NORTH TEXAS MUNICIPAL
WATER DISTRICT

Regional Service Through Unity

December 24, 2009

Mr. Gale L. Baker

- MC 124

Municipal Solid Waste Permits Section
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P. O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Re: Response to TCEQ Notice of Deficiency Letter Dated November 12,
2009, Regarding Permit Modification — Groundwater Monitoring
System; NTMWD 121 Regional Disposal Facility, MSW Permit No.
2294, Collin County, Texas; Tracking No. 11995152; RN101308781
ICN601365448

Dear Mr. Baker:

This letter is written in response to the comments in a TCEQ letter dated
November 12, 2009 regarding the above-referenced permit modification request.
Revisions to permit Attachments 4 and 5 as a result of the TCEQ comments are
provided in Exhibits 2 and 3 of this letter. The TCEQ’s comments/questions are
provided below in italics and our responses immediately follow.

Comment 1:  In accordance with 30 TAC §330.57()(2) and §330.57(g)(3), the
table of contents for Attachments 4 and 5 need to be sealed as
required by the Texas Geoscience Practice Act and in
accordance with 22 TAC §851.156 (relating to Geoscientist’s
Seals).

Response: The table of contents for Attachments 4 and 5 have been sealed.

Comment 2; Section 9.2 in Attachment 4 and Section 4.2 in Attachment 5
stated in part:

“If physical obstacles preclude installation of the monitoring
wells at proposed locations in the existing sectors, the wells
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will be installed at the closest practicable distance
hydraulically downgradient from the relevant point of
compliance that will ensure detection of subsurface water
contamination.”

Please clarify the statement, or at a minimum, revise Sections 9.2
and 4.2 to indicate that if physical obstacles preclude installation of
the monitoring wells at the proposed locations, a permit
modification application will be submitted for changes to the monitor
well locations, but in any event, the monitor well spacing will not
exceed 600 feet without an applicable site-specific technical
demonstration, and the POC located no more than 500 feet from
the waste management unit boundary.

Response:

Comment 3:

Response:

Comment 4:

Section 9.2 of Attachment 4 and Section 4.2 of Attachment 5
have been revised as requested.

Section 4.2 in Attachment 5 stated that the design certification for
the monitoring system is provided in Appendix A. The design
certification in Appendix A was prepared by Mr. Kevin T. Carel,
P.G., but was not signed and sealed as required by the Texas
Geoscience Practice Act and in accordance with 22 TAC
§8561.156. Please provide an updated, signed and sealed,
groundwater monitoring design certification by a qualified
groundwater scientist pursuant to §330.403(e).

The design certification for the monitoring system was not signed
and sealed in the underline/strikeout version of Attachment 5.
However, the groundwater monitoring design certification was
signed and sealed by a qualified groundwater scientist in the
clean/replacement pages. A groundwater monitoring design
certification has been signed and sealed by a qualified
groundwater scientist pursuant to §330.403(e) and is provided in
Exhibit 3 of this letter.

The 121 Regional Disposal Facility, as permitted, established the
POC around the entire perimeter. Currently permitted Sections
9.1 and 4.1 in Attachments 4 and 5, respectively, stated in part:

“The proposed (existing) subsurface water monitoring
system consists of thirteen monitoring wells located around
the perimeter of the 121 RDF. . . . Drilling activities and
subsequent piezometer installation indicate that only isolated
and hydraulically disconnected pockets of subsurface water
are found around the perimeter, and below the bottom of the
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Response:

landfill excavation. . . . . However, it should be noted that
leachate accumulation (bathtub effect) cannot occur within
the landfill due to the gravity drain design. Regardless,
monitoring wells _have been located around the entire

perimeter to detect any lateral release. . . . ” [emphasis
added]

This permit modification proposes a change so that the monitor
wells along the south and west boundaries (MW-4, MW-5, MW-6,
and MW-7) would no longer be POC wells. The revised POC is
proposed to be along the north and east boundaries from MW-8A
to MW-3, consisting of sixteen (16) POC wells [14 (fourteen) new
and two (2) existing)]. The permit modification included Figure
4.23 in Attachment 4 and Figure 5.3 in Attachment 5 showing the
proposed groundwater monitoring system. Revised Section 4.2
in Aftachment 5 stated in part:

“. .. The proposed subsurface water monitoring system has
been revised _in _consideration of a Subsurface Water
Contour Map (Figure 5.2). The map was developed by using
water-level measurements in piezometers on August 3,
2000. This map indicates that subsurface water flow, should
any occur, would generally follow the surface topography.
Hence, potential subsurface water flow would be toward the
north and east away from a topographic high located in the
southwest portion of the landfill. Based on this information,
the west side of the site is considered hydraulically up-
gradient and the north and east sides are hydraulically

down-gradient. . ..” [emphasis added]

The permit modification contained insufficient documentation to
support the proposed reduction in the POC, with only a single
groundwater contour map from water-level measurements on
August 3, 2000 provided. Moreover, the proposed reduction in
the POC would be less protective from that currently permitted,
and therefore, would not qualify for a permit modification, and
represents a change to the groundwater characterization, which
according to 30 TAC §305.70 would require a permit
amendment.

On December 22, 2009, a phone conversation between The
Carel Corporation and TCEQ took place to discuss the proposed
and existing POC as defined on Figure 5.1 of Permit Attachment
5, the Proposal for Decision (PFD), and The Final Order
approving the Application. The end conclusion of the phone call
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Comment 5:

Response:

Other:

resulted in the agreement that the POC extends along the north,
east, and southern perimeters of the landfil. The TCEQ
requested a revision to the language cited in currently permitted
Sections 9.1 and 4.1 in Attachments 4 and 5 to avoid any further
confusion regarding the location of the POC. In accordance with
the phone conversation on December 22, 2009, the proposed
POC in the permit modification has been revised to match Figure
5.1 of Permit Attachment 5, the PFD, and The Final Order
approving the Application. The text in both permit attachments
has also been modified. The POC will remain along the north,
east, and south perimeter but will not extend along the western
perimeter. Additional wells have been added to the POC to
ensure adherence to the 600 foot spacing requirements.

Please revise the permit modification to provide for a monitor
well spacing not exceeding 600 feet for the monitor wells along
the south and west boundaries (MW-3/MW-4, MW-4/MW-5, MW-
5/MW-6, MW-6/MW-7, and MW-7/MW-8A), or provide a site-
specific technical demonstration to support a spacing grater than
600 feet pursuant to 30 TAC §330.403(a)(2). A technical
demonstration should address potential contaminant plume
widths and may include multi-dimensional groundwater flow
modeling. The technical demonstration should show that monitor
wells are spaced so that plumes cannot pass monitor wells
undetected.

The southern boundary of the POC has been revised to meet the
600 foot spacing requirements. The western boundary was not
revised based on the conclusions provided in response to
Comment 4 of this letter.

During preparation of this response a contradiction in the
originally described screen lengths was discovered in Section 9.1
of Permit Attachment 4 and Section 4.2 of Permit Attachment 5.
Section 9.1 of Permit Attachment 4 listed the screen lengths
along the east side of the landfill as five feet; whereas, Section
4.2 of Permit Attachment 5 listed the screen lengths along the
east side of the landfill as ten feet. The wording in each section
has been revised to state five to ten foot screen intervals will be
used in order to maintain consistency. Tables 4-6 and 5-2 of
Permit Attachments 4 and 5, respectively, have been revised as
well.
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Section 2 and Figure 1 of the facility Ground (Subsurface) Water
Sampling and Analysis Plan (GWSAP) have also been revised in
order to reflect the changes to the POC and additional wells.

One original and two copies of this submission are provided. In addition, one

copy of this submission was sent to the TCEQ Region 4 office. A copy of this
submission was also placed in the site operating record for this facility. If you
have any questions regarding this submission, please do not hesitate to contact
Mr. Kevin Carel with The Carel Corporation at (817) 337-0112 or Mr. Jeff
Mayfield at the number on the letterhead.

Sincerely,

MMOM(PMQ—V

JAMES M. PARKS
Executive Director

Attachments:

Exhibit 1: TCEQ Part | Form

Exhibit 2: Underlined/Strikeout Replacement Pages
Exhibit 3: Clean Replacement Pages

cc:  Tony Walker - TCEQ Region 4 Office
Jeff Mayfield, P.E. - NTMWD
NTMWD Central File 9.0
121 RDF Site Operating Record
Jeff Reed — Lloyd Gosselink Rochelle & Townsend, P.C.
Kevin T. Carel — The Carel Corporation






















































































































































































































