envn’onmental, Mansfield 
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LOG OF BORING NO. F- 5 (5-1) figgggmagggssfiggnmmh Inn 
Projecl Description: Desarrouo DeI Rancno La Gloria 'rx, LP Mansfield,1’exas ’ms: 

. . Phono: arr-scum La Gloria Ranch Landfill Fax: 817-565-1224 

5 Location: E4334.767 N4155.240 a E
3 

w .- E - 
.S 

‘ 
I Be g = E E 3 .3 § SurfaceEL: 24a.oofi.msi g I 3 2-: =- E E 

I 

g g - 
- a . \ . =1 S = 5 -‘ m “g, g E 

I E Completion Depth: 10.0 It. % g .gg 5g g l E8 5: g ‘9; E Dal/e BoringSIaned: 11/3/04 
: E x; 23 Egg .3 g i '5; he: 9g 

:17 Date Boring Completed: 11/4/04 
3 E , E 5 

l 

E 2 g a 
;

u 
‘ 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 1 
I 

A
l 

_ 
j 

SAND, brown. soft, silly,
i _ 

1
l _ _y
I _ ~, 244.00 I 

_ 5] SlLT, brown, soft calcareous nodules. clayey to sandy
1 

e 4
i _ _l 
I ‘ 

: 
i 

l

l 

i— 10 23500 CLAYEY SILT (MH), brown to white, surly calcareous seams, — M silty as u 39 5e 

_ J—
I 

— 15 

: -wet 
7

i - -l 
_ zoi_ I 

— —I 

4 A2 _ 
51 29 32 78 _ i 225.00 

_ I CLAY, brawnl stiff in hard, calrecus seam upper zone in 
25"? calcareous nodules lower zone. slliy 1 - a

I _ _I
l 

I

i 
_ 

j l 

I .I
. 

_ 3°11— 
- s a/ _ fi— 
_ a 

l

I 

_ 35 65 /r 213.00 
_ I 

' 
- 

j 
SAND, clayey to coarse grained, some gravel 

_ _; cs .l 211ool 
_ 7 CLAV (CL), silly. brown. still to hard, calcareous nodules 
— a’ c7 
_ 407—. 
_ _: ca 
— 

49 21 25 35 v —{ 1:9/ 
Z 45—V 

me 
~ coarse to medium, calcareous nodules 

— —‘ C11 
7 

‘

i — 
5°~ c12 I 

ll 

I
I b

I ‘ ‘ 
tr : P Groundwater Obsenmiions Remarks: Sand seam at 351eet. produced a lol grin?“ 3°31 2°?” Rxpwu 

1 

or waler. Borehole advanced with Shelby tubes " "'9 9 ° ‘ W 0319 Dem“ pushed to depth of relusal lhen air or wet rotary Sampling Method: Various wring. No water observed prior to introdumion 
Geologist/Engineer: Doug Jones M drilling waler, unless no|ed. 
Project No.: 904.01101 

LOG 0F BORING NOu F- 5 (3-1) The slralificalion lines represent approximale strata boundaries. Continued Next Page pAGE 1 or: 2 In situ, lhe iransition may be gradual. 
Figure 431105
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Figure 431%



Project Description: Desarrollo Del Rancho La Gloria TX, LP 
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sandstones and siltstones of the overlying Glen Rose Formation primarily by texture and 
color. The Twin Mountains sandstones are typically tan to brown and are fine to very 
fine grained, well sorted sandstone. The Twin Mountains serves as a major regional 
aquifer for the North Texas area. Groundwater flows to the southeast and is confined 
by the overlying limestones and shales of the Glen Rose Formation. Most wells are 
completed in a lower massive sand; the upper portion of the formation generally 
contains more clay and is less productive. In the site vicinity the top of the Twin 
Mountains is at an elevation of about 840 feet above the NGVD, or about 140 feet below 
the lowest part of the site 

The average depth to the top of the Twin Mountains beneath the site is about 170 feet. 
On the lower portions of the site, where significant thicknesses of the Paluxy have been 
eroded, the Twin Mountains occurs nearest the surface, such as in ES where the Twin 
Mountains occurs at a depth of 117 feet. No borings on the site penetrated the full 
thickness of the Twin Mountains. Boring E-3 penetrated 98 feet of the Twin Mountains. 
The average thickness of the Twin Mountains drilled by site borings is about 47 feet. 
The Twin Mountains is about 120 feet thick in the area (Hendricks. 1957). 

2.3 Site Exploration 

A soil boring plan for the proposed permit amendment was submitted to the TCEQ and 
was approved by the TCEQ in its letter of August 23, 2005 (Figure 4B.1). Figure 43.2 
depicts site soil boring and well locations. 

2.3.1 Previous Site Exploration 

2.3.1.1 Borings 

The permitted area of the original site was approximately 111 acres. The proposed 
amendment includes vertical expansion over the original site. Waste from the 
previously closed 59-acre southwest portion of the site will be exhumed and placed in 
Subtitle D lined areas. 

Various geologic/hydrogeologic investigations have been conducted at the 
lESl Weatherford Landfill facility since 1983. The existing landfill was characterized with 
the completion of 20 borings during 1983 and 1984 by Rene Engineers. These borings 
were numbered B-1 through B-B (1983) and E-1 through E42 (1984). In addition. 
various groundwater monitoring wells, piezometers, and landfill gas probes have been 
drilled and installed. Logs of previous borings and wells are included as Figures 48.10 
through 43.152. 

In the 1990‘s. various studies using existing borings were completed by Rady and 
Associates and EMCON as part of the Subtitle D groundwater monitoring system 
design. 
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2.3.1.2 Drilling Methods 

Borings were done generally in accordance with §330.56(d)(5)(A)(iil) and were 
advanced utilizing auger and wet rotary drilling methods. Sampling methods included 
Shelby tubes, spllt spoons. and coring as appropriate for rock materials. Samples were 
logged by a qualified geologist or engineer in accordance with §330.56(d)(5)(A) and 
consistent with established description procedures. Each boring was plugged (pressure 
grouted using tremie methods) in accordance with TCEQ and water well drilling 
regulations as described in §330.56(d)(5)(A)(v) unless the borehole was drilled to install 
a piezometer or monitoring well. 

2.3.1.3 Water Levels 

Historical water level readings have been taken in site monitoring wells since 1988. 
Those water levels were used in combination with water levels in site piezometers for 
groundwater characterization in accordance with 330,56(d)(5)(C)(ii), Historical water 
levels are included in Table 4—13a. 

2.3.1.4 Slug Tests 

Slug tests have been previously conducted in site wells in various lithologies of the 
Paluxy and hydraulic conductivities have been calculated for the site strata from these 
tests. Those hydraulic conductivities were used to characterize site hydrogeologic 
conditions and to confirm the groundwater monitoring system. Slug test information is 
summarized in Table 4-14 and in Appendix 4H. 

2.3.1.5 Laboratory Testing 

A significant amount of geotechnical laboratory testing has been conducted on samples 
collected from borings in the appropriate strata from the existing permitted area. These 
tests were done in accordance with §330.56(d)(5)(B)(i). Data from those tests were 
combined with solls laboratory data from the recent borings and used to characterize 
slte stratigraphic conditions and for geotechnical evaluation of site conditions. 

2.3.2 Recent Site Exploration 

TCEQ regulations regarding the number of borings for site characterization suggest that 
a total of approximately 20 borings be used that are drilled at least 5-feet below the 
elevation of deepest excavation (EDE). Of the 20, at least 14 of the borings should be 
drilled greater than 30 feet below the EDE. The proposed EDE for the amended permit 
is 920 feet msl. 

2.3.2.1 Borings 

A total of 20 borings and 10 monitoring wells were previously drilled on the original 
permit. None of those borings was drilled below the proposed new EDE. A boring plan 
that exceeds the recommended numbers was proposed. A total of 20 borings that are 
drilled at least 5 feet below the EDE were drilled for the site characterization for the 
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permit amendment. Each of the 20 borings was drilled greater than 30 feet below the 
EDE. 

Borings were done generally in accordance with §330.56(d)(5)(A)(iii) and were 
advanced utilizing air and mud rotary methods. Sampling methods included Shelby 
tubes. split spoons, cuttings, and coring as appropriate for harder rock materials. 
Samples were logged by a qualified geologist or engineer in accordance with 
§330.56(d)(5)(A) and consistent with established description procedures. Each boring 
was plugged (pressure grouted using tremie methods) in accordance with TCEQ and 
water well drilling regulations as described in §330.56(d)(5)(a)(v). 

The field logs, in conjunction with field and laboratory testing data, were used to prepare 
the final boring logs provided in Appendix 43 of this attachment. General notes 
supplementing the logs are in Figure 435. Monitoring well and piezometer logs are 
provided as Figures 4B.111 through 48.152. 

2.3.2.2 Piezometers 

A total of nine piezometers were installed within the Glen Rose Sandstone to provide 
water level data beneam the proposed excavation. Boreholes for the piezometers were 
advanced with air rotary auger methods. Two-inch diameter PVC piezometers were 
installed to TCEQ groundwater monitoring well standards. 
2.3.2.3 Water Level Measurements 

Stabilized water levels have been measured in the new piezometers until sufficient data 
was collected to characterize a wet-dry temporal cycle. Water levels were stable within 
several weeks following installation. Water levels from the new piezometers have been 
combined with previously measured water levels from the site monitoring wells to 
provide hydrogeologic information for both the Glen Rose sandstone and the shallower 
Paluxy sandstone. Water levels are included in Table 4-13b. 

2.3.2.4 Slug Tests 

Slug tests were previously conducted in site wells in various lithologies' of the Paluxy and 
hydraulic conductivities were calculated for the site strata from these tests. Those 
hydraulic conductivities have been used to characterize site hydrogeologic conditions 
and to design the groundwater monitoring system that will be included in the permit 
amendment application. Additional slug testing was performed in new piezometers to 
determine the hydraulic conductivities of the sandstone and siltstones of the Glen Rose 
sandstone. Hydraulic conductivity information is included in Table 4-14 and in 
Appendix 4H. 

2.3.2.5 Laboratory Testing 

A sufficient number of laboratory tests were completed in accordance with 30 TAC 
§330.56(.d)(5)(B) to characterize the geotechnical properties of the soils encountered. 
These tests have been combined with previous geotechnical testing to provide soils data 
for the geotechnical design of site facilities. Results of laboratory soils testing are 
included in Section 3 and in Appendices 4E and 4F. 
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Kathleen Hartnett White, Chairman 
R. B. “Ralph” Marquez, Commissioner 
Larry R. Seward, Commissioner 
Glenn Shankle, Executive Director 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

August 23, 2005 
Mr, Michael Snyder. PiGr 
Senior Hydrogeologist 
Biggs and Mathews Environmental 
1700 Robert Road 
Mansfield, TX 76063 

Re: Municipal Solid Waste - Parker County 
EESI Weatherford Landfill - MSW Permit No. 47 
Soil Boring Plan WWC No. 11045165 /RN100617984 ICN601668486 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) received your revised soil boring plan (SBP) on 
August 1, 2005, for a proposed vertical expansion of the above»referenced municipal solid waste landfill facility 
in Parker County. The revised SBP Was submitted in response to our letter dated July 20, 2005. According to 
the information you provided, the proposed vertical expansion will be about 78 acres a total of 20 soil borings 
were drilled in late 2003 to a depth greater than 30 feet below the proposed elevation of the deepest excavation 
(~920 feet mean sea level), and nine new piezometers were installed to TCEQ groundwater monitoring standards 
in borings to provide water level data for the groundwater units beneath the site, Please know that in accordance 
with Title 30, Texas Administrative Code (30 TAC) §330.56(d)(5)(A)(iv), the SBP, including locations and 
depths of all borings, should have been approved by the executive director prior to initiation of the work. 
However, the above notwithstanding, this letter constitutes approval of your plan 

Please be advised that under 30 TAC §330.56(d)(5)(A)(ii), the uppermost aquifer and any hydraulically 
interconnected aquifers below the site must be identified, as well as the underlying confining unit. It is 
anticipated that this SBP will accurately characterize the in-situ geologic, hydrologic, and engineering properties 
of the surface and subsurface strata at this site. Although this plan has been approved, additional soil borings 
and piezometers could be required by the executive director snoutd the data generated by this SBP prove to he 
inconclusive. 

Please contact me at 512/239—6730 if you have any questions concerning this matter. When addressing written 
correspondence. please use Mail Code 124 (MC-124). 

ale Ll Baker, PrGr 
Municipal Solid Waste Permits Section 
Waste Permits Division

~ 

GLB/fp 

cc: Mr. Joe Vieceli, Environmental Manager, [ESI South Region, Fort Worth 48"] 
PO. Box 13087 ' Austin, Texas 7871173087 ‘ 512/239-1000 ' Internet address: www.tceq.slate.bt.us 
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Buddy Garcia Chairman 
1am l’il Saw-rd, Camel-r 
Bryan W. Shaw, Pnh,€mmnls§m¢r 
Mark E Vidmy, LG. 21mm 

TEXAS COMZVHSSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY t 1m: 1:”k “a Roll-um: 
June 4, 2009 

Mr. Burgess Sung) 
Envimnmentnl Manager . 

Allied Waste Industries, Inc. 
Galveston Caunty Landfill Texas, LP, 
5757 A Ours Road ' 

Holman, TX 77078 

Re: Galveston Cmmynmdfill - Galveston Counly 
Muninipnl Solid Wm (MSW) - Pannit Nu. 1169A 
Pmposed SignInvcsfigniol-A — SB? Appnwll 
TnckingNol 12533433 ,msxlnozzism /CN60l587355 

Dear Mr. Stung]: 

The Taxis (brhm'msion onEnvimnmenml Qualitya'CEQ) received Mail baringplm (SB?) on Memo): 19, 2009, 
mdrevisions onMay 8, 2009, Tm the meted expansion oflhe above-Municipal solid me landfill 
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Sincerely, 
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Fabienne ahmd, Pmuil Coordinnm 
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FRIlh 
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NEW BOSTON LANDFILL 
BOWIE COUNTY, TEXAS 

TCEQ PERMIT APPLICATION NO. MSW 576C 
PERMIT AMENDMENT APPLICATION 
PART III — SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

ATTACHMENT E 
GEOLOGY REPORT 

Prepared for 

Waste Management of Texas, Inc. 
Technically Com pIeIe September 12, 2014 

‘ 
‘ 4 - M — :0 Fl BIN! 8: MM ENE-WM. Inc Big: & Mam EIMromnuIIII, Inn. F'rm Registration NoI F456 Firm Regisflafion No, 50222 

Fot sections 2.3. 5.1 — 5.3 

Prepared by 
BIGGS 8: MATHEWS ENVIRONMENTAL 

1700 Ruben Road. Suite 100 ' Mansfield, Texas 76063 ‘ 317-563-1144 
TEXAS BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS TEMS BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL GEOSCIENTISTS 

FIRM REGISTRATION No. F-256 FIRM REGISTRATION No. 50222



Bryan W, Shaw, Ph.D., Chairman 
Buddy Garcia, Commissioner 
Carlos Rubinstein, Commissioner 
Mark R. Vickery, HG. Exzmtive Director 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting 7txus by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

October 29, 2010 

Ms. Paula Carboni 
Market Area Compliance Manager 
North Texas Market Area 
Waste Management of Texas, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 400 
Ferris, Texas 75125~o4oo 

Re: Waste Management New Boston Landfill — Bowie County 
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) — Permit No. 5763 
Proposed Site Investigation 
'I‘racldng Nos. 13193618, 14443116, and 14468048 
RN102594892/CN600127856 

Dear Ms. Carboni: 

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, MSW Permits Section received a 
revised soil boring plan (SBP) on October 11, 2010, for a potential expansion of the 
referenced facility. The revised SBP is dated October 7, 2010, and was submitted on 
behalf of the facility by Biggs& Mathews Environmental, of Mansfield, Texas, in 
response to comments in our letters dated September 3, 2010, and September 22, 2010. 
The SBP proposes 25 borings in an approximately 136-acre expansion area, of which 
approximam 93 acres is being considered for waste footprint. All of the borings will be 
drilled to approximately 295 feet above mean sea level, or deeper, corresponding to 
depths greater than 30 feet below the elevation of the deepest excavation (EDE, 
estimated at 325 feet above sea level). Our review of the revised plan indicates that it 
compliles with the Municipal Solid Waste Regulations. This letter constitutes approval of 
your p an. 
Please be advised that under Title 30 Texas Administrative Code, Chapter 330, 
Section 330.63(e)(4)(B), the uppermost aquifer and any hydraulically interconnected 
aquifers below the site must be identified, as well as the underlying confining unit. It is 
anticipated that this SBP, when implemented, will accurately characterize the in—situ 
geologic, hydrologic, and engineering properties of the surface and subsurface strata at 
this site. Although this plan appears to comply with the Municipal Solid Waste 
Regulations concerning site investigations, additional soil borings and piezometers could 
be required by the Commission should the data generated by this SBP prove to be 
inconclusive. 
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Ms. Paula Carboni 
Page 2 
October 29, 2010 

If you should find'it necessary to modify this approved plan, another plan detailing any 
proposed modifications must be submitted to the Commission for approval before 
implementation of the modificafions. If you have questions regarding this letter, please 
contact me at (512) 239-4419. When addressing written correspondence, please use mail 
code MC 124‘ 

' 

Sincerely, 

@Jo,’ 
Amen J. valdan, P.G. 
Municipal Solid'Waste Permits Section 
Waste Permits Division 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

AJA/fp 

cc: Mr. Walter C. Hunt, 13.13., Waste Management of Texas, Inc., Ferris 
Ms. Elizabeth Flo'yd, P.G., Riggs 8: Mathews Environmental, Mansfield 
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Table E-4 
New Boston Landfill 
Summary of Borings 

Note: Copies 0' recent and available historical logs are provided In Appendix 52.

~~
~

~ 

‘1 

i 
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uwea 351312 5000 30912 20011 in 131175.000 0311000 22-215 
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mw-s 

l 30454 10 50 i 316 04 11.00 11: 10211000 5155000 52-221 
MWl 3 303 64 70 00 
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See Table E-9 lor Monitoring Well Details. mwos lorms and plugging reporls are included in Atlachmenl F. Appendix H. ( The EDE tor the entire site is 330 feet above sea level, The EDE was formerly 335 feet above sea level when the facility consisted 
only of the West Disposal Area. 
Z Coordinates were not Included on the original log and have been estimated from site topography map. a MW-5 was reconditioned on 10/12/2005. 

4.1.1 Biggs and Matthews Environmental - 2010 to 2011 
Field exploration activities were conducted in October 2010 and March through April 
2011. The new borings are designated BME—01 through BME»25. These borings were 
drilled using hollow stem augers and sampled continuously using Shelby tubes and split 
spoons where appropriate. Borings were drilled in accordance with TCEQ approved 
boring plans and established field exploration methods. Installation, abandonment, and 
plugging of borings completed in support of previous permit amendment or modification 
applications were perionned in accordance with the TCEQ rules in effect at the time. 
Ten piezometers were installed: BME-01, BME-04, BME-07, BME—09, BME-12, 
BME-14, BME-16, BME-ZO, BME-22, and BME-23. Piezometers were installed 
immediately adjacent to the corresponding boring number. The original borehole was 
sampled and logged, and then the boring was plugged by pressure grouting from the 
Bangsammmws Environmental E-14 New Boston Landfill 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL 

soun WASTE MANAGEMENT rxcrurr mm under provisions at Tex-s 
Ham. 5: samy Cod: Ann. 

Chapter 151 (Vernom 

MSW Permit No.: 2332 TCEQ Docket No. 2007-1302-MSW 

Name ofPermittee: IESI TX Landfill LP 
and 2301 Eagle Parkway, Suite 200 
Site Owner: F011 Worth, Texas 76177 

Facility Name: J aeksboro Landfill 

Classification of Site: Type I Municipal Solid Waste Management Facility 

The permittee is authorized to store, process, and dispose of wastes in accordance with the 
limitations, requirements, and other conditions set forth herein. This permit is granted subject to the 
rules and orders of the Commission and laws of the State of Texas and it replaces any previously 
issued permit. Nothing in this permit exempts the permittee from compliance with other applicable 
rules and regulations of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality This permit will be valid 
until canceled, amended, or revnked by the Commission, or until the site is completely filled or 
rendered unusable, whichever occurs first. 

APPROVED, lSSUED AND EFFECTIVE in accordance with Title 30 Texas Administrative Code 
Chapter 330 as in effect prior to March 27, 20064 

ISSUED DATE: JAN 0 5 2010



IESl TX Landfill LP 
J acksboro Landfill 
MSW Permit No. 2332 
Page 2 

Table of Contents 
Jack County 

Jacksboro Landfill 
MSW Permit No. 2332 

1. Size and Location of Facility ....................................................................... .3 

II. Incorporated Application Materials ................................................................................ 3 

III. Facilities and Operations Authorized ........ ............. ...... . ................................................. 3 

IV. Facility Design, Construction, and Operation. .5 

V. Financial Assurance ................................ . ......................................................................... 6 

VI. Facility Closure .................................................................................................................. 7 

VII. Site Completion and Closure .8 

VIII. Standard Permit Conditions ............................................................................................. 8 

IX. Incorporated Regulatory Requirements ........................................................................ 10 

X. Special Provisions. 

ATTACHMENT A - Parts I through IV of the Permit Application Document ..................... 10 

ATTACHMENT B - Minor Amendments, Corrections, and modifications that may be 
issued ................................................................................................................................. 10



IESl TX Landfill LP 
Jacksboro Landfill 
MSW Permit No. 23 32 
Page 3 

II. 

III. 

Size and Location of Facility 

A. The Jacksboro Landfill is located in Jack County, Texas, approximately 13 miles 
southeast of the City of Jacksbom and approximately 1.25 miles south of the 
intersection of State Highway (SH) 199 and Farm to Market (F M) Road 1 156. 

B. The legal description is contained in Part I of the application found in Attachment A 
of this permit. 

C. Coordinates and Elevation of Permanent Site Benchmark: 

Latitude: N 33° 04' 31.5163“ 
Longitude: \V 97“ 59' 30.0283" 
Elevation: 116] .00 feet above mean sea level (msl) 

Incorporated Application Materials 

This permit is based on and the pennittee shall follow Parts I through IV of the permit 
application submittals which are hereby approved subject to the terms of this permit and any 
other orders of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). These materials 
are incorporated into this permit by reference in Attachment A as if fully set out herein. Any 
and all revisions to these application materials shall become conditions of this permit upon 
the date of approval by the Commission. 

Pan V of the permit application shall be submitted upon completion of construction of the 
facility. The permittee shall maintain Parts I through V of the application as described in 30 
TAC §330.5](a) at the facility and make them available for inspection by TCEQ personnel, 
[Chapter 330 rule citations here and forward in this permit were those in effect before the 
March 27, 2006 revisions] 

Facilities and Operations Authorized 

A. Days and Hours of Operation and Waste Acceptance 

The facility is authorized to operate and accept waste 24 hours per day and seven 
days per week. 

B, Wastes Authorized at This Facility 

The pcnnittec is authorized to dispose of municipal solid waste resulting from, or 
incidental to, residential, commercial, institutional, municipal, manufacturing, 
industrial, recreational, and construction sources, including paper, food wastes, glass, 
aluminum, metals, plastics, grass clippings, other organic wastes, wood wastes, 
textiles, bricks, construction-demolition waste, and other inert materials. Class 2 and
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Class 3 non-hazardous industrial solid waste that are identified in Part IV found in 
Attaclunent A of this permit may be accepted at this facility in accordance with Title 
30 of the Texas Administrative Code (30 TAC) Section (§) 330.137. Certain special 
wastes that are identified in Part IV found in Attachment A of this permit may be 
accepted contingent upon such waste being handled in accordance with 30 TAC 
§330.136, including dead animals, slaughterhouse wastes, non-regulated asbestos 
containing material (non-RACM), empty containers, municipal water and wastewater 
treatment plant sludges, and grease or grit trap waste. 

Wastes Prohibited at This Facility 

The permittee shall comply with the waste disposal restrictions set forth in 30 T AC 
§330.5(e). Class 1 non-hazardous industrial solid wastes, regulated hazardous wastes, 
liquid wastes, radioactive wastes, bulk liquids: PCB wastes, infectious medical 
wastes, and any other waste not identified in Section “LB. of this permit shall not be 
accepted at this facility. 

Waste Acceptance Rate 

Authorized solid waste may be accepted for disposal at this site at the initial rate of 
approximately 156,000 tons-per-year (approximately 500 tons per day based on 3 12 
days-per-year of operation) and increasing to a maximum acceptance rate of 
approximately 947,000 tons—penyear (approximately 3,035 tons-per—day based on 
312 days-per-year of operation). The actual yearly waste acceptance rate is a rolling 
quantity based on the sum of the previous four quarters of waste acceptance, 

Waste Volume Available for Disposal 

The total waste disposal capacity of the landfill is based upon the information 
contained in Appendix IIIA (Site Life Calculations) of Part III found in Attachment A 
of this permit. 

Facilities Authorized 

The permittee is authorized to operate a Type I municipal solid waste landfill that 
utilizes a combination of a sector below-grade-excavation fill and aerial fill of the 
municipal solid waste landfill subject to the limitations contained herein. All waste 
disposal activities subject to permitting are to be confined to the following facilities, 
which shall include disposal units, structures, appurtenances, or impmvements: 
access roads, dikes, berms and temporary drainage channels, permanent drainage 
structures, detention ponds, landfill gas management system, contaminated water 
management system, final cover, groundwater monitoring system, landfill liner 
system, and other improvements.
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Changes, Additions, or Expansions 

Any proposed facility changes must be authorized in accordance with the Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) permit amendment or modification 
rules, 30 TAC Chapters 305 and 330. 

IV. Facility Design, Construction, and Operation 

A. Facility design, construction, and operation and/or maintenance must comply with the 
provisions of this permit; Commission Rules. including 30 TAC §§3 30.51 through 
330.58, 330.62 through 330.64, 3301 ll through 330.139, 330.200 through 330.206, 
330.230 through 330.242. 330.250 through 330.256, 330.280 through 330.284, and 
330.300 through 330.305; special provisions contained in this permit; and Parts I 

through IV of the application found in Attachment A of this permit, and shall be 
managed in a manner to protect human health and the environment. 

The entire waste management facility shall be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained to prevent the release and migration of any waste, contaminant, or 
pollutant beyond the point of compliance as defined in 30 TAC §330.2 and to prevent 
inundation or discharge from the areas surrounding the facility components. Each 
receiving, storage, processing, and disposal area shall have a containment system that 
will collect spills and incidental precipitation in such a manner as to: 

l. Precludc the release of any contaminated runoff, spills, or precipitation; 

2. Prevent washout of any waste by a lOO-year storm; and 

3. Prevent runvon into the disposal areas from off-site areas. 

The site shall be designed and operated so as not to cause a violation of: 

l. The requirements of §26. 121 of the Texas Water Code; 

2. Any requirements of the Federal Clean Water Act, including, but not limited 
to, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
requirements of §402, as amended, and/or the Texas Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (TPDES), as amended; 

3. The requirements under §404 of the Federal Clean Water Act, as amended; 
and
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V. 

4. Any requirement of an area wide or statewide water quality management plan 
that has been approved under §208 or §3 l 9 of the F edcral Clean Water Act, 
as amended. 

Contaminated water shall be handled, stored, treated, disposed of, and managed in 
accordance with 30 TAC §330.55(b)(6), 30 TAC §330.56(o), and Part III, 

Attachment 15 found in Attachment A of this permit. Other methods may be 
considered for approval as a modification to this permit. 

Best management practices for temporary erosion and sedimentation control shall 
remain in place until sufficient vegetative cover has been established to control and 
mitigate erosion on areas having final covert Vegetative cover will be monitored and 
maintained throughout the post-closure care period in accordance with Part Ill 
Attachment 13 found in Attachment A of this permit. 
Storm water runoff from the active portion of the landfill shall be managed in 
accordance with 30 TAC §§330.55(b)(3) and 330.133(b), and as described in Part III 
found in Attachment A of this permit. 
All facility employees and other persons involved in facility operations shall be 
qualified, trained, educated, and experienced to perform their duties so as to achieve 
compliance with this permit. The permittee shall comply with 30 TAC §330.52(b)(9) 
and as described in Part I found in Attachment A ofthis permit. The permittee shall 
further ensure that personnel are familiar with safety procedures, contingency plans, 
the requirements of the Commission’s rules and this permit. commensurate with their 
levels and positions of responsibility, in accordance with Part III and Part IV found in 
Attachment A of this permit. All facility employees and other persons involved in 
facility operations shall obtain the appropriate level of operator certification as 
required by recent changes in the statute and applicable regulations. 

The facility shall be properly supervised to assure that bird populations will not 
increase and that appropriate control procedures will be followed. Any increase in 
bird activity that might be hazardous to safe aircraft operations will require prompt 
mitigation actions. 

Financial Assurance 

Authorization to operate the facility is contingent upon compliance with provisions 
contained within the permit and maintenance of financial assurance in accordance 
with 30 TAC Chapter 330, Subchapter K and 30 TAC Chapter 37.
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Within 60 days prior to the acceptance ofwastc, the permittee shall provide financial 
assurance instrumem(s) for demonstration of closure of the landfill in accordance 
with 30 TAC §§330.253(d)(6) and 330.281. The closure cost estimate of 
$904,795.63 (2005 dollars) is based on estimates as described in Part [II Attachments 
8 and 12 found in Attachment A of this permit. The financial assurance instrument 
shall be in an amount that includes the inflation factors for each calendar year 
following 2005, 

Within 60 days prior to the acceptance of waste, the perrnitlee shall provide financial 
assurance instrument(s) for demonstration of post-closure care of the landfill in an 
amount for the entire landfill facility. The post-closure care cost estimate of 
$963,316.20 (2005 dollars) is based on estimates as described in Part III Attachments 
8 and 13 found in Attachment A of this permit. The financial assurance instrument 
shall be in an amount that includes the inflation factors for each calendar year 
following 2005. 

The owner and/or operator shall annually adjust closure and/or post»closure care cost 
estimates for inflation within 60 days prior to the anniversary date of the 
establishment of the financial assurance instrument pursuant to 30 TAC §§330.281 
and 330.283, as applicable. 

If the facility‘s closure and/or post-closure care plan is modified in accordance with 
30 T AC §305.70, the permittee shall provide new cost estimates in current dollars in 
accordance with 30 TAC §r§330,253(d)(6), 330.254(b)(3)(D), 330.281, and 330.283, 
as applicable. The amount of the financial assurance mechanism shall be adjusted 
within 45 days after the modification is approved Adjustments to the cost estimates 
and/'or the financial assurance instrument to comply with any financial assurance 
regulation that is adopted by the TCEQ subsequent to the issuance of this permit 
shall be initiated as a modification within 30 days afier the effective date of the new 
regulation. 

VI. Facility Closure 

Closure of the facility shall commence: 

A. Upon completion of the disposal operations and the site is completely filled or 
rendered unusable in accordance with Part [11 Attachment 7 found in Attachment A 
of this permit; 

Upon direction by the Executive Director of the TCEQ for failure to comply with the 
terms and conditions of this permit or violation ofStatc or Federal regulations. The 
Executive Director is authorized to issue emergency orders to the permittee in 
accordance with §§ 5.501 and 5.512 of the Water Code regarding this matter after
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considering whether an emergency requiring immediate action to protect the public 
health and safety exists; 

Upon abandonment of the site; 

For failure to secure and maintain an adequate bond or other financial assurance as 
required; or 

Upon the pctmittce‘s notification to the TCEQ that the landfill will cease to accept 
waste and no longer operate at any time prior to the site being completely filled to 
capacity. 

VII. Site Completion and Closure 

The landfill shall be completed and closed in accordance with 30 TAC §330.250 and the 
applicable portions of 30 TAC §§330253 through 330256. Upon closure, the perinittee 
shall submit to the Executive Director documentation of closure as set out in 30 TAC 
§330.253. Post-closure care and maintenance shall be conducted in accordance with Part III 
Attachment 13 found in Attachment A of this permit, for aperiod of 30 years or as otherwise 
determined by the Executive Director pursuant to 30 TAC §330.254(b). 

VlII. Standard Permit Conditions 

A. Parts I through IV, as described in 30 TAC §330.51(a), which comprise the Permit 
Application for MSW Permit No 2332 are hereby made a part of this permit as 
Attachment A. The permittee shall maintain Parts I through IV and Part V, as 
described in 30 TAC §330.51(a), at the facility and make them available for 
inspection by TCEQ personnel. The contents of Part III of Attachment A of this 
permit shall be known as the "Approved Site Development Plan," in accordance with 
30 TAC §§330,54 and 330.55. The contents of Part W of Attachment A of this 
permit shall be known as the “Approved Site Operating Plan, ” in accordance with 30 
TAC §§330.57 and 330.114. 

Attachment B, consisting of minor amendments, modifications, and corrections to 
this permit, is hereby made a pan of this permit. 

The permittee shall comply with all conditions of this permit. Failure to comply with 
any permit condition may constitute a violation of the permit, the rules of the 
Commission, and the Texas Solid Waste Disposal Act, and is grounds for an 
enforcement action, revocation, or suspension. 

A pre»construction conference shall be held pursuant to 30 TAC §330.64(c) prior to 
beginning any construction within the permit boundary to ensure that all aspects of
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this permit, construction activities, and inspections are met Additional pre- 
eonstruction conferences may be held prior to the opening of the facility. 

A pre—opcning inspection shall be held pursuant to 30 TAC §330.64(d). 
The pcrmittee shall monitor sediment accumulations in ditches and culverts on a 
quarterly basis, and remove sedimentation to re-establish the design flow grades on 
an annual basis or more frequently if necessary to maintain the design flow. 

The tracking of mud off—site onto any public right-of-way shall be minimized. 

In accordance with 30 TAC §3 30.7(3), the permittee shall record in the deed records 
of Jack County, a metes and bounds description of all portions within the permit 
boundary on which disposal of solid waste has and/or will take place. A certified 
copy of the recorded document(s) shall be provided to the Executive Director in 
accordance with 30 TAC §330.7(b). 

Daily cover of the waste fill areas shall be performed with clean soil that has not been 
in contact \m'th waste or with an altemate daily cover which has been approved in 
accordance with 30 TAC §§330. ] 33(c) and 3 05.70. Intermediate cover, run-on, and 
run-off controls shall not be constructed from soil that has been scraped up from prior 
daily cover or which contains waste. 

During construction and operation ofthe facility, measures shall be taken to control 
runoff, erosion) and sedimentation from disturbed areas. Erosion and sedimentation 
control measures shall be inspected and maintained at least monthly and after each 
storm event that meets or exceeds the design storm event. Erosion and sedimentation 
controls shall remain functional until disturbed areas are stabilized with established 
permanent revegetation. The permittee shall maintain the on—site access road in such 
a manner as to minimize the buildup of mud on the access road and to maintain a safe 
road surface. 

In complying with the requirements of 30 TAC §330.123, the permittee shall consult 
with the local District Office of the Texas Department of Transportation or other 
authority responsible for road maintenance, as applicable: to determine standards and 
frequencies for litter and mud cleanup on state, county, or city maintained roads 
sewing the site. Documentation of this consultation shall be submitted within 60 
days prior to the acceptance of waste. 

The permittee shall retain U16 right of entry onto the site until the end of the post- 
closurc care period as required by 30 TAC §330.62(b).
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IX. 

M, Inspection and entry onto the site by authorized personnel shall be allowed during the 
site operating life and until the end of the post—closure care period as required by 
§361.032 of the Texas Health and Safety Code. 

The provisions of this perm it are severable. If any permit provision or the application 
of any permit provision to any circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of this 
pem‘tit shall not be affected. 

Regardless of the spcciftc design contained in Attachments A and B of this permit, 
the permittec shall be required to meet all performance standards required by the 
permit, the regulations, and as required by local, state, and federal laws or ordinances. 

If differences exist between permit provisions, application materials (incorporated as 
Parts I through IV of Attachment A of this permit), and the rules under 30 TAC 
Chapter 330, then the permit provisions and the rules shall hold precedence over the 
application materials. 

The permittee shall comply with the requirements of the air permit exemption in 30 
TAC §106.534, if applicable, and the applicable requirements of 30 TAC Chapters 
106 and 116. 

All discharge of storm water will be in accordance with the us. Environmental 
Protection Agency NPDES requirements and/or the State of Texas TPDES 
requirements, as applicable. 

Incorporated Regulatory Requirements 

A. To the extent applicable, the requirements of 30 TAC Chapters 37, 281, 305, and 330 
are adopted by reference and are hereby made provisions and conditions of this 
permit. 

The permittee shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations 
and shall obtain any and all other required permits prior to the beginning of any on- 
sitc improvements or construction approved by this permit. 

Special Provisions 

In addition to the groundwater monitoring wells in Attachment 5 to the application that will 
monitor groundwater in the uppermost aquifer (Stratum 11‘), 28 additional monitoring wells 
shall he installed within the Stratum I and l-A interval as shown in the Attached Special 
Provisions Table No. l and the accompanying map. The wells will be installed in 
accordance with the monitoring well details described in Part ill, Attachment 5, of the 
application and will be sampled in accordance with the Groundwater Sampling and Analysis



IESl TX Landfill LP 
Jacksboro Landfill 
MSW Permit No 2332 
Page 11 

Plan in Attachment ] l and in accordance with 30 TEX. ADMIN CODE §§ 330.230 through 
330.238 and §§ 330.240 through 330242. 

Attachment A 
Pans l through IV of the permit application effective with the date on the permit 

Attachment B 

Special Provisions Table No. l and accompanying map. 

Attachment C 
Minor amendments, corrections, and modifications may be issued for MSW Permit No, 2332. 
The minor amendment, modification, or correction document prepared and executed with an 
approval date shall be attached to this attachment. There is no limitation on the number of these 
documents that may be included in Attachment C of this permit



ATTACHMENT B 
Special Provisions — Table No. l 

Stratum l-A 
Groundwater Monitoring Well Locations 

IESI TX Landfill LP 
Jacksboro Landfill 
Permit Application



Special Provisions - Table No. 1 

PROPOSED MONITORING WELLS 
SCREENED INTERVAL 

MONITORING GROUND ELEVATION TOTAL DEPTH (fl ms!) 
WELL NO. (ft mill (ft bgs) FROM TO 
MW~101 1134 34 1160 1150 
MW-102 1198 30 1178 1168 
MW-103 1185 25 1170 1160 
MW-104 1180 22 1168 1153 
MW-105 1200 24 1186 1176 
MW-106 1200 50 1170 1150 
MW-1D7 1220 35 1195 1185 
MW-108 1220 55 1175 1165 
MW-109 1242 52 1200 1190 
MW-11O 1242 72 1180 1170 
MW>111 1264 59 1215 1205 
MW~112 1252 62 1200 1190 
MW—113 1222 47 1190 1175 
MW-114 1212 47 1175 1165 
MW-115 1208 43 1175 1165 
MW-116 1214 49 1175 1165 
MW-117 1191 41 1160 1150 
MW—11B 1156 21 1145 1135 
MW-119 1142 17 1135 ' 1125 
MW~120 1138 23 1125 1115 
MW-121 1141 21 1130 1120 
MW-122 1150 40 1120 1110 
MWw123 1158 38 1130 1 120 
[WW-124 1166 31 1140 1135 
MW-125 1172 42 1140 1130 
MW»126 1162 27 1145 1135 
MIN-127 1170 25 1155 1145 
MW~125 1170 20 1160 1150 

Notes: 
1. Well to be drilled by Texas licensed driller. 
2 Insialiafion and well developmentto be supervised by qualified geologist or 

engineer.
4 

3‘ Fluids introduced into borehole musl be treated clean wateri 
4 Sleamclean procedures should be sued for all equipment that enters boreholes 

such as lremie pipes or drill pipe. 
Well development should continue until pH, specific conductance and 
temperature have stabilized. 

a. All depths and elevations are estima’ted based on site characterization 
information in Attachments 4 and 5. 
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Bryan W. Shaw, Ph.D., Chairman 
Buddy Garcia, Commissioner 
Carlos Rubinstein, Cammissiuner 
Mark R. Vickery. RG., Executive Diredar 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting Texux by Reduciny and Hemling Pollution 

January 6, 2010 

TO: Persons an the attached mailing list 

RE: IESI TX Landfill LP 
TCEQ Docket No. 2007-1302-MSW; SOAH Docket No. 582-08-1804 MSW Permit No, 2332 

The above-referenced matter was previously approved by the Commission at its October 21, 
2009 Agenda The order concerning this matter was mailed with a draft copy of the permit on 
November 4, 2009. Enclosed is the signed copy of the permit 

Should you have any questions, please contact Melissa Schmidt ofthe Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality‘s Office of the Chief Clerk (MC 105) at (512) 239-3317. 

Enclosure 

20. Box 13087 Austin, Texas 78711-3087 512439-1000 Internet address: \wmmeqstatelxns



IESI TX Landfill LP 
'I‘CEQ Docket No. 2007-1302—MSW 
SOAH Docket No. 582-08-1804 

F_QR THE APPLICANT: 

William J. Mollz 
Moltz Morton O’Toole, L.L.P. 
106 East 6'" Street, Suite 700 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Juhn Gustafson, Vice President 
IBSI TX GP Corporation 
230] Eagle Parkv‘my, Suite 200 
Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

Kenneth J , Welch, PTE. 
Biggs & Matthews airomnental, lnu, 
1700 Robert Road 
Mansfield, Texas 76063 

John Vay, Attorney 
Building 2, Suite 300 
1250 Capital of Texas Highway South 
Austin, Texas 78746 

INTERESTED PE SQNS: 
Marisa Perales 
Lowerre, Frederick, Perales, Allmon & Rockwell 
707 Rio Grande Street, Suite 200 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Kerry Russell 
Russell & Rodriguez: L.L.l’. 
Building 2, Suite 200 
1633 Williams Drive 
Georgetown, Texas 78628 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
via electronic mail: 

Anthony Tatu, Senior Attorney 
Ron Olson, StaffAttoruey 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Environmental Law Division MC-l 73 
P.0.Box13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

Gale Baker, Technical Staff 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Waste Permits Division MC-124 
PO. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

FOR OFFICE OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
via electronic mail: 

Bridget Boltac, Director 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Office of Public Assistance MC-IOS 
PO. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

via electronic mail: 

Scott Humphrey, Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Public Interest Counsel MC-103 
PO. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 7871 13087 

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK 
via electronic mail: 

LaDonna Castafluela 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Office of Chief Clerk MC—lOS 
PO. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

* The Honorable Sarah G. Ramos 
Administrative Law Judge 
State Office of Administrative Hearings 
P. O. Box 13025 
Austin, Texas 78711-3025 

* Courtesy Copy via inter—agency mail



Bryan W Shaw. Ph.D,, Chairman 
Buddy Garcia, Commissioner 
Carlos Rubinstein, Cnmmissioncr 
Mark R. VIckery, P.G,, Execuliue Director 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting Texas by Reducing one! Preventing Hal/Lilian 

January 6, 20 1 0 

John Gustafson, Vice President 
IESI TX GP Corporation 
2301 Eagle Parkway, Suite 200 
Fort Worth, Texas 76 l 77 

Re: IESI TX Landfill LP; Permit No. MSW-2332 

Dear Mr. Gustafson: 

Enclosed is a copy of the above referenced permit for a municipal solid waste facility issued pursuant to 
Chapter 36L Texas Health & Safety Code. The Site Development Plan, the Site Operating Plan, and all 
other documents and plans, including the application, prepared and submitted to support the permit 
application shall be considered a part of this permit and shall be considered as operational requirements of 
this permit. 

If you have any questions concerning this letter or if We may be of any assistance to you regarding 
municipal solid waste, you may contact Gale Baker, MSW Permits Section, at M0124, PO. Box 13087, 
Austin, Texas 787l l; telephone number (512) 239-6730. 

Sincerely, fl 
LDC/Ins 

Enclosure 

cc with enclosure: William I. Moltz, Moltz Morton O'Toole, LLP, l06 East 6m Street, Suite 700, 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Kenneth J I Welch, RH, Biggs & Matthews Environmental, 1nc., l700 Robert Road; 
Mansfield, Texas 76063 

John Vay. Attorney, 1250 Capital of'l‘exas Highway South‘ Building 2, Suite 300, 
Austin, Texas 78746 

E0. Box 13087 Austin, 19a 7871173087 512-239-1000 Internet address: www. tceqslalen. us



ATTACHMENT 3 

JACKSBORO LANDFILL 
JACK COUNTY, TEXAS 

TCEQ PERMIT APPLICATION NO. MSW-2332 
PERMIT APPLICATION 

PART III - SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
ATTACHMENT 1 

SITE LAYOUT PLANS 

Prepared for 

IE8] TX Landfill LP 
Technically Complete October 25, 2006 

~~ “\V\\\\\“‘ 
W/f/dk 

Prepared by 
BIGGS K MATHEWS ENVIRONMENTAL 

1700 Robert Road ' Mansfield, Texas 76063 0 817—5634 144



CONTENTS

~ ~~ 

30 TAC §330.56(a) 

1A General Site Plan 
13 Site Layout Plan 
1C Sector Sequencing Plan 
10 Sector Development Section 
1E Sector 1 Development 
1F Sector 2 Development 
1G Sector 3 Development 
1 H Sector 4 Development 
1| Landfill Completion Plan 
1J Excavation Plan 
1K Entrance Road Plan 
1L Site Entrance Facilities Plan 
1M Landfill Road Details 
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Slugs a Mathew: Environmental 1 -ii Jacksbono Landfill 
M:lPROJ\112\01\PAR\A'l—T1.DOC Technically Complete 10/25/06 

Attachment 1
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ATTACHMENT 4 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MODIFICATION T0 
MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE PERMIT NO. 2294 
NORTH TEXAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 

NTMWD 121 Regional Disposal Facility 

Municipal Solid Waste Pemiit No. 2294 is hereby modified as follows: 

Description of Change: 

Revised screening berms for the NTMWD l21 Regional Disposal Facility as a result of 
the recent acquisition of the approximately 188-acre property south and west of the 121 
RDF for use as a soil stockpile area. The property is adjacent to the south permit 
boundary of the entrance facilities and the west permit boundary along closed County 
Road 416. Screening berms along these permit boundary sections are no longer needed 
since NTMWD owns the adjacent property. The changes are describe as follows: ' 

I A portion of the planned continuous screening berm along County Road 416 will 
be removed. The screening berm along FM 545 will end at its originally 
permitted termination point, approximately 600 feet north of the FM545/CR 416 
intersection 

- A portion of the continuous Screening berm along the south side of the entrance 
facilities will be reduced to its existing height of 5 feet. The 5-foot high portion 
of the screening berm along this south permit boundary will begin at the 
southwest comer of the entrance facility area and end approximately 2,560 feet 
east of its beginning point. 

The details of this permit modification are contained in the application dated April 9, 2009. 

Paris of Permit Modified: 

Part III, Attachment 1 (Site Layout Plan), Title Page, revised 04/08/09. 
Part III, Attachment 1, Table of Contents, Page ii, revised 04/08/09. 
Part III, Attachment 1, Drawing 1.0 (Site Layout Plan), revised 04/08/09. 
Part III, Attachment 1, Drawing l.2 (Facilities), revised 04/08/09. 

Part III, Attachment 2 (Typical Fill Cross Sections), Title Page, revised 04/08/09. 
Part III, Attachment 2, Table of Contents, Page ii, revised 04/08/09. 
Part III, Attachment 2, Drawing 20 (Fill Cross Sections Location Plan), revised 04/08/09. 
Part III, Attachment 2, Drawing 2.3 (Buffer Zone — Screening Berm), revised 04/0 8/09. 
Part III, Attachment 7 (Final Contour Map), Title Page, revised 04/08/09. 

"F’PVSF‘P‘FP‘PF‘ 

.° 

Part III, Attachment 1, Drawing 1.7 (Permanent Landfill Gas Monitoring), revised 04/08/09,
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11. Part 111, Attachment 7, Drawing 7.0 (Final Contour Map), revised 04/08/09 
12. Part III, Attachment 14 (Landfill Gas Management Plan), Title Page, revised 04/08/09. 
13. Part III, Attachment 14, Table of Contents, Pages i-ii, revised 04/08/09. 
14. Part 111, Attachment 14, Drawing 14.1 (Permanent Landfill Gas Monitoring), revised 04/08/09. 

This modification is a part of Permit No. 2294 and should be attached thereto. 

APPROVED, ISSUED, AND EFFECTIVE in accordance with Title 30 Texas Administrative Code 
Section 305.700). No public notice is required for this modification. This modification is a minor 
change and does not substantially alter the permit. 

ISSUED DATE: ~~ Mew 
F or the Commission JUN 1 5.2009 ~



Budd'y Garcia, Chairman 
Larry R. Seward, Commissioner 
Bryan W. Shaw, PhD” Commissioner 
Mark R. Viclrery, EC” Executive Director 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

June 15, 2009 

Mr. James M. Parks 
Executive Director 
North Texas Municipal Water District 
P. O. Box 2408 
Wylie, TX 75098-2408 
Re: NTMWD 121 Regional Disposal Facility (RDF) - Collin County 

Municipal Solid Waste - Permit No, 2294 
Permit Modification — Screening Revisions 
Tracldng No, 12662764; RN101308781 (CN601365448 

Dear Mr. Parks: 

We have reviewed your application for a municipal solid waste permit modification dated April 9, 2009, 
requesting to revise screening berms at the 121 RDF as a result of the North Texas Municipal Water District 
(NTMWD) acquiring the approximately 188-aere property south and west of the 121 RDF for use as a soil 
stockpile area, The screening berms along these pemrit boundary sections are no longer needed since 
NTMWD now owns the adjacent property, The information presented is sufficient for a municipal solid 
waste permit modification. 

Enclosed is a copy of the above referenced modification which is now part of your permit and. should be 
attached thereto as part of Attachments A and B. The documentation prepared and submitted to support the 
modification request shall he considered as requirements of the permit. 

If you have questions concerning this matter, please contact Mrf Gale Baker at (512) 239-6730. When 
addressing written correspondence, please use Mail Code 124 (MC 124). ‘ 

This action is taken under authority delegated by the Executive Director of the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality. 

Sincerely, 

Richgrd c. Carmichael, rho, as. 
Manager, Municipal Solid Waste Permits Section 
Waste Permits Division 

RCC/GLB/fp 

cc: Mr. Joseph M. Stankiewicz, General Manager, NTMWD, Wylie 
Mr. Jeff Mayfleld, P.E., NTMWD, Wylie , 

Mr. Kenneth J. Welsh, P.E., Biggs & Mathews Environmental, Mansfield 
Enclosure 

P.O.o13087 I Austin,Texas78711-3087 ' 512~239-1000 '- Internetaddiess:www,tceq.statelbr.us 
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