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Part II of the Application 

3. The last paragraph of Section 1.1 indicates the United State Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) is currently reviewing the wetland delineation and mitigation plan as part of the 
proposed Section 404 Individual Permit.  However, the last sentence of this paragraph 
indicates that a copy of the Section 404 Individual Permit was issued by the USACE and 
is included in Appendix IID.  Please revise accordingly. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Section 1.1, page II-2, has been revised to state “A 
copy of the Section 404 Individual Permit Application and the Public Notice for the 
Individual Permit as issued by the USACE SWG are included in Part II, 
Appendix IID of this permit amendment application.” 

4. Section 4 indicates that the facility layout maps/drawings are provided to show the items 
identified in Title 30 of the Texas Administrative Code (30 TAC) Section (§)330.61(d).  
The provided maps/drawings seem to leave out the interior facility roadways to provide 
access to fill areas and dimensions of landfill units/cells.  Please include the interior 
facility roadways and dimensions of landfill units/cells in the facility layout 
maps/drawings. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Appendix IIA, has been revised to include interior 
facility roadways and dimensions of future landfill units/cells on the applicable 
facility layout maps/drawings.  Drawing IIA.9 includes the acreage of constructed 
cells in Phases 1 through 4 and the acreage and dimensions of future cells in 
Phases 5 and 6.  Drawings IIA.11 through IIA.13 depict the location of interior 
facility roads, which includes the site entrance road and landfill access roads. 

5. Please address growth trends in Section 6 in accordance with 30 TAC §330.61(f)(2). 

RESPONSE:  Growth trends are addressed in accordance with 30 TAC §330.61(h)(3) in 
Appendix IIB – Land Use Analysis.  30 TAC §330.61(f)(2) states “A series of aerial 
photographs can be used to show growth trends”  and does not require “a series 
of aerial photographs” to be used to meet the requirements of 30 TAC 
§330.61(h)(3).   

6. The third paragraph of Section 13.1 on Page II-19 indicates that Drawing C2-B-1, the 
Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA)’s Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM), shows a portion of the waste disposal footprint within the limits of the 100-year 
floodplain, Zone AE, because the FIRM has not been revised to reflect the approved 
Letter of Map Revision – Fill (LOMR-F), dated September 15, 2009, to exclude the 
mentioned portion from the 100-year floodplain.  Please provide drawings which clearly 
show floodplain mitigation structures, and the 100-year floodplain as a result of the 
approved LOMR-F, or make reference to the location in Part II of the application that 
contains these drawings.  Please make sure to include engineering details, including 
cross-sections with freeboard information, for the floodplain mitigation structures.  
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Please note that all berms/levees design to prevent the 100-year flood event should 
have a freeboard of at least three feet in accordance with 30 TAC §330.307(b)(1). 

RESPONSE:  Section 13.1 has been revised to clarify the limits of the 100-year 
floodplain.  The effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) dated June 18, 2007 
does not reflect the LOMR-F issued by FEMA on September 15, 2009.  A copy of 
the approved LOMR-F is included in Appendix IIK.  The LOMR-F removes the 
portion of the waste disposal footprint shown within the limits of the 100-year 
floodplain from the 100-year floodplain not applicable to the Atascocita RDF.   

The Harris County Flood Control District (HCFCD) is the Floodplain Administrator 
as designated by FEMA.  An evaluation of the 100-year floodplain has been 
conducted by Dannenbaum Engineering Corporation for the expansion of the 
Atascocita RDF.  This evaluation has been reviewed and approved by the HCFCD; 
refer to Appendix IIK for a copy of this approval letter.  Drawing II-A-20 has been 
included to depict the 100-year floodplain. 

7. The provided FIRM shows that some portions of the facility, south of the expansion area 
including the area within the waste footprint, are in the shaded Zone X (flood-prone 
areas that are inundated by the 100-year flood with average depths of less than 1 foot as 
defined in the FIRM).  Please provide information and/or a demonstration to ensure that 
the waste disposal areas will be protected from the 100-year flood event. 

RESPONSE:  HCFCD defines the shaded Zone X as the 0.2% chance flood area and not 
part of the 100-year floodplain.  This document is available at 
http://www.tsarp.org/downloads/FloodInsuranceRateMaps.pdf. 

No changes are required in response to this comment. 

Part III of the Application 

8. Several sections in Attachment B make reference to Part IV of the application for 
required information specified in 30 TAC §330.63(b)(2).  Information must be cross 
referenced within the same part of the application.  Please include the required 
information in the appropriate sections where cross references are cited. 

RESPONSE:  30 TAC §330.63(b)(2) does not require addressing operational requirements 
in Attachment B.  References to Part IV – Site Operating Plan are included in 
Attachment B to refer to Part IV for operational procedures.  The references to 
Part IV – Site Operating Plan have been clarified to refer to “operational 
procedures.” 

 Please note that the sections on “Liquid Stabilization” and “Truck Wheel Wash” 
within Section 2 – Waste Movement include discussion that addresses the 
applicable sanitation operational requirements of 30 TAC §330.63(b)(3). 
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9. Section “Large Item Storage” on Page B-4 of Attachment B indicates the large items will 
be stored in steel roll-off containers until transported off-site.  Please provide in this 
section a location where these roll-off containers will be placed and revise the Drawing 
B.3 to include the large item storage location. 

RESPONSE:  The section on “Large Item Storage” on page B-4 has been clarified to state 
that a storage area for large items and white goods may be provided within the 
waste disposal footprint and that a large item storage area may also be provided 
near the citizen disposal facility for the convenience of a citizen drop-off area.  
Further, Drawing B.2, Note 4 states “The large item storage area will be located 
within the waste disposal footprint and will be relocated periodically as the active 
working face moves.”  The identification of the location of the “Large Item 
Storage” meets the requirements of 30 TAC §330.63(b)(2).   

10. Section “Citizen Disposal Facility” on Page B-5 of Attachment B indicates the unloading 
area will include a minimum of two roll-off boxes for collection.  However, the roll-off 
boxes are not included in the provided Drawing B.5.  Furthermore, the Drawing B.5 
seems to leave out generalized construction details for the Citizen Disposal 
Facility/Stabilization Facility and it’s cross-section drawing in accordance with 30 TAC 
§§330.63(b)(2)(D) & (E).  Please include the generalized construction details in these 
drawings. 

RESPONSE:  The citizen disposal facility/stabilization facility is an existing facility.  As 
requested, Drawing B.5 has been revised to incorporate generalized construction 
details of this existing facility to meet the requirements of 30 TAC 
§§330.63(b)(2)(D) & (E), and to depict an area where the roll-off boxes may be 
located. 

11. Section “Liquid Stabilization” on Page B-5 of Attachment B indicates a temporary metal 
solidification basin will be used for liquid wastes solidification process.  Please provide a 
typical generalized construction details for this unit in accordance with 30 TAC 
§§330.63(b)(2)(D) & (E).  In addition, the last sentence of this section indicates that the 
basin will be covered.  Please provide the type(s) of cover material. 

RESPONSE:  Drawing B.6 has been added that includes generalized construction details 
for the temporary metal solidification basin.  Page B-6 has been revised to include 
the types of materials to be used to cover the basin. 

12. The second paragraph of Section “Leachate Storage Facility” on Page B-6 of 
Attachment B states “The Atascocita RDF will recirculate leachate or transport to an off-
site POTW from the leachate storage tank, not to exceed storage volume available.”  
Please provide more information to clarify the “not to exceed storage volume available” 
in this statement. 
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RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment B, page B-6; Part III, Attachment D, Section 2.5, 
page D-6; and Part III, Attachment D6, Section 2.3, page D6-5 have been revised to 
clarify the maximum allowable storage volume.  

13. Please provide freeboard information for the proposed leachate storage tank’s 
secondary containment basin in accordance with 30 TAC §330.63(b)(2)(F). 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment B, page B-6; Part III, Attachment D6, Section 2.3, 
page D6-5; and Part III, Attachment D6, Appendix D6-D have been revised to 
provide freeboard information.  

14. The second paragraph on Page C-1 of Attachment C indicates that the Harris County 
Flood Control District (HCFCD) approved the facility expansion drainage design on 
March 5, 2010.  Please provide this document or make reference to the location in Part 
III of the application that contains this document. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, a reference to the HCFCD approval letter is now included.  
The document is included in Part III, Attachment C2, Appendix C2-C, page C2-C-2. 

15. Please provide off-site drainage run-on information in Section 1.1 of Attachment C1. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Attachment C1, Section 1.1 has been revised to include 
reference to the surface water run-on at the permit boundary.  The analysis of off-
site drainage run-on is included in the current permitted and postdevelopment 
hydrology and hydraulic evaluations. 

16. Section 2.1 of Attachment C1 indicates that the USACE Hydrologic Engineering Center’s 
Hydrologic Modeling System (HEC-HMS) and River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) were 
used to compute required drainage parameters.  To facilitate our review, please provide 
electronic input data for these computations, preferably on a compact disk, and include 
the programs’ version and information on any assumption in this section or in Section 
2.2 of Attachment C1. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, attached is a CD that includes the HEC-HMS and HEC-RAS 
electronic files.  The reference to HEC-HMS included in Section 2.2.1, page C1-4 
has been clarified to include the version of HEC-HMS used (Version 3.3).  The 
reference to HEC-RAS included in Section 2.2.2, page C1-4 also now includes a 
reference to the version of HEC-RAS used (Version 3.0.1).  Attachment C1, 
Section 1 and Section 2 has been revised to include modeling assumptions used.   

17. Please include a soil loss calculation method in Section 2.1 of Attachment C1. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Attachment C1, Section 2.1, page C1-4 has been revised to 
include a reference to the soil loss calculation method. 
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18. The second paragraph on Page C1-5 of Attachment C1 defines “The Current Permitted 
Condition” (CPC) as the condition of the existing permit (MSW Permit No. 1307C) and 
the existing condition of the proposed expansion area.  However, the last sentence of 
this section states “The current permitted condition is defined within MSW Permit No. 
1307C…”  The information of the proposed expansion area was not included in the 
MSW Permit No. 1307C.  Please revise this statement as necessary.  In addition, the 
third paragraph indicates that the CPC contains two separate drainage system, the west 
and the east systems. However, the following sentence indicates that the evaluation of 
the CPC includes evaluation of the west and the east systems and the proposed 
expansion area.  Please make sure that the defined CPC is used properly to avoid any 
confusion. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Attachment C1, Section 3, page C1-5 has been revised to 
clarify references to the “current permitted condition”. 

19. Please include 100-year floodplain information on Drawings C1-A-1 and C1-A-2 in 
accordance with 30 TAC §330.63(c)(2).  Additional maps or drawings may be required to 
capture all essential information. 

RESPONSE:  The 100-year floodplain information is included in Attachment C2 – 
Regional Drainage and Flood Control Analysis as required by 30 TAC 
§330.63(c)(2).  Refer to Attachment C2, Attachment C2-B, Drawing C2-B-2 and 
C2-B-3.  However, as requested, we have duplicated this information on 
Drawings C1-A-1 and C1-A-2 included in Attachment C1-A. 

20. The first bullet on Page C1-5 of Attachment C1 indicates that drainage features, a 
channel (west outfall) and a 78 inches culvert, are utilized to convey the drainage  from 
the west system into Garners Bayou at the discharge point CP1.a.  Please include these 
drainage features in Drawings C1-A-1 and C1-A-2 or make reference to the location in 
Part III of the application that contains these drainage features information.   

RESPONSE:  As requested, we have included a reference to Drawing C3-3 – West Pond, 
which shows the location of these drainage features. 

21. The third bullet on Page C1-9 of Attachment C1 indicates that drainage features, an 
outfall, a lateral weir along the east ditch, and an 18 inches culvert, are utilized to convey 
the drainage  from the William Pond to William Gully at the discharge point CP4.b.  
Please include these drainage features in Drawing C1-A-2 or make reference to the 
location in Part III of the application that contains these drainage features information. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, we have included a reference to Drawing C3-4 – East 
Detention Pond and Floodplain Mitigation Channel, which shows the location of 
these drainage features. 
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22. Property boundary, current permit boundary, and drainage area boundary lines/attributes 
in most drawings, especially Drawings C1-A-1 and C1-A-2, are overlapped and form a 
solid line which makes it difficult to determine the actual permit boundary.  Please revise 
these drawings to make sure that the permit boundary is clearly shown. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, we have revised Drawings C1-A-1 and C1-A-2 to clarify the 
location of the permit boundary and drainage area boundary lines. 

23. Section 5.2 of Attachment C1 indicates that the diversion channel redirecting the 
stormwater run-on from along the northern border to the east to Williams Gully will cross 
a power easement via a 6-foot by 6-foot box culvert.  Please include the culvert location 
in Drawing C1-A-2. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, we have revised Drawing C1-A-2 to depict the location of this 
drainage feature. 

24. Section 6.2 on Page C1-15 of Attachment C1 indicates that the time frame for 
maintenance activities will vary based on weather, ground conditions, and other site-
specific conditions.  Under these conditions, please give a specific time frame to perform 
and complete the maintenance activities (i.e. within a week after the inspection).  Please 
also give a specific time frame to perform and complete the maintenance activities under 
normal conditions (i.e. within 72 hours after the inspection).  The same also apply to the 
Intermediate Cover Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) in Appendix C1-F. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Attachment C1, Section 6.2, page C1-15 has been revised to 
provide a time frame to perform and complete maintenance activities for the final 
cover stormwater system.  Further, Appendix C1-F, page C1-F-6 has been revised 
to provide a time frame to perform and complete maintenance activities for the 
intermediate cover stormwater system.  The time frame for maintenance activities 
is consistent with §330.165(g) which requires eroded areas to be repaired within 
five days of detection. 

25. The third bullet on Page C1-16 of Attachment C1 indicates that tracking of daily cover to 
reduce velocity of stormwater runoff will be utilized.  Due to the thickness of daily cover 
(only 6 inches) and the required characteristic (intact and slope) to promote drainage, we 
do not recommend the tracking.  Please revise this bullet accordingly. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Attachment C1, page C1-16 has been revised to remove the 
term “tracking”. 

26. The fourth bullet on Page C1-16 of Attachment C1 states “Should erosion of daily cover 
be observed, additional controls may be constructed …”  Please revise and avoid the 
word “may” and similar phrases that use ambiguous language within the drainage ESC 
plan to specify what, when, and where such ESC devices will be used to control erosion 
and sediment transport.  The ESC plan must clearly specify and commit to those ESC 
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measures that will be implemented.  It is suggested that a commitment to implement the 
additional/supplemental erosion control measures while maintaining flexibility could be 
provided by a statement such as “in the event that additional soil stabilization or erosion 
control measures are deemed necessary, one or more of the following measures will be 
implemented.  The same also apply to the Intermediate Cover ESC Plan in 
Appendix C1-F. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Attachment C1, page C1-16 and Appendix C1-F have been 
revised to clarify a commitment to the erosion and sediment controls that will be 
implemented. 

27. Please revise a typographical error on the rule citation in the first sentence on 
Page C1-17, “§330.63(e)(1)(D)(iii)” instead of “§330.63(c)(1)(D)(iii)”. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, the typographical error has been corrected. 

28. The second paragraph on Page C1-F-1 of Appendix C1-F states “Slopes that drain to 
ongoing waste placement, pre-excavated areas, areas that have received only daily 
cover, or areas under construction that have not received waste are not covered under 
this appendix.”  Please revise this statement to ensure that stormwater from slopes that 
drain to these areas does not indirectly continue to flow to the site perimeter stormwater 
management system. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Appendix C1-4, page C1-F-1 has been revised to clarify that 
slopes from these areas do not contribute to offsite runoff. 

29. Please include the 100-year floodplain mitigation berm/levee in the applicable cross-
sections in Attachment D2. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment D2 has been revised to include the perimeter road/berm 
on the applicable cross sections.  

30. Drawing D3.12 in Attachment D3 and Drawing H2.4 in Attachment H delineate a final 
cover tie-in which includes a 4-foot compact clay barrier required for Class 1 industrial 
solid waste (Class 1) sectors.  The design of the Class 1 barrier consists of a 4% slope 
cap and a very steep (approximately 200% as shown in the drawing) sidewalls to 
separate Class 1 waste from MSW waste.  However, the foot of the Class 1 barrier 
sidewall that tie into the landfill excavation sidewall liner system seems to have a 
potential to trap leachate and/or condensate which may lessen the integrity of the landfill 
excavation sidewall liner system.  Please provide an explanation or a statement to 
ensure that this tie-in will also be sloped so that MSW leachate can migrate to the MSW 
liner’s leachate collection system. 

RESPONSE:  The Atascocita RDF has ceased acceptance of Class 1 nonhazardous 
industrial waste and will not accept the Class 1 nonhazardous industrial waste in 
the future.  Detail FC7 on Drawing D3.12 shows the existing compacted clay 
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barrier that was constructed in accordance with the approved permit conditions in 
Phases 2, 3, and 4 and is shown for reference only.  The approved design 
provided an aggregate drain around the perimeter of the compacted clay barrier to 
collect the leachate and allow it to drain through the protective cover into the 
sidewall geocomposite.  No additional Class 1 nonhazardous industrial sectors 
are proposed by this permit amendment.  Drawing D3.12 has been revised to 
clarify that the compacted clay barrier and aggregate drain are existing features. 

31. It is not clear that the Class 1 trench/sector has a separate Class 1 leachate collection 
system.  Please provide this information in Attachment D6, including a Class 1 leachate 
management plan or make reference to the location in Part III of the application that 
contains these information.   

RESPONSE:  Class 1 nonhazardous industrial sectors were constructed in Phases 2, 3, 
and 4 with leachate collection systems in accordance with the approved permit 
conditions.  No additional Class 1 nonhazardous industrial sectors are proposed 
by this permit amendment.  The leachate from these sectors will be managed in 
accordance with Part III, Attachment D6 – Leachate and Contaminated Water 
Management Plan. 

32. Please provide relevant stormwater drainage equations for all calculated values on 
Page D6-C-2 of Appendix D6-C. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Appendix D6-C, page D6-C-2 has been revised to include the 
relevant stormwater drainage equations for all calculated values.  

33. Section 3 of Attachment D6 indicates that contaminated water will be stored in the 
proposed leachate storage tank and leachate that is mixed with contaminated water will 
not be recirculated.  Please provide a protocol on how the recirculation of the mixed 
liquid be avoided. 

RESPONSE:  Contaminated water will not be stored in the on-site leachate storage 
facility.  Part III, Attachment D6, Section 3.3, page D6-7 and Appendix D6-5, 
Section 2.3 have been revised accordingly. 

34. Please provide a management plan for contaminated water generated onsite. 

RESPONSE:  The management plan for contaminated water generated onsite is located 
in Part III, Attachment D6, Section 3.  

35. The Liner Quality Control Plan (LQCP) on Page D7-1 of Attachment D7 indicates that a 
detailed description of the geology and geotechnical design of the site is provided in 
Attachments E and D5.  An inadequate summary of Attachment E is provided in the 
LQCP.  The LQCP should be a stand-alone document to provide guidance for the 
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construction and testing of the constructed liner system.  Please revise the LQCP to 
include all essential and required information in accordance with 30 TAC §330.339.   

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment D7, Section 1.3 has been revised to include a summary 
of the geology and geotechnical design of the site.  

36. Please include a statement in Attachment D7 to ensure that all field sampling and 
testing, both during construction and after completion, will be performed by a licensed 
professional engineer in accordance with 30 TAC §330.339(a)(2). 

RESPONSE:  30 TAC §330.339(a)(2) includes the following requirements: “All field 
sampling and testing, both during construction and after completion, shall be 
performed by a person acting in compliance with the provisions of the Texas 
Engineering Practice Act and other applicable state laws and regulations. The 
professional of record who signs the soil liner evaluation report or his 
representative should be on site during all liner construction.” 

 
Section 1.2 defines the CQA monitor as a representative of the Geotechnical 
Professional (GP) who works under the direct supervision of the GP. Sections 4.1, 
5.1, 6.1, and 7.1 have been revised to clarify that field sampling and testing will be 
performed in accordance with 30 TAC §330.339(a)(2).  

37. Please revise Section 8 of Attachment D7 to provide information to ensure that the 
weight of the liner system, including any ballast, must be sufficient to offset any 
unbalanced upward or inward hydrostatic forces on the liner by a factor of 1.5 or more. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment D7, Section 8.2, page D7-31 has been revised to state 
that the ballast will offset hydrostatic forces with a minimum factor of safety of 1.5 
as demonstrated in Appendix D7-C.  

38. Please provide a table or a paragraph describing a sequence of construction activities 
for installing the temporary dewatering system, liners, leachate collection system, etc.).  
Please also include a statement to ensure that all soil testing and evaluation of 
constructed soil liners will be complete prior to installing the leachate collection system. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment D7, Section 1 has been revised to include a summary 
describing the sequence of construction activities and a statement that all soil 
testing and evaluation of constructed soil liners will be complete prior to installing 
the leachate collection system.  

39. Please include information regarding surface drainage entering and departing the 
completed fill area in Attachment H, Drawing H2.1. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment H, Drawing H2.1 has been revised to include the 
requested information.  
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40. Please provide a statement in Attachments H and I to ensure that the closure plan and 
the post-closure plan will be placed in the site operating records in accordance with 
30 TAC §§330.457(f)(1) and 330.463(b)(3). 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment H, Section 1, page H-1; and Part III, Attachment I, 
Section 1, I-1 have been revised to include the requested information.  

The following comments are provided by Mr. Arten Avakian, P.G., of the TCEQ MSW 
Permits Section, regarding geological, groundwater, landfill gas, site operating plan, and 
miscellaneous issues. 

Part I of the Application 

41. The latitude and longitude coordinates stated for the facility differs slightly in different 
parts of the application.  On the Part I form, the coordinates are stated as N 29° 57' 14", 
W 95° 14' 36", whereas in the Part I narrative, Section 2.3 the longitude stated is 
N 29° 57' 12" (difference in minutes).  On Drawings IC.5 (Permit Boundary) and IIA.8 
(General Site Plan), the coordinates of the site benchmark are expressed as northing 
and easting (N789,929.71, E3,189,458.65).  In Figure E4-1 (Seismic Impact Zone Map), 
the coordinates are given in decimal degrees format (29.953889N, 95.226667W).  
Please revise the application to ensure that the same site coordinates are used 
throughout, and where expressed as northing and easting or in decimal degrees format, 
also provide the coordinates in degree-minute-second format so they may be readily 
compared.  The coordinates used to represent the site location should be the latitude 
and longitude of the permanent facility benchmark. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, the latitude and longitude coordinates and elevation of the 
permanent facility benchmark have been clarified.  The Part I Form; Part I, 
Section 2.3; Part II, Drawing IIA.8; and Part III, Figure E4-1 have been revised and 
are now consistent.  Drawing IC.1 – Permit Boundary is the permit boundary 
metes and bounds and includes the correct site benchmark information, and does 
not require revision. 

42. The coordinates of the permanent facility benchmark are noted on Drawing IIA.8 
(General Site Plan), however, we could not find the benchmark on the drawing.  Please 
verify that the benchmark is included on the drawing, and provide a prominent label to 
help locate the feature. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Drawing IIA.8 has been revised to include the location 
of the permanent facility benchmark. 

43. Identify in the Section 3 of the narrative to Part I, and in the table of contents for the 
narrative which maps in Part I show the information required by 30 TAC 
§305.45(a)(6)(A). 
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RESPONSE:  As requested, Section 3 has been revised to identify Drawing IA.3A – Water 
Wells as the drawing that shows each well and surface water body within one mile 
of the permit boundary.  

 Please note that there are no springs within one mile of the permit boundary. As a 
result, the designation for “spring” has been removed from the legends in Part I, 
Appendix IA, Drawing IA.3; Part II, Appendix IIA, Drawings IIA.2, IIA.3, and IIA.4; 
and Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E1, Figure E1-6.  

44. Some of the well symbols and labels on Drawing IIA.10 (Groundwater and Landfill Gas 
Monitoring Plan) are not readable.  Please revise the drawing so that all information is 
legible. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Drawing IIA.10 has been revised to clarify locations of 
groundwater monitoring wells and landfill gas probes. 

45. Section 8.1 and Drawing IIA.4 both reference Part III of the Application, Attachment E for 
details required by 30 TAC §330.61(h)(5) (description and discussion of all known wells 
within 500 feet of the proposed facility).  Please revise the application to include the 
details required by §330.61(h)(5) within Part II. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Section 8.1, and Drawing IIA.4 have been revised to 
include the details of all known wells within 500 feet of the proposed facility. 

Part II of the Application 

46. Please have the responsible licensed professional geoscientist seal Section 10, General 
Geology and Soils Statement, in accordance with 30 TAC §330.57(f)(2). 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II has been revised to include the professional 
geoscientist seal and professional engineer seal for applicable sections.  These 
seals were previously included in the application in Attachments D, E, and F, and 
in Appendix IIJ – Location Restrictions.  The Part II Table of Contents has been 
revised to incorporate the appropriate seals. 

47. Please provide details in Sections 10.1 and 10.2 about the stratigraphy beneath the 
area, in accordance with 30 TAC §330.61(j)(1).  Include names of units, ages, and 
depositional systems.  Also provide information about surface soils.  Include copies of 
the geologic maps, legend, and stratigraphic column that appear in Part III. 

RESPONSE:  Text from Attachment E, Section 4.2 – Site Stratigraphy text has been 
copied into Part II, Section 10.1 – General Geology and Section 10.2 – General 
Soils to provide the information requested.  In addition, Drawing IIA.16 – Geologic 
Vicinity Map and Drawing IIA.17 – Geologic Vicinity Legend have been added to 
Appendix IIA – Maps and Drawings. 
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48. Provide a summary in Section 10.3 of the fault study detailed in Appendix E8 of Part III, 
Attachment E, in accordance with 30 TAC §330.61(j)(2).  Also, please verify who 
conducted the study (Furgo South, Inc. or Fugro Consultants, Inc.) and revise 
accordingly. 

RESPONSE:  Part II, Section 10.3 – Fault Areas has been revised to incorporate the 
summary of the fault study conducted by Fugro Consultants, Inc. (Fugro).  The 
summary as presented in Part III, Attachment E, Section 2.1 – Fault Areas is 
duplicated in Part II, Section 10.3. 

49. Provide a summary in Section 10.4 of the seismic impact zone evaluation (Appendix E4 
of Part III, Attachment E), in accordance with 30 TAC §330.61(j)(3).  Describe what was 
examined, and what was found (or not found). 

RESPONSE:  The Attachment E, Section 2.2 – Seismic Impact Zones text has been 
duplicated in Part II, Section 10.4 – Seismic Impact Zones.  

50. Provide a summary in Section 10.5 of the unstable area evaluation (Part III, 
Attachment D5), in accordance with 30 TAC §330.61(j)(4).  Describe what was 
examined, and what was found (or not found). 

RESPONSE:  The summary of the unstable area evaluation provided in Part II, 
Section 10.5 has been revised to highlight what was examined and what was 
found. 

51. Please have the responsible qualified groundwater scientist (licensed professional 
geoscientist or licensed professional engineer) seal the groundwater portion of 
Section 11, Groundwater and Surface Water Statement, in accordance with 30 TAC 
§330.57(f). 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II has been revised to include the professional 
geoscientist seal and professional engineer seal for applicable sections.  These 
seals were previously included in the application in Attachments D, E, and F and 
in Appendix IIJ – Location Restrictions.  The Part II Table of Contents has been 
revised to incorporate the appropriate seals. 

52. Please provide more discussion or a figure, or both to better illustrate the hydrogeologic 
units and aquifers mentioned in the text, and how they relate to the stratigraphic units in 
the area. 

RESPONSE:  Part II, Section 11.1 – Groundwater has been revised to include additional 
text and a table that have been duplicated from Attachment E, Section 3 – Regional 
Aquifers to comply with the request. 

53. In Section 12.1, please identify the locations of water wells (by name and/or number) in 
the text, and reference Drawing IIA.4.  Indicate the well depth, screen interval, etc., 
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whether any of the wells are in use, and if they are inside or outside the groundwater 
monitor well network.  In accordance with 30 TAC §330.61(l)(1), wells that will not be 
used must be plugged and abandoned. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Section 12.1 has been revised to identify the location 
of any and all existing or abandoned water wells located within the facility and to 
provide the additional information requested.  Refer to Part II, Drawing IIA-4 – 
Water Wells. 

54. Some of the symbols and labels on Drawing IIA.5 (Locations of Oil and Gas Producing 
Wells) are not readable.  Please revise Drawing IIA.5 (and Figure E4-2 in Appendix E4 
of Part III, Attachment E, which presents the same information) so that all information is 
legible.  Please also reference Drawing IIA.5 in Section 12.2 of Part II. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Drawing IIA.5 has been revised for clarity.  Part II, 
Section 12.2 has been revised to include a reference to Drawing IIA.5. 

55. Please provide definitive statements of whether water wells or oil and gas wells are 
located within facility boundary (and whether they are inside or outside the groundwater 
monitor well network), whether they exist or have been plugged and abandoned, and 
whether they are producing or not. 

RESPONSE:  Section 8.1 – Wells Within 500 Feet has been revised to include additional 
text related to water wells duplicated from Attachment E.  Note that the current 
text of the last paragraph states that there are no producing oil or gas wells within 
500 feet of the permit boundary. 

56. Please specify in Appendix IIJ (page IIJ-1) which documents in Part II, Appendix IIA 
support the Easements and Buffer Zones Location Restriction certification.  Reference 
these same documents in the discussion of the location restriction in Section 17.1. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Appendix IIJ and Section 17.1 has been revised to 
reference the documents that support the Easement and Buffer Zones Location 
Restriction certification. 

57. Please specify in Appendix IIJ (page IIJ-4) which documents in Part III, Attachment E 
support the Groundwater Location Restriction certification.  Reference these same 
documents in the discussion of the location restriction in Section 17.4. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Appendix IIJ and Section 17.4 have been revised to 
reference the documents that support the Groundwater Location Restriction 
certification. 

58. Please specify in Appendix IIJ (page IIJ-8) which documents in Part III, Attachment E 
support the Seismic Impact Zone Location Restriction certification.  Reference these 
same documents in the discussion of the location restriction in Section 17.8. 
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RESPONSE:  As requested, Part II, Appendix IIJ and Section 17.8 have been revised to 
reference the documents that support the Seismic Impact Zone Location 
Restriction certification. 

59. Please specify in Appendix IIJ (page IIJ-9) which documents in Part III, Attachment D 
support the Unstable Areas Location Restriction certification.  Reference these same 
documents in the discussion of the location restriction in Section 17.9. 

RESPONSE:  Part II, Appendix IIJ, page IIJ-9 and Section 17.9 have been revised to 
reference the information in Part III, Attachment D that support the Unstable Areas 
Location Restriction certification.  

60. The application states that Class 1 nonhazardous industrial waste will not be accepted in 
the cells of future landfill phases 5 and 6.  Please clarify whether the facility is still 
accepting Class 1 waste in cells of existing landfill phases 1 through 4.  If so, please 
detail cells, and when acceptance will cease. 

RESPONSE:  As stated in Part II, Section 2.1, the Atascocita RDF will no longer accept 
Class 1 nonhazardous industrial waste.  The facility has reached its available 
Class 1 nonhazardous disposal capacity within the existing lined areas authorized 
for disposal of Class 1 waste in Phases 2, 3, and 4.  Phase 1 was not authorized to 
accept Class 1 waste.  There are no changes required. 

Part III of the Application 

General Comments 

61. This amendment application will replace the existing permit if the permit amendment is 
granted.  Therefore, copies of any prior studies that are cited in the amendment 
application or relied upon to support the application must be included in the application. 

RESPONSE:  Noted. 

Attachment D – Waste Management Unit design 

62. Several of the landfill unit cross sections in Part III, Attachment D2 (notably sections 1, 2, 
and 3) pass through or very near groundwater monitor wells and gas probes that are not 
shown on the sections.  Please add these wells and probes and their water-level 
information to the sections in accordance with 30 TAC §330.63(d)(4)(E). 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment D2 has been revised to depict monitor wells, gas 
probes, and water level information on all applicable landfill unit cross sections.  
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Attachment E – Geology Report 

63. Please include statements about hydraulic conductivity of the subsurface geologic units 
in the description of the generalized stratigraphic column in the facility area, in 
accordance with 30 TAC §330.63(e)(1)(B). 

RESPONSE:  Hydraulic conductivities for the aquifers have been included in the 
generalized stratigraphic column (Table E-1).  Hydraulic conductivities for the 
individual units that comprise the aquifers are generally not available.  However, 
geologic studies tend to focus on the aquifer as a whole unit and therefore the 
hydraulic conductivities of the aquifer are available and included in this submittal. 

64. Please address the following comments regarding the fault study in Appendix E8 to 
Attachment E: 

a. Include in Appendix E8 the five previous studies mentioned in Section 3.2. 

RESPONSE:  The five previous fault studies – Norman, 1979; Norman, 1980; McClelland, 
1980; Tolunay-Wong, 2003; and Ireland, 2003 – have been copied and included in 
this application as Appendix E8-A.  Note that the copy quality is not good but is 
the best that can be done with the copies that are available.  The Norman, 1979 
and 1980 fault studies were summarized in the 2004 permit application on pages 
193 through 200.  Tolunay-Wong, 2003 and Ireland, 2003 were included in the 2004 
permit application on pages 201 through 205.  McClelland, 1980 was not included 
in the previous permit application; however, a copy has been located and it is 
included in the new Appendix E8-A. 

b. Provide Figure 2 (Regional Tectonic Map) at larger scale to better illustrate the 
distance of the facility from the Humble Salt Dome. 

RESPONSE:  Figure 2 was produced by scanning the referenced map and pasting the 
image into an AutoCAD drawing.  The map is a regional map with the intent of 
illustrating the regional geology in the area of the facility.  We were unable to 
adjust the graphics of this map without distortion.  However, Figure E4-2 depicts 
the oil and gas wells located on the south flank of the Humble Salt Dome.  A 
review of published geologic reports on the Humble Field shows that this salt 
dome is a feature that stretches from a depth of approximately 10,000 feet to 
about 1,100 feet below the current surface.  The exact location of the salt dome 
depends on the depth examined, but in general the dome is about 1 mile north of 
the northernmost point of the existing Atascocita RDF, or about 2 miles north of 
the northern extent of this proposed expansion. 

c. Some of the information on Figure 3 (Regional Tectonic Map Legend) is faint and 
hard to read.  Please revise the figure so that all information is legible. 



Mr. P. Hunt Prompuntagorn, Project Manager 
February 1, 2011 
Page 17 
 
 

M:\PROJ\101\17\102\P\NOD 1 RESPONSE.DOC 

RESPONSE:  Figure 3 was produced by scanning the referenced map legend and pasting 
the image into an AutoCAD drawing.  The information presented on Figure 3 was 
rescanned by an outside printing and reproduction company for resubmittal; 
however, the new scan does not appear to be of any higher quality than the 
original scan used to prepare Figure 3.  The original Figure 3 produced from the 
electronic drawing appears to be a good reproduction of the original document. 

d. It appears there may be patterning in Figures 2 and 3 that is not reproducing 
well.  Please attempt to produce the figures in a manner that will preserve the 
patterning. 

RESPONSE:  The original Figures 2 and 3 produced from the electronic drawing appear 
to be good reproductions of the original documents.  Photocopies of the original 
figures appear to lose details.  Figures 2 and 3 have been regenerated from the 
original electronic drawings and have been resubmitted. 

e. The symbols for the proposed and existing landfill permit boundaries on Figure 4 
appear to be the same.  Please revise as needed to differentiate the boundaries.  
Also, revise the map legend to indicate if the teeth on the faults symbols are on 
the upthrown side or downthrown side of the fault. 

RESPONSE:  Figures 1 and 4 have been revised to differentiate between the existing 
landfill permit boundary and the proposed landfill permit boundary.  The map 
legend on Figure 4 has been revised to indicate that the teeth on the fault 
represent the downthrown side of the fault.  Revised Figures 1 and 4 are included 
in the attached submittal. 

f. Show all of the features and localities discussed in the text (for example, in 
Sections 3.5.2, 3.5.3. 3.5.4, 3.5.5, and 3.9) on a figure. 

RESPONSE:  Different methods of fault mapping can produce varying results.  The 
purpose of discussing these features that were identified in the general vicinity of 
the site was to demonstrate the validity of the methods for mapping faults in the 
area.  Many of the features that were identified are significant distances (in some 
cases miles away) from the facility and/or trend in a direction that would not 
impact the facility.  In order to focus on the features that could impact the facility, 
only the features that were identified that could possibly impact the facility have 
been presented on Figure 4. 

g. Document the dates of site visits in Section 3.8. 

RESPONSE:  A site visit to observe exposed excavation walls for indications of faulting 
was conducted on January 22, 2009.  Section 3.8 has been revised to include the 
site visit date. 
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h. Verify which references in Section 5.0 are cited in the text (marked with *). 

RESPONSE:  Section 5.0 has been reviewed and updated to indicate what references are 
cited in the text.  Section 5.0 has also been expanded to include the McClelland 
study. 

i. Show where the stratigraphic markers summarized in Figure 7 were selected on 
the geophysical logs in Appendix A.  Describe each marker in Figure 7 and/or in 
the text, and indicate how many and which of the criteria described in 
Section 4.4.1 were met for each marker. 

RESPONSE:  The stratigraphic markers that were selected for this study are tabulated on 
Figure 6.  The geophysical logs in Appendix A have been updated to show the 
markers.  The markers were selected based on the four criteria listed in 
Section 4.4.1.  Each marker that was selected met all four criteria.  Section 4.4.2 
has been revised to include a statement that the markers selected for this study 
met all four criteria. 

j. Provide a “walk-through” narrative of the analysis of criteria in Section 4.4.3 that 
led to the conclusion at end of section. 

RESPONSE:  Stratigraphic markers were selected using the criteria presented in 
Section 4.4.1.  The markers were continually evaluated as the electric logs became 
available.  The logs were overlaid on a light table to facilitate selecting and 
matching the markers.  As markers and depths were identified, the marker 
information was plotted on a scaled drawing, both vertically and horizontally.  The 
drawing was prepared with a vertical exaggeration of 10 times, meaning the 
vertical scale is 10 times greater than the horizontal scale.  This vertical 
exaggeration allows ready recognition of vertical offsets of markers.  The criteria 
presented in Section 4.4.3 establish the requirements necessary to identify the 
presence or absences of a fault.  Figure 7 presents the stratigraphic markers to 
scale.  The section was prepared with a vertical exaggeration of 10 times.  Each 
marker was evaluated for 1) marker offset, 2) offset increasing with depth, 
3) permanent offset, 4) offset occurring over a short distance, and 5) offset greater 
than limits of the method.  There were no markers present that were offset.  
Therefore, no faults are present. 

k. Modify the last sentence in Section 4.5 to clarify that “Therefore, it is concluded 
that there are no faults within 200 feet of the proposed expansion.” 

RESPONSE:  The last sentence in Section 4.5 has been modified to read “Therefore, it is 
concluded from this study that there are no faults within 200 feet of the proposed 
expansion.” 
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65. The fault study in Appendix E8 concludes that the subsurface fault identified in an oil 
field southeast of the site projects to the surface outside of the expansion area.  Please 
provide a discussion in Section 2 of Attachment E, and a summary in Section 10.3 of 
Part II of the application, explaining how the landfill has been designed to maintain 
structural integrity and resist disruption, in case the subsurface fault projects to the 
surface within the expansion area. 

RESPONSE:  The purpose of this study was to determine the possibility of faulting that 
could impact the proposed expansion of this facility.  The study was performed in 
accordance with TCEQ’s requirements.  The study included drilling, logging, and 
interpreting geophysical borings that extended 300 feet into Pleistocene soil.  No 
offsets in the stratigraphic markers associated with faulting were identified.  The 
results of this exhaustive study conclude that there are no faults that would 
impact the proposed expansion, and that there has been no movement in 
Holocene time within at least 200 feet of the waste disposal facility (as required by 
§330.555). 

The fault study was conducted by a registered professional engineer with vast 
experience in identifying and delineating faulting in the Gulf Coast.  This study 
was actively peer reviewed by Dr. H.C. Clark. 

In addition, it should be noted that the fault in question (located at a depth of 
about 7,000 feet and 1 mile southeast of the site) was created prior to the 
Pleistocene (more than 2 million years ago).  More than 3 million barrels of oil 
have been removed from the nearby Alco-Mag Field and more than 160 million 
barrels have been removed from the nearby Humble Salt Dome Field.  Both fields 
are in the late stages of depletion.  Since the fault study demonstrated that no 
fault was advanced to the surface during the time of extraction of those high 
volumes of oil production, and since that oil production has all but stopped, it is 
unlikely movement would ever resume. 

66. In Section 2.3 of Attachment E, explain what “site observations” and “review of existing 
documentation” were performed during the determination of potential unstable areas. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment E, Section 2.3 has been revised to include an 
explanation of the site observations and review of existing documentation 
performed during the determination of the potential unstable areas.  

67. In Section 3 of Attachment E, provide references back to Table E-1 when mentioning 
formation and unit names. 

RESPONSE:  Section 3.1.1.1 has been revised to include a reference to Table E-1. 

68. The thickness given for the Chicot Aquifer in Section 3.1.1.1 (600 feet) differs from the 
thickness reported in Table E-1 (700 feet).  Please review and revise accordingly. 
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RESPONSE:  As documented by Baker, 1989, and others, the thickness of the regional 
Chicot Aquifer is difficult to define.  The 700-foot thickness in Table E-1 was 
measured from the Generalized Regional Geologic Cross Section in the 
approximate location of the facility projected onto the section (from Baker, 1989).  
The 2004 Permit identifies the Chicot as being about 500 feet thick but the source 
of that data is not cited.  To provide consistency within the document we have 
revised both references to state that the thickness of the Chicot in the vicinity of 
the site ranges in approximate depth between 500 to 700 feet. 

69. Please identify in which named, regional stratigraphic unit each of the facility units 
(Unit I, Unit II/III, Unit IV, and Unit V) resides.  Include the information in Table E-5.  
Please also include in Table E-5 the characteristics used to differentiate the units. 

RESPONSE:  As shown in Table E-1, the site is located within the Beaumont Formation.  
Table E-5 has been modified to reflect that location.  Also, Table E-5 has been 
modified to provide a reference to the more detailed stratigraphic description 
discussion in Section 4.2 of Attachment E.  Section 1.2.2 has been modified to 
reflect the estimated Beaumont thickness in the area of the site. 

70. Please include a description of the color of each unit at the site (as done for Unit IV-A). 

RESPONSE:  Text has been modified in the appropriate parts of Section 4.2 to include 
the range of colors for each lithologic unit. 

71. In Figures E1-4 and E1-5, the source reference information may be mistaken for the 
figures title.  We suggest that the font size of the source reference be reduced, and a 
prominent figure-specific title be added (in addition to the title in the title block). 

RESPONSE:  The font size of the reference has been reduced and relocated under the 
legend. 

72. Please provide more detail in Table E-2 regarding recharge zones for the Evangeline 
Aquifer. 

RESPONSE:  Additional information regarding recharge zones for the Evangeline Aquifer 
has been included in Table E-2. 

73. In the first paragraph of Section 3.2 of Attachment E, identify which wells (of any status) 
are inside property boundary, including wells remaining, wells plugged and abandoned, 
and any wells unaccounted for. 

RESPONSE:  Well identifications inside the permit boundary have been added to 
Section 3.2. 

74. Please add an explanation of the well use codes in Table E-3, to the footnotes for the 
table. 
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RESPONSE:  An explanation of the well use codes has been included in the footnotes at 
the end of Table E-3. 

75. Please add boring location coordinates to Table E-4, and modify the subheadings so 
they will be legible when the pages are copied (currently, shading masks the information 
in the subheadings). 

RESPONSE:  The boring location coordinates have been added to Table E-4, and the 
shading has been removed from the subheadings. 

76. Much of the information in Figures E2-2 is not legible.  Please revise the figure (for 
example, larger scale and/or lighter contours) so that all information will be readable.  
Please address the same issues for Figure E3-1. 

RESPONSE:  Figures E2-2 and E3-1 have been modified so that the information shown 
on the map is legible. 

77. Section 4.1.4 states that the minimum boring depth was 1 foot.  Please verify whether 
this is correct, and revise as needed. 

RESPONSE:  The 1-foot depth listed in Section 4.1.4 was a typographical error.  It has 
been corrected. 

78. On Figure E3-1, the left most digit of the northing value is masked by the figure border.  
Please revise the figure as needed to prevent the information from being masked. 

RESPONSE:  Figure E3-1 has been revised to show the coordinates. 

79. Clarify in the text whether the BME piezometers were installed in separate boring near 
the geotechnical boring or in the same boring, and whether the boring logs for the 
piezometers were developed from piezometer borings, or transcribed from the 
geotechnical boring logs. 

RESPONSE:  Section 4.1.1 of Attachment E has been updated with a description of 
sampling and logging procedures for the piezometer boreholes. 

80. Please show piezometer location on the cross section location map in Figure E3-1. 

RESPONSE:  The piezometer locations have been included on Figure E3-1. 

81. Please consider using patterns or other alternatives to color on the geologic cross 
sections in Figures E3-1 through E3-8.  Cross sections must be legible when 
reproduced; color differentiation is lost or masks other information when the cross 
sections are reproduced in black and white. 
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RESPONSE:  Clean black and white copies of Figures E3-1 through E3-8 are included 
with this submittal and appear legible to us. 

82. Please clarify in Section 4.2.5 which borings were used to determine the thickness of 
Unit V. 

RESPONSE:  Sections 4.2.5 and 5.5.1.5 have been modified to clarify which borings were 
used to determine the thickness of Unit V. 

83. Please reference Appendix E-5 (Laboratory Tests) in Section 5.1 of Attachment E. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment E, Section 5.1, page E-27 has been revised to reference 
Appendix E-5.   

84. In Table E-7, explain the meaning of “NP” and “N/A” in line for Unit IV.  Also, please 
describe how the average hydraulic conductivities were calculated, include the source 
data in Appendix E5, and add a footnote to the table referencing the appendix for the 
source data. 

RESPONSE:  Table E-7 has been revised as requested.  The results for laboratory 
permeability tests performed on samples from borings BME-6, BME-12, and 
BME-15 were inadvertently not included in the geotechnical laboratory test 
summary table located in Appendix E5 in the initial submittal of this permit 
application.  Part III, Attachments D and E have been revised to incorporate these 
permeability results. 

85. In Appendix E5, please indicate the corresponding site unit (that is, Unit I, II/III, IV, or V) 
for each sample in the table on pages E5-1 thru E5-16.  Also, indicate sample depths in 
the table (in addition to sample elevation). 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E-5 has been revised to indicate the 
corresponding site unit, elevation, and depth of each sample.  

86. Please identify the location of the laboratory data for atterberg limits and moisture 
content required by 30 TAC §330.63(e)(5)(B)(iv) and (v). 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment E, Section 5.1 has been revised to identify the location 
of the laboratory data. 

87. In Section 5.5 (and/or elsewhere as needed), please reference summary tables when 
discussing hydraulic conductivity.  Include footnotes for the tables, referencing source 
data in appendices. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment E, Section 5.5 has been revised to reference summary 
tables. 
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88. Please clarify in the last sentence of the second paragraph of Section 5.5.2 that it is the 
groundwater potentiometric level of Unit IV that is separated by 75 feet from that of the 
main Chicot Aquifer (rather than the groundwater itself), if that is what was intended. 

RESPONSE:  The sentence has been revised for clarification. 

89. In the groundwater flow velocity discussion in Section 5.5.2, please reference the 
groundwater velocity computations on page E6-24 in Appendix E6 to Attachment E.  On 
the computation sheet, document how the conversion constant 2835 was determined. 

RESPONSE:  The groundwater flow velocity calculation sheet is referenced in 
Section 5.5.2 as being located on page E6-24 in Appendix E6 in Attachment E.  
2835 is a commonly used conversion value that converts measurements of 
velocity from cm/sec into feet/day.  It is widely used; in fact, it is used on the 
inside of the front cover of C.W. Fetter’s Applied Hydrogeology, 1994. 

90. Please include the 1993 report by Rust Environmental, mentioned in Table E16, in an 
appendix to Attachment E.  Add a footnote to Table E-16 to reference the source data in 
the report. 

RESPONSE:  The Rust, 1993 reference was inadvertently carried forward from the 
citations contained the 2004 Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by Golder.  
We have been unable to locate a copy of the 1993 Rust report.  All references to 
Rust, 1993 have been changed to Golder, 2004.  The result of the 1993 study 
prepared by Rust Environmental was the subsequent installation of new 
monitoring wells, refurbishment and development of existing monitoring wells, 
and decommissioning of piezometers as described in the letter/report dated 
August 11, 1994 to Waste Management.  We were able to locate a partial copy of 
that letter/report.  The monitoring well construction summaries and data sheets 
contained in the 1994 letter/report are included in Appendix E2. 

91. Please revise Figures E6-4 through E6-7 to show piezometer identifiers for BME borings 
(in addition to boring identifiers). 

RESPONSE:  Figures E6-4 through E6-7 have been revised to show the piezometers for 
the BME borings. 

92. Please revise Figures E6-11 through E6-14 to show where part of Unit I will remain. 

RESPONSE:  Figures E6-11 through E6-14 have been revised to show where part of Unit I 
will remain. 

93. In Figure E6-17, the crosshatch pattern in the southern portion of the site appears to be 
on the opposite side of the limit line compared to other figures that show similar 
information.  Please examine the figure and revise as needed. 
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RESPONSE:  On Figure E6-17, the crosshatch pattern in the southern portion of the site 
has been corrected. 

94. Please explain the anomalous Unit IV water levels shown on Figure E6-21 (for example, 
for MW3-3 & MW10-2). 

RESPONSE:  Water levels shown for Unit IV wells MW-3-3 and MW-10-2 appear to be 
anomalously high as the comment points out.  We suspect these to be erroneous 
readings because the high water levels are 10 to 20 feet higher than any of the 
water level elevations for Unit IV in the site wells.  For the past five semi-annual 
events, the water levels in MW-10-2 appear to have stabilized at the typical Unit IV 
elevations near sea level.  The water levels in MW-3-3 have been stabilized at 
typical Unit IV levels for the past five years. 

Attachment F – Groundwater Monitoring Plan 

95. Please revise Section 4.1 (Plume of Contamination) to acknowledge the arsenic 
mobilization in the area of monitor well MW7-1, which apparently is caused by landfill 
gas releases. 

RESPONSE:  Section 4.1 in Attachment F has been modified to reflect that the increase 
of arsenic in groundwater in MW7-1 was apparently caused by a landfill gas 
release from the landfill. 

96. In Section 4.3 (Assessment Monitoring), please reference the exact sections of the 
Landfill Gas Management Plan where the landfill gas oxidation activity is described.  
Include figures in Attachment F identifying the wells and contaminants discussed in 
Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of Attachment F. 

RESPONSE:  The landfill gas oxidation activity is described in Section 5.2.3 – Landfill 
Gas Oxidation System of Attachment G – Landfill Gas Management Plan.  The 
related permit modifications are contained in Appendix G6 – Incident Specific 
Remediation Plans.  These references have been included in Section 4.3 as 
requested. 

 Monitoring well MW7-1 is in assessment and is identified as such on Figure F1-6.   

97. In Sections 1, 1.1, 1.2, 3.2, and 3.3, please include and reference summary tables when 
discussing hydraulic conductivity.  Include footnotes for the tables, referencing source 
data in appendices. 

RESPONSE:  References in Sections 1 and 3 have been revised or added, as appropriate.   

98. In Section 3.3, please reference figures that show the area extents and points of 
compliance (POCs) for Unit IV and Unit II/III (as done for Unit I). 
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RESPONSE:  Section 3.3 has been revised to provide references to figures that show the 
extents and POCs for Unit IV and Unit II/III.   

99. The second paragraph of Section 1.2.3 first references Figure E3-10 for Unit I, but then 
references the figure again for Unit II/III.  Please revise the section to reference the 
figure intended for Unit II/III. 

RESPONSE:  The figure reference for Unit II/III has been corrected in Section 1.2.3. 

100. Acknowledge in an appropriate location in Attachment F that the owner or operator will 
submit a certification in accordance with 30 TAC §330.401(e) that the facility is in 
compliance with the groundwater monitoring requirements in 30 TAC §330.403, 
§330.405, §330.407, and §330.409 before placing waste in new landfill units. 

RESPONSE:  In accordance with 30 TAC §330.401(e), a groundwater monitoring system 
design certification signed by a qualified groundwater scientist has been provided 
on page F-v.  Attachment F, Section 3, has been revised to include a statement 
that the owner or operator will submit a certification in accordance with 30 TAC 
§330.401(e) that the facility is in compliance with the groundwater monitoring 
requirements in 30 TAC §330.403, §330.405, §330.407, and §330.409 before waste 
is placed in new landfill units. 

101. In Section 2.1, please reference one or more figures showing the area extents of the 
stratigraphic units at the facility. 

RESPONSE:  Section 2.3 has been revised to include figures showing the extents of the 
stratigraphic units.   

102. In Section 2.2, please reference one or more figures showing all leachate collection 
sumps. 

RESPONSE:  Section 2.2 has been revised to include a reference to a figure showing the 
leachate collection sumps. 

103. In Section 2.3, please acknowledge environmental receptors in addition to other listed 
receptors. 

RESPONSE:  Section 2.3 has been modified to acknowledge that the wildlife using 
surface water bodies could also be environmental receptors. 

104. In Section 2.3, please reference one or more figures when discussing POCs. 

RESPONSE:  Section 2.3 has been revised to include figure references that depict the 
POC locations.   
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105. Please state the criteria for the phases of groundwater monitor well installation in the 
Attachment F narrative (in Section 3, or other suitable location), and modify the note on 
Figures F1-1 through F1-4 to reference the narrative. 

RESPONSE:  Attachment F, Section 3 has been modified to describe monitoring well 
phasing.  Also, Figures F1-1, F1-2, and F1-4 have been modified to depict well 
phasing for Units I and IV.  The note regarding phasing has been removed from 
Figure F1-3 (Unit II/III monitoring) because Unit II/III sand does not exist on the 
eastern expansion area and all Unit II/III monitoring wells have been installed. 

106. Figure F1-5, illustrating a typical groundwater monitor well, indicates 2-inch or 4-inch 
casing, but only 2-inch well screen.  Please modify the figure as needed to show the 
intended typical well details. 

RESPONSE:  Figure F1-5 has been revised as requested. 

107. The well counts and designations in Section 3.1 do not match those in Figure F1-5 for 
Units IV (figure appears to be missing upgradient wells MW3-3 and MW15-3, and lists 
MW33-4 as a downgradient well) and possibly Unit I.  Please review the text and figures 
and revise as needed. 

RESPONSE:  Section 3.1 and Figure F1-5 have been revised to show the proper well 
count for Unit IV.  

108. Please add location coordinates to the table of monitor wells in Figure F1-5. 

RESPONSE:  Monitoring well coordinates have been added to Figure F1-5. 

109. Please address the following comments regarding locations of groundwater monitor 
wells: 

a. According to Figures E6-4 through E6-7, the area of MW3-3 and MW 32-4 at 
time may not be upgradient from the facility, but downgradient. 

RESPONSE:  The Unit IV potentiometric maps (Figures E6-4 through E6-7) that were 
originally submitted were contoured using only the data from the southernmost 
part of the site.  The figures have been modified to include the appropriate Unit IV 
water levels from wells on the adjacent tracts, including water levels from existing 
monitoring well MW3-3.  The revised potentiometric surface maps show that the 
area near existing MW3-3 and proposed MW32-4 is clearly upgradient from waste. 

b. The location of monitor well MW13-4 appears to be downgradient from 
northernmost landfill sector (Sector 4).  Extend the POC to MW13-4 and fill in 
wells as needed to comply with 30 TAC §330.403(a). 
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RESPONSE:  The POC has been extended and a monitoring well has been added.  
Figure F1-1 has been revised to show the modified POC and the additional well. 

c. In Figure F1-2, the extent of Unit I removal differs from that shown in figures in 
Attachment E6.  Also, the orientation of the pattern on the map designating areas 
where Unit I has been removed differs from that in the legend.  Please revise the 
figures as needed for consistency and accuracy. 

RESPONSE:  Figure F1-2 has been revised as requested. 

d. In Figures F1-1 through F1-4, or other suitable figures, show which existing wells 
(background and POC) will be plugged. 

RESPONSE:  Figures F1-1a, F1-2a, and F1-3a have been added to show which existing 
wells will be plugged.   

e. Show MW7-1 on the monitoring plan for Unit I (Figure F1-2).  According to 
Section 4.3, MW7-1 will continue in assessment monitoring until the 
concentrations of all Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 258, Appendix II 
constituents are at or below background values. 

RESPONSE:  MW7-1 has been added to Figure F1-2 as requested. 

110. Revise Section 2.3.1 of the Groundwater Sampling and Analysis Plan to allow up to 
7 days recovery time for slowly recovering wells, before declaring a well dry. 

RESPONSE:  The current GWSAP allows for a 24-hour recovery time, which is 
appropriate for the saturated sands and silts monitored at the facility.  The 
monitoring wells typically recover quickly, usually within an hour, or not at all.  
When the surrounding sands and silts become dry, a 7-day recovery time will 
likely provide the same result as the 24-hour recovery time.   

The TCEQ “Guidelines for Preparing a Ground-Water Sampling and Analysis Plan 
(GWSAP)”, Section 5, Timing and Order of Sampling, second sentence 
recommends “Sampling should be done preferably within 24 hours of purging.” 
The guidance document does allow for approval of “a maximum of seven days” 
recovery time if a well is slow to recharge; however, there are no site-specific or 
well-specific conditions that indicate that an overturn of the approved and long-
standing GWSAP requirement is needed at this facility.   

This change could require a return trip to the facility by our monitoring 
consultant’s staff to check for recovery, incurring additional costs that are not 
justified due to the unlikelihood that any additional protection to human health or 
the environment will result.  No revisions have been made as a result of this 
comment. 
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Attachment G – Landfill Gas Management Plan (LGMP) 

111. In first paragraph of Section 1.2, please delete the qualifying phrase “in monitoring 
probes.” 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment G, Section 1.2 has been revised to incorporate the 
wording of 30 TAC §330.371(a)(2) and reads “(2) the concentration of methane gas 
does not exceed 5% methane by volume in monitoring points, probes, subsurface 
soils, or other matrices at the facility permit boundary”. 

112. In Section 2, please describe how certain structures are “ventilated” such that they do 
not need methane monitors.  If a structure is enclosed, it should be monitored whether 
ventilated or not. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part III, Attachment G, Section 2.5 has been revised to state 
that the waste processing structure, waste inspection structure, and air 
compressor structure are not enclosed structures.  Each structure is open at all 
times on at least one side. 

113. Please show and identify facility structures on Figure G1.1. 

RESPONSE:  As noted in Section 2.5, facility structures are identified in Part III, 
Attachment B, Drawings B.2 and B.3.  However, as requested, Part III, 
Attachment G, Drawing G1.3 has been added to include identification of facility 
structures.   

114. Please include a figure showing offsite structures that could be potential receptors of 
landfill gas migration. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment G, Drawing G1.4 has been added to include 
identification of off-site structures within ¼ mile (1,320 feet) of the waste disposal 
boundary consistent with the notice requirements that are pursuant to 30 TAC 
§330.371(c)(1) addressed in comment 117 below. Section 2.7 has been revised to 
clarify that the habitable structures located off site within ¼ mile (1,320 feet) of the 
waste disposal area are depicted on Drawing G1.4 in Appendix G1.  

115. In Section 2, please note that proposed gas probes will be installed in phases, and that 
the phasing schedule is provided in Figure G1.1. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part III, Attachment G, Section 2 has been revised to include 
discussion that the proposed gas probes will be installed in phases and to include 
a reference to Drawing G1.1 for the phasing schedule.  

116. Throughout Section 4 (and other sections of the LGMP as needed), please replace the 
qualifying phrase “in LFG monitoring probes” with “at the facility boundary” as stated in 
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30 TAC §330.371(a)(2).  Situations may occur where methane is detected above the 
action level at the facility boundary, but not in a gas probe. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, the phrase “in LFG monitoring probes” has been replaced 
with the more appropriate regulatory phrase of “in LFG monitoring points, probes, 
subsurface soils, or other matrices.” 

117. Please revise Section 4.2 to specify that notification to the public, pursuant to 30 TAC 
§330.371(c)(1) will include all residents, tenants, and owners of property within ¼ mile 
(1320 feet) of the probe(s) in which methane has been detected above the action level, 
and within ¼ mile of the line connecting adjacent probes that exhibit detections above 
the action level. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment G, Section 4.2 has been revised to include “residents, 
tenants, and owners of property within ¼ mile (1,320) feet” in the notification 
discussion.  

118. We were unable to locate boring and/or completion logs in Attachment G for some gas 
probes.  Please provide boring and completion logs for all existing gas probes. 

RESPONSE:  Part III, Attachment G, Appendix G3 has been revised to incorporate boring 
and completion logs for the following existing gas probes: GMP-18R, 23, 24, 28, 
29, 36, and 37.  

119. Please revise the proposed gas probe layout in the expansion area to provide a gas 
probe spacing of not greater than 600 feet. 

RESPONSE:  The proposed gas probe layout and spacing in the expansion area has 
been designed to be consistent with §330.371.  There are no revisions required to 
the application. 

120. Please include probe location coordinates in the table on Figure G1.2. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, coordinates for each gas monitoring probe location has been 
added to Drawing G1.2. 

121. In Section 3.1.3, please include a bullet for measuring gas temperature, which is 
mentioned in text following the bullet list. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Section 3.1.3 has been revised to clarify the monitoring 
procedure.  The reference to measuring temperature is related to measuring 
ambient temperature, not gas temperature. 
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Part IV of the Application (Site Operating Plan) (SOP) 

122. Please include operating procedures for the liquid waste stabilization facility mentioned 
in the SOP, and for any other waste processing activities. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Section 8.25 has been revised to include storage and 
processing unit operations.  The Site Inspection and Maintenance Schedule has 
been moved to Section 8.26. 

123. Please revise Section 3.1 to specify that the landfill manager or anyone else assuming 
responsibility for facility operations will have Class A license at the time of performing the 
duties (not “within six months of being assigned to the . . . position”). 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 3.1, page IV-7 has been revised to state that 
the landfill district manager and landfill manager will obtain the applicable 
required municipal solid waste operator license in accordance with §§30.201, 
30.207, and 30.210-30.214. The landfill district manager and landfill manager may 
also obtain the applicable required provisional license, consistent with §30.211. 

124. In Section 3, please identify applicable training requirements relating to industrial 
nonhazardous waste, in accordance with 30 TAC §330.127(4). 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Table 3-1, page IV-11 has been revised to include applicable 
industrial nonhazardous waste training requirements for site personnel. 

125. Please revise Section 5.3 to indicate that the facility will maintain load inspection records 
for all inspected loads (not just those randomly inspected). 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Section 5.2, page IV-18 has been revised to clarify that the facility 
will maintain load inspection records for randomly inspected loads and inspected 
loads as directed by the landfill manager, and not visually observed or screened 
loads. 

126. In Section 8.2, please reference a figure that shows all unloading areas and processing 
areas (for example, citizen’s collection station, and liquid waste stabilization facility). 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 8.2, page IV-29 has been revised to reference 
Part III, Attachment B, Drawing B.3 that shows various unloading and processing 
areas.  

127. In Sections 8.6 and 8.6.1, please reference a figure (for example, Drawing IC.2) that 
shows all easements on the facility property. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 8.6.1, page IV-32 has been revised to 
reference Part I, Appendix IC, Drawing IC.2 that shows all easements on the 
facility property.  
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128. Section 8.7 references Figure D1.2 in Attachment III, for the location of the permanent 
facility benchmark; however, we were unable to find the benchmark on the figure.  
Please provide a figure in the SOP that shows the location and coordinates of the 
permanent benchmark. 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Section 8.7, page IV-35 has been revised to reference Part III, 
Attachment B, Drawing B.2 that has been updated to show the location and 
coordinates of the permanent benchmark.   

129. Please revise Section 8.8 to state in accordance with 30 TAC §330.145 that the facility 
will provide for cleanup of all public access roads serving the facility (not just Wilson 
Road). 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Section 8.8, page IV-35 has been revised to include an alternative 
cleanup frequency and distance, which is allowed under 30 TAC §330.145.  The 
majority of waste hauling vehicles (90 percent) use Wilson Road and Atascocita 
Road east of the Wilson Road intersection.  The Atascocita RDF will provide for 
daily cleanup of these roads used by waste hauling vehicles.  Atascocita Road 
west of the Wilson Road intersection is used by only 10 percent of waste hauling 
vehicles, and Atascocita RDF will provide weekly or as needed cleanup. 

130. In Section 8.13, please specify how often salvaged items will be removed from site. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 8.13, page IV-39 has been revised to state 
that salvaged items will be removed on an as-needed basis and will not be stored 
on site in excess of 180 days.  

131. In Section 8.14, please provide a summary of the findings of the endangered species 
investigation, to support conclusion that the facility will not result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat, or cause or contribute to the taking of any 
endangered or threatened species. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 8.14, page IV-39 has been revised to include 
a summary of the findings of the endangered species investigation.  

132. Please include a statement in Section 8.15, that gas monitoring records will be 
maintained in the site operating record. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 8.15, page IV-39 has been revised to state 
that the gas monitoring records will be maintained in the site operating record.  

133. In Section 8.16, please reference a figure that shows the wells discussed in the text, and 
table that identifies the wells. 
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RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 8.16, page IV-39 has been revised to 
reference Part II, Appendix IIA, Drawing IIA.4 that shows and identifies the wells 
discussed in the text.  

134. Please include in the Alternative Daily Cover Operating Plan (ADCOP) (Appendix IVB to 
the SOP), all of the supporting documents, including the final authorizations to use each 
specific alternative daily cover (ADC). 

RESPONSE:  As noted on page IVB-1, the Atascocita RDF is authorized to use two types 
of ADC: petroleum contaminated soils and tarps of various geosynthetic 
materials. Authorization from TCEQ has been granted through the issuance of 
Permit No. MSW 1307C, dated December 8, 2004.  Further, TCEQ conducted 
additional review of the authorized ADC materials as part of the required Site 
Operating Plan updates approved by TCEQ on May 5, 2006.  Refer to Section IV – 
Other Permit Conditions, Paragraph G of the issued permit, page 10 of 13. A copy 
of TCEQ Permit No. MSW 1307C is included as Appendix IVB-B.  No additional 
documentation is required. 

135. Please delete the second paragraph of Section 8.18.4 of the SOP, and the last 
paragraph of Section 4 of the ADCOP, which mention reserving the “right to request a 
temporary authorization” in the future.  The availability of the temporary authorization 
mechanism is a matter subject to statute and commission rules, and cannot be codified 
in a permit. 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Section 8.18.4, page IV-42 and Part IV, Appendix IVB, Section 4, 
page IVB-5 have been revised to state that the Atascocita RDF may request a 
temporary authorization in accordance with 30 TAC §305.62(k)(1)(A).   

136. Please delete the second sentence in Section 2.1 of the ADCOP, which states “other 
ADC materials by other manufacturers that have similar characteristics may be used at 
the Atascocita RDF.”  Each ADC must be tested and approved. 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Appendix IVB, Section 2.1, page IVB-2 has been revised as 
requested. 

137. Please list each specific tarp type (for example, Thor Durashield, Reef Griffolyn, Total 
Polypropylene, Phillips Sumika, Marlex, Kym Geotex) in Section 2 of the ADCOP. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Appendix IVB, Section 2.1, page IVB-2 has been 
revised to include each specific tarp type. Further, geosynthetic materials 
manufactured by other tarp manufacturers that have equal or greater material 
characteristics may also be used. 

138. Please provide supporting documentation in the ADCOP on the effectiveness of each 
approved ADC. 
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RESPONSE:  Please see the response to comment 134.  

139. In Section 3.1 of the ADCOP, please specify how much volume of petroleum 
contaminated soil (PCS) material may be stockpiled for ADC, and how long.  Also 
provide procedures for operation of the PCS stockpile. 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Appendix IVB, Section 3.1, page IVB-4 has been revised to include 
the stockpile volume and procedures for operation of the PCS stockpile. 

140. Please include statements in Section 2 of the ADCOP acknowledging the constituent 
limits for PCS, in accordance with 30 TAC §330.165(d)(4). 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Appendix IVB, pages IVB-2 and IVB-3 have been revised to 
acknowledge the constituent limits for PCS. 

141. Please revise Section 2.2 of the ADCOP to clarify that it is the constituent limits for PCS 
to be used as ADC that are included in the rule. 

RESPONSE:  Part IV, Appendix IVB, Section 2.2, page IVB-2 has been revised as 
requested. 

142. Please revise Section 2.2 of the ADCOP to state the actual requirements for acceptance 
(state the testing requirements, acceptance criteria, and outcomes). 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Appendix IVB, Section 2.2, page IVB-2 has been 
revised to state the actual requirements for acceptance. 

143. Please remove the list of special wastes from Section 1 of the Special Waste 
Acceptance Plan (SWAP) (Appendix IVC to the SOP).  The list does not match the rule 
(30 TAC §330.3) exactly, and the rule is subject to change. 

RESPONSE:  The list of special wastes in Section 1, page IVC-1 has been revised to be 
consistent with §330.3(148). Additional discussion related to special waste types 
that will be accepted has also been incorporated into Section 1. 

144. In Section 1 of the SWAP, in the list of wastes that will not be accepted, revise item 6 on 
page IVC-4 to match the structure of the applicable rule (30 TAC §330.15(e)(6)) (that is, 
join sub-item (i) with sub-item (a), and delete sub-items (ii) and (iii) which are not 
prohibited under the conditions specified). 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Section 1, page IVC-4 has been revised to update item 6 to 
match the structure of 30 TAC §330.15(e)(6).  

145. Please delete sub-item (iv) (regarding containers of liquid food waste) from item 6 in 
Section 1 of the SWAP, as there is no corresponding provision in the rule. 
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RESPONSE:  Section 1, page IVC-4 has been revised as requested.  

146. Please expand Section 5 of the SWAP to discuss the various waste processing activities 
at the facility (for example, liquid waste stabilization).  Provide a separate subheading for 
each distinct activity. 

RESPONSE:  Liquid waste stabilization is the only processing operation conducted 
applicable to special wastes. Section 5 – Operational Procedures has been 
renumbered and is now Section 9. Section 9 – Operational Procedures includes 
liquid waste stabilization procedures and other applicable special waste operation 
procedures.  

147. In Section 2 of the SWAP, please expand the discussion of testing procedures that will 
be followed to ensure that the facility does not accept a Class 1 waste or other prohibited 
waste. 

RESPONSE:  Section 2 – Special Waste Evaluation Criteria has been moved to Section 3. 
Section 2 – Hazardous Waste Determination and Class 1 Industrial Waste 
Determination has been added to Appendix IVC to address this comment.  In 
addition, Section 4 – Quality Assurance/Quality Control – Analytical Information, 
Section 5 – Waste Approval Updates, and Section 7 – Waste Discrepancies and 
Rejected Loads have been added to provide additional requirements related to the 
acceptance of special wastes.  

148. Please clarify in Sections 4 and 5 of the SWAP whether liquid waste stabilization will 
occur at the facility, and if so, reference the section(s) of the SOP that detail the 
operation procedures. 

RESPONSE:  The Atascocita RDF is permitted to accept liquid waste for stabilization and 
will continue to accept this waste on a case-by-case basis.  Liquid waste 
stabilization procedures are included in Section 9 – Operational Procedures, and 
Section 8.25 – Storage and Processing Unit Operations.  

149. In Section 5 of the SWAP, please reference a figure showing the various waste 
unloading areas at the facility (for example, citizen’s collection station, liquid waste 
stabilization facility, and any other). 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Attachment B, Drawing B.3 is now referenced for the various 
waste unloading areas at the facility in Section 9 – Operational Procedures. 

150. In Section 5 of the SWAP, please provide handling procedures for each special waste 
that may require special handling. 

RESPONSE:  Section 9 – Operational Procedures has been expanded to provide handling 
procedures for each special waste that may require special handling. 
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151. In Section 8.21 of the SOP, please state positively whether the facility has ceased 
accepting Class 1 nonhazardous industrial waste in cells of existing landfill phases 1 
through 4.  If the facility will continue to accept Class 1 waste in phases 1, 2, 3, or 4, 
please detail which cells, and when acceptance will cease. 

RESPONSE:  As requested, Part IV, Section 8.21 has been revised to state that the 
Atascocita RDF has ceased accepting Class 1 nonhazardous industrial waste. 

152. Section 8.25 of the SOP indicates that leachate depth in sumps will be measured and 
recorded monthly.  Please explain in the SOP how it was determined that monthly 
measurements would be adequate.  Please also describe the monitoring devices or 
other features or practices that will be in place to give timely warning if any leachate 
pump malfunctions. 

RESPONSE:  Leachate measurement is performed by transducers, hydrostatic 
measurement devices, and/or water level measurement tape or rod.  Each sump 
within the leachate collection system has its own pump. Measuring leachate depth 
on a monthly basis at a minimum is an industry and TCEQ standard for frequency 
of leachate measurement within each sump. 

We trust these responses are satisfactory to you and meet the rules and regulations of the 
TCEQ.  If you need additional information, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

BIGGS & MATHEWS ENVIRONMENTAL 
TBPE NO. F-256  TBPG NO. 50222 

Kenneth J. Welch, P.E. 
Principal Engineer 

Attachments: Part I Application Form 
Revised Permit Amendment Application (original and three copies)  

cc: Mr. Steve Jacobs, WMTX (1) 
Mr. Charles Rivette, P.E., WMTX (1) 
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1 EXISTING CONDITIONS SUMMARY 
30 TAC §330.61(a) 

1.1 Existing Conditions 

The Atascocita Recycling and Disposal Facility (RDF) is an existing 503.7-acre Type I 
Municipal Solid Waste Disposal Facility owned and operated by Waste Management of 
Texas, Inc. (WMTX).  The Atascocita RDF is located in north Harris County, southeast of 
the intersection of Atascocita Road and Wilson Road.  The facility is located between 
Garners Bayou on the south of the existing permit boundary and Williams Gully on the 
east of the proposed expansion.  Harris County owns the adjacent property immediately 
to the east of the current permit boundary and north of the proposed permit boundary.  
The approximate 600-acre property consists of park areas, sports fields, the Harris 
County Road Maintenance Facility, Harris County Correctional Facilities, the Fire 
Department Training Facility, a State of Texas Correctional Facility, and the Harris 
County Wastewater Treatment Facility.   

The current permitted Atascocita RDF consists of a permit boundary of about 503.7 
acres.  The area within the permit boundary consists of a total of 310.7 acres of 
permitted waste disposal footprint, and a total of about 193 acres of non-waste disposal 
area.  The waste disposal footprint includes an approximate 207-acre active waste 
disposal area (Phases 1 through 4) and an approximate 103.7-acre future disposal area 
(Phase 5).  Phase 1 includes 90.9 acres of pre-Subtitle D lined area and 6.5 acres of 
Subtitle D lined area.  Phase 1 has received only municipal solid waste.  Phases 2, 3, 
and 4 include 109.6 acres and were constructed following implementation of the 
Subtitle D requirements. Phase 3, Cell 1 is an 11.2-acre lined area for municipal solid 
waste only. The Phase 2, Phase 3 (Cells 2, 3, and 4), and Phase 4 areas consisting of 
98.4 acres were constructed and authorized to allow placement of Class 1 
nonhazardous waste below existing ground surface.  No additional Class 1 
nonhazardous industrial waste capacity is available within the existing lined areas.  
Phase 5 includes 103.7 acres and is permitted to accept Class 1 nonhazardous 
industrial waste in areas below existing ground surface.  The Phase 5 liner has not been 
constructed and is currently used as a soil borrow area for ongoing waste disposal 
activities. Final cover has been constructed on an 8.3-acre area located in the northwest 
corner of the active waste disposal area.  The currently permitted maximum final contour 
elevation is 255 feet-msl.  The currently permitted elevation of deepest excavation is 
15.4 feet-msl. 

Locations outside the permitted waste disposal areas are used for buffer distance 
between waste disposal areas and the permit boundary, entrance facilities, a Type IX 
Beneficial Landfill Gas Recovery Facility (Type IX Registration No. 48006), a 
solidification facility, a citizen’s convenience drop-off area, leachate storage, a 
maintenance facility, perimeter access, and surface water drainage facilities.  The 
existing surface water drainage facilities of perimeter drainage systems and detention 
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facilities are permitted through the Harris County Flood Control District (HCFCD) and the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

There are several easements within the Atascocita RDF permit boundary, none of which 
impact the development or operations of the facility.  There is an existing 100-foot 
right-of-way identified by Harris County for the proposed Greens Road. The future 
roadway right-of-way is located along the existing south permit boundary and extends 
along the southern boundary of the future expansion area. 

The expansion area is immediately adjacent to and east of the current permitted 
easternmost permit boundary.  The expansion area will extend into property owned by 
WMTX that continues beyond Williams Gully.  The expansion area will add 
approximately 170.7 acres to the permit boundary.  The expansion area is a relatively 
flat, vegetated area that generally drains south and eastward to Williams Gully.  The 
property has been harvested for timber over the past several years.  A small area along 
the south property boundary is within the 100-year floodplain.  Based on evaluations 
conducted by Knudson, LP, there are existing jurisdictional waters of the United States 
within the overall property and future permit boundary.  The United States Army Corps of 
Engineers Galveston District (USACE SWG) is currently reviewing the wetland 
delineation and mitigation plan submitted by Knudson as part of a proposed Section 404 
Individual Permit.  A copy of the Section 404 Individual Permit Application and the Public 
Notice for the Individual Permit as issued by the USACE SWG are included in Part II, 
Appendix IID of this permit amendment application. 

1.2 Special Conditions 

A detailed discussion of site-specific conditions that potentially require special design 
considerations as set forth in §330.61(a), including impact on surrounding area, 
transportation, geology, soils, groundwater, surface water, abandoned oil and water 
wells, floodplains, wetlands, endangered or threatened species, and Texas Historical 
Commission review is included in Sections 8 through 15 of Part II.  As documented, 
there are no existing site-specific conditions that require special design considerations or 
possible mitigation of conditions.  
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2 WASTE ACCEPTANCE PLAN 
30 TAC §330.61(b) 

2.1 Properties and Characteristics of Waste 

The major classifications of solid waste to be accepted at the Atascocita RDF include 
municipal solid waste, special waste, and Class 2 and 3 industrial wastes.  Special 
wastes accepted at the facility authorized by §330.171(c) include treated medical waste, 
dead animals and/or slaughterhouse waste, regulated asbestos-containing materials 
(RACM), nonregulated asbestos-containing material (non-RACM), empty containers, 
municipal hazardous waste from a conditionally exempt small quantity generator, and  
sludge, grease trap waste, grit trap waste, and liquid wastes from municipal sources.  In 
addition, other special wastes will be accepted based on a waste-specific approval as 
authorized by §330.171(b) and the facility Special Waste Acceptance Plan included in 
Part IV – Site Operating Plan.  The facility is authorized to accept liquid wastes for 
solidification.  The waste classifications are defined in §330.3. 

The Atascocita RDF is currently authorized to accept Class 1 nonhazardous industrial 
waste; however, the facility will no longer accept this type of waste.  The facility has 
reached its available Class 1 disposal capacity within the existing lined areas authorized 
for disposal of Class 1 waste in Phases 2 through 4.  The existing available disposal 
capacity within Phases 1, 2, 3, and 4 and future Phases 5 and 6 will not be authorized to 
accept Class 1 nonhazardous industrial waste. 

Consistent with §330.15, the facility will not accept for disposal Class 1 nonhazardous 
industrial waste; lead acid storage batteries; used motor vehicle oil; used oil filters; 
whole used or scrap tires; refrigerators, freezers, air conditioners or other items 
containing chlorinated fluorocarbons (CFC); bulk or noncontainerized liquid waste from 
nonhousehold sources; regulated hazardous waste; polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) 
waste; radioactive materials; or other wastes prohibited by TCEQ regulations.  

2.2 Volume and Rate of Disposal 

The Atascocita RDF serves individuals, businesses, and communities in Harris County and 
surrounding Texas counties.  The landfill received an average of approximately 1,142,000 
tons of incoming waste (approximately 3,660 tons per day) in 2009.  WMTX anticipates 
that in 2010 the landfill will receive approximately 1,165,000 tons of incoming waste 
(approximately 3,730 tons per day).  The waste acceptance rate will vary over the life of 
the facility depending on market conditions.   

The estimated maximum annual waste acceptance rate for the Atascocita RDF projected 
for five years is as follows: 
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Year Estimated Maximum Annual Waste Acceptance Rate 
1 1,165,000 tons 
2 1,188,000 tons 
3 1,212,000 tons 
4 1,236,000 tons 
5 1,261,000 tons 

 

As population and economic conditions and available landfill disposal capacity change 
within the region, the volume of incoming waste could vary considerably.  WMTX will 
maintain records to document the annual waste acceptance rate for the facility.  If the 
rate exceeds the estimated rate and is not due to a temporary occurrence, WMTX will 
file a permit modification application consistent with §330.125(h).  The modification 
would propose any needed changes in the site operating plan to properly manage the 
increased waste acceptance rate, if any. As provided by §330.125(h), the estimated 
waste acceptance rate is not a limiting parameter of the permit. 

Once expanded the landfill will provide a total remaining waste disposal capacity, as of 
April 2009, of approximately 49,400,000 cubic yards of waste and daily cover (or 
approximately 39,520,000 tons).  

The TCEQ defines population equivalent as "the hypothetical population that would 
generate an amount of solid waste equivalent to that actually being managed based on a 
generation rate of five pounds per capita per day and applied to situations involving solid 
waste not necessarily generated by individuals." Based on this definition, the 
approximate current and projected population equivalents of the areas capable of being 
served were calculated as follows: 

 6 days  52 weeks  
Current Annual Average =  3,660 tons/day –––––––– X –––––––– = 1,142,000 tons/year 
 week  year  

 
 
Population 
Equivalent: 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 26 

 =1,165,000 tons/year = 1,477,000 tons/year = 1,911,000 tons/year 
 ÷ 365 days/year ÷ 365 days/year ÷ 365 days/year 
 x 2,000 lb/ton x 2,000 lb/ton x 2,000 lb/ton 
 ÷ 5 lb/person/day ÷ 5 lb/person/day ÷ 5 lb/person/day 
 = 1,277,000 persons = 1,619,000 persons = 2,094,000 persons 
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3 GENERAL LOCATION MAPS 
30 TAC §330.61(c) 

Consistent with §330.61(c), the general location maps are provided in Appendix IIA –
Maps and Drawings.  These general location maps are provided in addition to the maps 
included in Part I, Appendix IA – General Location Maps.  These maps, collectively as a 
group, accurately show the proximity of the facility to surrounding features and 
specifically show the items identified in §330.61(c)(1)-(12).  Refer to Appendix IIA, 
Drawing IIA.1 through Drawing IIA.7 for the general location maps. 
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4 FACILITY LAYOUT MAPS 
30 TAC §330.61(d) 

Consistent with §330.61(d), the facility layout maps are provided in Appendix IIA – Maps 
and Drawings.  These facility layout maps, collectively as a group, specifically show the 
items identified in §330.61(d)(1)-(9).  Refer to Appendix IIA, Drawing IIA.8 through 
Drawing IIA.15 for the facility layout maps. 
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5 GENERAL TOPOGRAPHIC MAP 
30 TAC §330.61(e) 

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) General Topographic Map is included in 
Appendix IIA – Maps and Drawings as Drawing IIA.2 – General Topographic Map.  The 
topographic map consists of the 7-1/2 minute quadrangle sheets for Humble and 
Harmaston, Texas.  Drawing IIA.2 is at a scale of 1 inch equals 2,000 feet as required by 
§330.61(e). 
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6 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
30 TAC §330.61(f) 

Consistent with §330.61(f), the aerial photograph of the site and surrounding area is 
presented in Appendix IIA as Drawing IIA.7 – Aerial Photograph.  This aerial photograph 
represents conditions as flown April 13, 2009. The aerial photograph shows the area 
within at least a 1-mile radius of the permit boundary.  In addition, the permit boundary 
and limits of waste are shown. 

Refer to Appendix IIB – Land Use Analysis for a discussion of growth trends as required 
by §330.61(h)(3).  A series of aerial photographs is not required to depict growth trends. 
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7 LAND USE MAP 
30 TAC §330.61(g) 

Consistent with §330.61(g), a land use map is included in Appendix IIB – Land Use 
Analysis as Drawing IIB.3 – Land Use Map, prepared by TBG Partners.  The land use 
features identified and depicted on this drawing as required by §330.61(g) include the 
facility permit boundary, uses within the permit boundary, and existing uses such as 
agricultural, industrial, and residential uses within 1 mile of the permit boundary.  
Locations of residences, commercial establishments, schools, licensed day care 
facilities, churches, cemeteries, ponds or lakes, and recreational areas within 1 mile of 
the permit boundary are shown.  In addition, we have included a land use map within the 
group of general location maps included in Appendix IIA – Maps and Drawings to further 
depict the overall requirements of §305.45.  Refer to the general location maps and 
facility layout maps, Drawings IIA.1 through IIA.15, for drainage, pipeline, and utility 
easements within the permit boundary. 
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8 IMPACT ON SURROUNDING AREA 
30 TAC §330.61(h) 

Consistent with §330.61(h), an evaluation of the impact on the area surrounding the 
facility was conducted by TBG Partners. Refer to Appendix IIB – Land Use Analysis for a 
detailed land use analysis and discussion regarding impact on the surrounding area.  
The land use analysis addresses zoning within 2 miles of the facility, character of 
surrounding land uses within 1 mile of the facility, growth trends within 5 miles of the 
facility, proximity to residences and other uses within 1 mile of the facility. 

8.1 Wells Within 500 Feet 

Consistent with §330.61(h)(5), a description of known wells within 500 feet of the facility 
has been prepared.  A water well search was conducted to locate any water wells on the 
site and within a one-mile radius of the permit boundary.  The water well search included 
a search of state records and a windshield search for water wells.  The water well search 
details and the state well numbering system identification number cross reference table 
may be found with additional information about each of the wells in Part III, Attachment E 
– Geology Report, Table E-3are listed in the table below.  Consistent with §330.61(c)(2), 
the water wells located within 500 feet of the proposed permit boundary are shown on 
Drawing IIA.4 – Water Wells. 

There is one existing non-potable water well (5091) within the permit boundary outside 
the limits of the waste disposal area and outside the groundwater monitoring system.  
Four plugged water wells (5092, 5260, 5822 and 2C) inside the permit boundary have 
been identified on the map.  Also, one water well that is located at the permit boundary 
line (3774) was identified as plugged and abandoned in the 2004 permit but remains 
listed in the HGSCD database. 

Atascocita RDF 
Water Well Locations Identified Within 500-foot Radius of the Site 

Map ID State ID HGSD ID Depth(ft) 
Install 
Date Completion Formation* 

Well 
Use** 

5091 65-07-1 5091  50 1987 Chicot O 
5092 65-07-1 5092 (2) 80 1987 -- P 
5260 65-07-1 5260 (2) 350 1982 -- O 
5822 65-07-4 5822 (1) 550 1999 Evangeline I 
2C 65-07-2C   147 Nov-70 Not Determined D 

Sources: Harris Galveston Subsidence District (HGSD) Radius Report 12/2009. 
 TWDB Well Reports provided by search firm. 
 TWDB wiid.twdb.state.tx.us 1/2010. 
Note:  A blank HGSD field indicates the well did not also appear in the HGSD database report. 
(1) Well location from 2004 permit field verification. Mislocated in HGSD records. 
(2) Well plugged and abandoned. 
*Completion formation designations are from water well published information including water well driller’s forms. 
**Well Use Codes:  P = Public, D = Domestic, I = Industrial, U = Unused, O = Other. 
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An oil and gas well search of state records was conducted in December 2009 to locate 
any oil and gas wells on the site and within 1 mile of the permit boundary.  The search 
included a review of records and maps on file at the Texas Railroad Commission.  The 
oil and gas search details are included in Part III, Attachment E – Geology Report.  
Consistent with §330.61(h)(5) there are no producing oil and gas wells located within 
500 feet of the permit boundary, as shown on Drawing IIA.5 – Locations of Oil and Gas 
Producing Wells. 
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9 TRANSPORTATION 
30 TAC §330.61(i) 

Consistent with §330.61(i)(1) through (4), a transportation study prepared by HDR is 
included as Appendix IIC – Transportation Study.  The transportation study provides 
information on the availability and adequacy of access roads, provides data on the 
existing and expected vehicular traffic on access roads within 1 mile of the facility during 
the expected site life of the facility, and projects the volume of traffic expected to be 
generated by the facility on the access roads within 1 mile of the facility.  Documentation 
of coordination with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Harris County, 
and the Humble ISD is also included in Appendix IIC. 

9.1 Airport Impact 

Consistent with §330.61(i)(5), an evaluation of the facility impact on surrounding airports 
was conducted in accordance with §330.545.  Refer to Appendix IIA – Maps and 
Drawings, Drawing IIA.6 – Airport Map for the location of the facility in relationship to 
area airports.  The airport map uses the FAA Sectional Aeronautical Chart, Houston, 75th 
Edition, dated March 17, 2005 as the base drawing.  The map depicts the location of the 
facility, a 5,000-foot radius, a 10,000-foot radius, and a 6-mile radius from the facility 
permit boundary.  As depicted on Drawing IIA.6, the closest airport is the George Bush 
Intercontinental Airport, located approximately 4.3 miles from the Atascocita RDF. 

The Atascocita RDF, as currently permitted and as proposed through this landfill 
expansion, has been critically evaluated and determined to be consistent with the 
location restrictions as required by §330.545.  The currently permitted facility was 
authorized by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) 
for a maximum landfill elevation of 256 ft-msl and implementation of a Bird Control Plan 
Protocol throughout the life of the facility, as filed under FAA File No. 93-015TX.  As 
documented in correspondence dated October 23, 2009, representatives from WMTX 
met with representatives of the City of Houston’s Department of Aviation to discuss the 
proposed landfill expansion.  As noted, the landfill expansion is to the east and farther 
away from the George Bush Intercontinental Airport, the maximum landfill elevation of 
256 ft-msl will be maintained, and the Bird Control Plan Protocol was implemented and 
continues to be followed.  As requested, the FAA responded in correspondence dated 
December 9, 2009, that the FAA has no objection to the proposed landfill expansion, 
provided the landfill continues to implement the Bird Control Plan. 

Refer to Appendix IIH for documentation of coordination with FAA regarding location of 
the facility in relation to airports in the designated areas as required by §330.61(i)(5) and 
§330.545. 
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A Bird Control Plan Protocol has been developed from recommendations presented by 
LGL Limited Environmental Research Associates. The protocol is on file with the FAA, File 
No. 93-015 TX.  The Bird Control Plan Protocol is included in Part IV – Site Operating Plan 
for the facility.  Refer to Part IV, Section 8.11 – Disease Vector Control. 
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10 GENERAL GEOLOGY AND SOILS STATEMENT 
30 TAC §330.61(j) 

Consistent with §330.61(j)(1)-(4), a general discussion of the geology and soils of the 
site has been prepared.  Detailed discussion of the geology of the site can be found in 
Part III, Attachment E of this application. 

10.1 General Geology 

The Atascocita RDF site lies in the Gulf Coastal Plain of Texas physiographic province 
approximately 50 miles northwest of the Gulf of Mexico.  The Gulf Coastal Plain is a nearly 
smooth, featureless, depositional plain with adjacent low, rolling hills extending westward 
to the Balcones Fault Zone and to shallow bays, barrier islands, and beaches along the 
Gulf of Mexico.  The plain rises gently inland to the west to an elevation of about 200 feet 
above sea level. 

In the Harris County area, the land slopes approximately 2 feet per mile southeast toward 
the Gulf of Mexico.  The generally flat relief of the Gulf Coastal Plain is broken by broad 
shallow valleys of larger streams and narrow valleys of smaller streams that drain the 
region.  Several salt domes form broad mounds on the surface with up to about 100 feet of 
relief.  The local topography at the site is generally flat.  The natural surface relief across 
the site generally ranges from approximately elevation 55 to 70 feet above mean sea level 
(msl).   

The nearest surface water bodies to the site are Garners Bayou to the southwest of the 
site, and Williams Gully to the southeast of the site.  Williams Gully drains 
southwestward into Garners Bayou, which then drains southward into Green’s Bayou 
located about 2-1/2 miles south of the site.  Green’s Bayou flows south and 
southeastward toward Galveston Bay. 

Geologic History 

Thousands of feet of clastic sediments underlie the Gulf Coastal Plain.  These deposits 
represent continental (alluvial plain), transitional (delta, lagoon, and beach), and marine 
(continental shelf) deposition of sand, gravel, silt, and clay, with progressively finer 
grained sediments occurring gulfward.  A regional geologic map for the area is 
presented in Appendix IIA on Drawing IIA.16 and Drawing IIA.17.   

Deposition of Gulf Coastal Plain formations occurred in cycles from late Eocene to 
Quaternary.  Each cycle began with a gradual tilting of the land.  Subsequently, large 
volumes of clastic material from the continent were then transported and deposited in 
each of the depositional environments.  Subsidence of the depositional plains and 
periods of lesser sediment accumulation caused the landward migration of gulf waters.  
The cycle would then begin again as gradual tilting or uplift of the land occurred.  The 
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resulting oscillating shoreline continued to move toward the Gulf of Mexico with each 
cycle to near its present position.  During the Quaternary, sea level was lower during 
glacial periods and deep valleys were cut into older sediments.  The valleys were 
subsequently filled with younger sediments.  Subsequently, sea level rose to near its 
current level (Baker, 1979). 

Regional Stratigraphy and Structure 

The regional geologic stratigraphic units extend from the Pleistocene Series Beaumont 
Formation to the deeper Upper Miocene Series Fleming Formation.  Within the 
Pleistocene and underlying Pliocene Series units are the two defined aquifers (or 
hydrogeologic units) of the region, the Chicot Aquifer and Evangeline Aquifer.  These 
aquifers are collectively termed the Gulf Coast Aquifer.  They are hydraulically separated 
from the underlying Jasper by a continuous aquiclude of varying thickness, the 
Burkeville Confining System.  The total thickness of these stratigraphic units in the area 
of the site, from the surface to the base of the Upper Miocene Series Fleming Formation, 
is about 2,500 feet.   

The youngest formation, the Beaumont Formation, crops out at the surface at the site 
(Barnes, 1982).  Holocene alluvium deposits are present across the site in selected 
locations from overbank flooding; however, the deposits are not in appreciable amounts.  
General stratigraphic positions of these geologic units, along with corresponding general 
regional hydrogeologic units, are presented in Table II-10.1 (Baker, 1979).  It should be 
noted that Table II-10.1 is a generalized depiction of regional geological stratigraphic 
information for the part of the area of the Coastal Plain of Texas that includes the site.  
The information should not be construed to represent the specific geologic stratigraphy 
for the site in every respect.  Site-specific geologic and hydrogeologic information, as 
discerned from site explorations, is discussed throughout this report. 

The Beaumont Formation generally consists of cohesive soils (i.e., clays), but it also 
consists of minor gravel, fine sand, clayey sand, sandy clay, and occasionally limey clay 
(Barnes, 1982).  Clay and sand deposits of the Beaumont pinch out, coalesce, and 
grade into each other.  The limited lateral occurrence of the deposits makes correlation 
of individual beds difficult, even over short lateral distances.  The sand/clay ratio varies 
considerably vertically and horizontally in the Gulf Coastal Plain sediments.  Baker 
(1979) reports that delineation of the Pleistocene units is “exceedingly difficult” due to 
lithologic similarities and the lack of a correlatable fossil record. 

Underlying the Beaumont, the Montgomery, Bentley, and Willis Formations similarly 
comprise deposits of clay, silt, sand, and minor amounts of gravel (Barnes, 1982).  The 
Montgomery and Bentley Formations form the upper and lower portions of the Lissie 
Formation.  The Beaumont Formation is approximately 230 feet thick in the vicinity of the 
site (Golder, 2004).  The underlying Pliocene Goliad Sand is characterized by a coarser 
distribution of clastic material including sand, gravel and carbonate cemented sand 
interbedded with finer grained silt and clay than the overlying units. 

The Upper Miocene Fleming Formation is considered to be the aquiclude to the 
overlying more permeable sediments.  The Fleming Formation is primarily clay and 
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sandy clay interbedded with lesser amounts of sand and sandstone (Wood, et al., 1963).  
The lithologies of the Fleming Formation are part of the hydrogeologic unit designated 
the Burkeville Confining System.   

Table II-10.1 
Atascocita RDF 

Stratigraphy of Part of the Coastal Plain of Texas (Modified from Baker, 1979) 

System Series 
Stratigraphic 

Units 
Hydrogeologic 

Units 

Approximate 
Thickness in 
Site Vicinity 

(ft) 
Hydraulic 

Conductivities 

Holocene Alluvium  

Beaumont Clay ←site 

Montgomery 
Formation Lissie 

Formation Bentley 
Formation 

Chicot 
Aquifer 

Quaternary 
Pleistocene 

Willis Sand  

500 to 700* 645 gpd/ft2 

Pliocene Goliad Sand Evangeline 
Aquifer 1700 250 – 500 

gpd/ft2 

Fleming Formation 

Late 
Tertiary 

Upper 
Miocene 

Oakville Sandstone  

Burkeville 
Confining Unit 400± Confining 

Unit 

*From various sources. 

Most stratigraphic units of the Gulf Coastal Plain thicken toward the Gulf of Mexico as a 
result of subsidence of the depositional basin.  Locally, the thickness of some 
stratigraphic units has been increased by down-to-the-coast growth fault systems.  
Formation outcrops generally strike northeast to southwest nearly parallel with the 
coastline. Regional dip of Pleistocene formations in the area of the site is to the 
southeast at about 10 to 20 feet per mile. 

Gulf Coastal Plain sediments are pierced in places across the region by diapiric salt 
domes. Oil and gas production activities and some mining activities are often associated 
with these salt domes. 

Figure E1-1 – Geologic Vicinity Map and Figure E1-2 – Geologic Vicinity Legend have 
been copied in Appendix IIA – Maps and Drawings and renumbered Drawing IIA.16 – 
Geologic Vicinity Map and Drawing IIA.17 – Geologic Vicinity Legend. 

The stratigraphy beneath the Atascocita RDF was characterized using information from 
a number of studies performed for the original landfill and the proposed amendment.  
The most recent of the previous studies were Attachments 4 and 5 of the 2004 permit 
amendment for the site.  The following descriptions are copied from Part III, 
Attachment E, Section 4.2 – Site Stratigraphy and include references found within that 
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Attachment that have not been recreated in Part IIrecreated and were modified, where 
appropriate, from the original text. 

Site Stratigraphy 

The stratigraphy beneath the Atascocita RDF was characterized using information from 
a number of studies previously performed for the site and the proposed amendment.  
The most recent of these were Attachments 4 and 5 of the 2004 permit amendment for 
the site and the study conducted for this permit amendment.   

For identification purposes, the interpreted units have been labeled as Units I through V.  
Each unit may consist of one or more depositional environments causing lateral and 
vertical variations in lithology within each hydrogeologic unit.  Each of the five identified 
stratigraphic units is within the Beaumont Formation (Golder, 2004).  The following 
paragraphs present our interpretation of the stratigraphy beneath the site.  Where 
appropriate, specific areas of the site are identified by referencing sector phases as 
shown on the inset on Figure E2-2 in Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E2.  The 
proposed expansion area is also identified as Phase 6. 

Unit I 

The surficial stratum identified at the site has been designated as Unit I.  The upper 
portion of Unit I consists of clay, sandy clay, and silty clays.  The Unit I clays overlie the 
silts and sands and their admixtures of the lower portion of Unit I.  This silty, sandy zone 
is referred to as Unit I – Silt.  The clays in Unit I have been described as tan to brown to 
gray to dark gray.  The Unit I – Silt is described as tan to gray.  Isolated and laterally 
discontinuous layers and lenses of sands and silts are common to this tidal influenced 
channel fill and interchannel flood depositional environment.  Floodplain clayey soils are 
located adjacent to the channel fill silts and sands.  Unit I thickness averages 
approximately 20 feet. 

On the existing portion of the site, Unit I consists primarily of clayey lithologies with a 
sand/silt channel occurring in a north-northeast to south-southwest trend.  On the 
eastern area of the proposed expansion area, the basal silt zone is continuous and 
ranges in thickness from 3 to 24 feet.  It is generally thinner on the western part of the 
proposed expansion area and becomes thicker towards the eastern part of the site. 

The hydraulic conductivity of the silt/sand portions of Unit I averages 3.76 x 10-4 cm/sec 
(Part III, Attachment E, Table E-16).  The hydraulic conductivities of the upper clayey 
portions of Unit I range from 1.1 x 10-7 cm/sec to 3 x 10-8 cm/sec.  The basal clastic 
portion of Unit I is primarily silt or silty sand but ranges from fine silt to clayey silt, sandy 
silt, silty sand, and sand.  The basal sands and silts are underlain by the clayey portion 
of Unit II. 

Unit II/III 

The Unit II and III clays, sands, and silts represent depositional cycles similar to Unit I with 
some upper clays and channel fills.  Units II and III are typically identified and discussed in 
combination with each other (Unit II/III) because both units are primarily clays that are 



 

Biggs & Mathews Environmental II-18 Atascocita RDF 
M:\PROJ\101\17\102\P\PART 2.DOC  Rev. 1, 2/1/11 
  Part II 

indistinguishable from each other.  The clays in Unit II/III have been described as tan to 
reddish brown to brown to gray.  The silt and sands have been described as gray to tan.  
Original characterization studies were generally focused on the depositional sequences 
rather than the lithologic and hydrostratigraphic characterization.  In addition, the narrow 
sands that occur on the existing portion of the site are in most cases also indistinguishable 
and act as a single hydrostratigraphic unit.  A generally north/south trending channel fill 
sand within the Unit II/III clayey interval has been identified on the existing part of the site 
(Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E6, Figures E6-18 and E6-19). 

The clayey portions of Unit II/III are interpreted to be floodplain depositional 
environments.  These clays have limited, discontinuous sands and silts in addition to the 
main north/south channel fill.  Unit II/III becomes primarily clay in the deeper portions of 
the unit.  Clays in Unit II/III exhibit hydraulic conductivities in the range of 1 x 10-7 cm/sec 
to 1 x 10-9 cm/sec.  The overall thickness of the Unit II/III clay interval ranges from about 
10 to 50 feet in the proposed expansion area. 

Unit IV 

Unit IV consists primarily of a series of sand layers with isolated interbeds of clay.  The 
clay interbeds are laterally discontinuous and are referred to as Unit IV-A on cross 
sections.  The sand is gray and dense to medium-dense, coarse to very fine-grained with 
subrounded grains, and is well-sorted.  The unit ranges in thickness from about 90 to 
120 feet and is continuous across the entire Atascocita RDF site.  As calculated from 
multiple slug tests, and as shown in Part III, Attachment E, Table E-14, hydraulic 
conductivity in Unit IV ranges from 2.07 x 10-3 cm/sec to 5.33 x 10-6 cm/sec, and averages 
approximately 1.99 x 10-5 cm/sec.  Unit IV is the uppermost aquifer beneath the site for 
groundwater monitoring purposes.  Unit IV is separated beneath the site from deeper parts 
of the Chicot Aquifer by the underlying Unit V clay, which is continuous across the site. 

Unit IV-A 

Unit IV-A occurs as clay lenses within the overall Unit IV sand stratum.  The clay lenses, 
where present, range in thickness from less than 10 feet to a maximum thickness of 
about 25 feet.  In the proposed expansion area these clay lenses occur over most of the 
east and south side of the site (see Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E3, Figures E3-2 
through E3-8).  The clays in Unit IV-A are described as brown to reddish brown, hard, 
blocky, and contain some silt and sand.  These clays generally occur within Unit IV sand 
between approximate elevation 0 to -50 feet msl. 

Unit V – Lower Confining Unit 

Unit V underlies the thick sands of Unit IV and consists of stiff, gray, dense to very dense 
clay that is occasionally silty and sandy.  Unit V is continuous across the site.  A contour 
map of the top of Unit V is shown in Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E3 on Figure E3-9.  
More than 25 geotechnical and geophysical borings reached depths sufficient to identify 
this unit.  Thickness ranged from 7 to more than 30 feet and averaged about 20 feet 
where fully penetrated.  Borings that fully penetrate Unit V are the more recent borings 
on the south side of the site.  The thicknesses were determined from geotechnical and 
geophysical borings that fully penetrated Unit V.  These borings are geotechnical 
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borings BME-4, BME-6, BME-15, B-104, and geophysical borings GB-1 through GB-7.  
Laboratory permeability tests of Unit V show an average hydraulic conductivity of 3.7 x 
10-8 cm/sec.  This unit is the lower confining unit to the uppermost aquifer (Unit IV) 
beneath the site. 

For identification purposes, we have labeled the interpreted units as hydrogeologic units 
I through V.  Each unit may consist of one or more depositional environments causing 
lateral and vertical variations in lithology within each hydrogeologic unit.   

10.2 General Soils 

The information from the field explorations included in Attachment E indicates that the 
subsurface materials at the site consist of the four general soil units that have been 
identified at the site, and are summarized as: 

Table II-10.2 
Atascocita RDF 

Generalized Site Stratigraphy 
Geologic Unit Hydrogeologic Unit 

Regional Site 
Lithology 

Average 
Depth to 
Top of 
Unit (ft) 

Average 
Thickness 

of 
Unit (ft) Site Regional 

Aquifer 

Unit I 
Clay, 

sandy clay, 
silty clay 

-- 20 Unit I Silts –  
Upper Groundwater Unit 

Unit II/III 
Clay, sand, 

silt, and 
intermixes 

20 27 
Clays – Aquitard 

Sands – Groundwater Unit 

Unit IV 
and 

Unit IV-A 

Sand with 
clay layers 47 100 

Uppermost Aquifer 
IV-A – Clay Lenses – 

Aquitard 

Beaumont 
Formation 

Unit V Clay 147 20* Aquiclude –  
Lower Confining Unit 

Upper 
Chicot 

*Where penetrated. 
**Detailed lithologic descriptions of each on-site stratigraphic unit are included in Part III, Attachment E, Section 4.2. 

• Unit I – sandy and silty clays underlain by sands and silts 
• Unit II/III – clay to silty and sandy clay 
• Unit IV – sand with isolated clay interbeds 
• Unit V – clay to silty and sandy clay that arecontinuous across the site 

The laboratory test results are included in Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E5 – 
Laboratory Tests.  These test results were reviewed along with the boring logs to 
develop generalized soil properties for use in the analyses.  As shown on the cross 
sections in Attachment E, Appendix E3, the landfill excavation will encounter clay, silty 
and sandy clay, silt, sandy and clayey silt, sand, and silty and clayey sand. 
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10.3 Fault Areas 

Consistent with §330.61(j)(2) and §330.555, fault areas documentation was prepared as 
part of this application to demonstrate that the Atascocita RDF meets the location 
restriction for fault areas.  The following summary text is duplicated from Part III, 
Attachment E, Section 2.1 – Fault Areas.   

The property on which the Atascocita RDF is located was examined for the presence of 
faulting according to §330.555 criteria.  A fault study was conducted by Fugro 
Consultants, Inc., entitled “Study of Geologic Faulting, Atascocita Recycling and 
Disposal Facility,” dated May 28, 2010 and February 1, 2011, to determine the possibility 
of geologic faulting in the vicinity of the proposed expansion area.  The complete study is 
reproduced in Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E8 and is summarized below.   

The study included assessment of the risk using existing data and included review of the 
following: 

• Previous fault studies for the existing facility 

• Recent and historical aerial photographs of the site 

• Available geologic literature and data, including published and unpublished 
information from Fugro files related to surface faulting in the Houston area 

• LIDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) imagery data for evidence of surface 
faulting 

• Topographic maps and other surface fault maps of the area to evaluate 
geomorphic features possibly associated with surface faulting 

• Subsurface geologic structure maps, including maps prepared by Cambe 
Geological Services and Geomap Company, for presence of faults at depths that 
might project to the surface 

• Observation of site excavation pit areas for evidence of surface faulting 

• Oil and gas field data for evidence of differential subsidence or faulting 

In addition, a site walkover was conducted by an experienced geologist and engineer 
familiar with faulting and solid waste disposal facilities to identify possible physical 
evidence caused by faulting.  The facility was examined for indications of faulting in 
accordance with §330.555(b)(1-12).  No unusual scarps or topographic breaks were 
interpreted within 200 feet of the site.  No evidence of faulting was found associated with 
formation outcrops.  No evidence of faulting was found by examination of area roadways.  
No evidence of faulting was found by inspection of open excavations on the site.  No 
unusual relief or topographic features, such as sag ponds or truncated alluvial spurs, and 
no vegetation changes were observed on the site.  No evidence of structural damage to 
buildings on the property was identified. 
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Two off-site features (the presence of a subsurface fault identified on the subsurface 
structure maps and the alignment of Green’s Bayou, Garners Bayou and Williams Gully 
near the facility) were identified that could potentially be interpreted as the possibility of a 
fault being present near or through the southeast portion of the proposed expansion 
area.  Further investigation using a series of geophysically logged borings was 
accomplished to determine if a northeast-southwest trending fault existed within 200 feet 
of the proposed expansion area.  A line of seven geophysical borings, extending 
diagonally from the northwest corner to the southeast corner of the proposed expansion 
area were drilled.  Based on the interpretation of the logs from the geophysical borings 
there are no offsets in the stratigraphic markers associated with faulting. 

In summary, based on the review of regional data including LIDAR, aerial photographs, 
and subsurface geologic structure maps, there are no geologic faults within 1/2-mile of 
the existing facility.  In addition, no fault scarps were observed at the surface within 
200 feet of the site and there was no evidence of vertical subsidence on any outcrops of 
geologic materials.  No vertical displacement or stratigraphic offset indicative of faults 
was observed in outcrops or in any of the cores from the site borings.  There is no active 
faulting within 200 feet of the site; therefore, the site complies with §330.555.   

The property on which Atascocita RDF is located was examined for the presence of 
faulting according to §330.555 criteria.  A fault study entitled “Study of Geologic 
Faulting”, dated May 28, 2010, was conducted by Furgo South, Inc. that included 
reviewing aerial photographs for the site, reviewing available geologic literature and 
maps of the area, conducting site reconnaissance, and examining the subsurface boring 
data from the site.  The existing Atascocita RDF site and proposed expansion area are 
not located within a fault area. 

Refer to More detailed information is provided in Part III, Attachment E – Geology 
Report, Appendix E8 – Fault Study for the complete fault study.  The Registered 
Professional Engineer responsible for Part II, Section 10.3 – Fault Areas; Appendix IIJ, 
page IIJ-7, Fault Area Location Restrictions; and Part III, Attachment E, Appendix IIE – 
Fault Study is Mr. Robert P. Ringholz, P.E., Fugro Consultants, Inc. 

10.4 Seismic Impact Zones 

Consistent with §330.61(j)(3) and §330.557, seismic impact zones documentation was 
prepared as part of this application to demonstrate that the Atascocita RDF meets the 
location restriction for seismic impact zones.  The text below is copied from Part III, 
Attachment E, Section 2.2 – Seismic Impact Zones and may include references that are 
not reproduced.  Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E4, Figure E4-1 – Seismic Impact 
Zone Map has been copied and incorporated in Part II, Appendix IIA, Drawing IIA.18 – 
Seismic Impact Zone Map. 

The location criterion in §330.557 requires that new municipal solid waste landfill 
(MSWLF) units and lateral expansions shall not be located in seismic impact zones, 
unless the owner or operator demonstrates to the executive director that all containment 
structures (including liners, leachate collection systems, and surface water control 
systems) are designed to resist the maximum horizontal acceleration in lithified earth 
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material for the site. A seismic impact zone is defined as an area with a probability of 10 
percent or greater that the maximum horizontal acceleration in rock, expressed as a 
percentage of the earth's gravitational pull, will exceed 0.10g in 250 years. If the 
maximum horizontal acceleration is less than 0.10g, then the design of the unit will not 
be required to incorporate an evaluation of seismic effects.  

Areas within the United States where seismic effects need to be evaluated, as 
determined by the USGS, are shown in Appendix IIA on Drawing IIA.18.  As indicated on 
this drawing, the Atascocita RDF is not located within a seismic impact zone. 

TCEQ regulations state that no new MSWLF units or lateral expansions shall be located 
in seismic impact zones, unless the owner or operator demonstrates that all containment 
structures, including liners, leachate collection systems, and surface water control 
systems are designed to resist the maximum horizontal acceleration in lithified earth 
material for the site. 

The seismic impact zone as defined by §330.557 is an area with a 10 percent or greater 
probability that the maximum horizontal acceleration in lithified earthen material, 
expressed as a percentage of the earth's gravitational pull, will exceed 0.10g in 
250 years.  Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E4, Figure E4-1 shows the site location on 
the seismic impact zone map for Texas.  The existing Atascocita RDF site and proposed 
expansion area are not located within a seismic impact zone. 

10.5 Unstable Areas  

Consistent with §§330.61(j)(4), 330.63(e)(2), and 330.559, unstable areas documentation 
was prepared as part of this application to demonstrate that the Atascocita RDF meets the 
location restriction for unstable areas. 

An unstable area is defined by the TCEQ as a location that is susceptible to natural or 
human-induced events or forces capable of impairing the integrity of some or all of the 
landfill’s structural components responsible for preventing releases from the landfill.  An 
unstable area can include poor foundation conditions, areas susceptible to mass 
movement, and karst terrains. 

The determination of potential unstable areas at the landfill site is based on site 
observations and a review of existing documentation for the site.  Based on this review, 
the foundation conditions and the local geologic and geomorphologic features are 
stable.  In addition, there is no evidence to suspect mass movement of natural 
formations of earthen material on or in the vicinity of this site.  No foundation problems 
exist at the site.  The proposed landfill components were evaluated with respect to 
differential settlement, heave and slope stability.  The detailed analysis is included in 
Part III, Attachment D5 – Geotechnical Design. Based on the results of these analyses, 
the existing and proposed man-made features have been predicted to have adequate 
factors of safety with respect to stability.  The site is not located in a karst area. 

The evaluation of potential unstable areas at the site is based on the following 
observations, analyses, and reviews of site specific information. 
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• Existing features including structures and liner systems did not exhibit evidence 
of foundation movements. 

• The boring logs and laboratory data did not indicate the presence of poor 
foundation conditions. 

• The settlement and heave analyses presented in Part III, Attachment D, 
Appendix D5-A show that the landfill components will not undergo detrimental 
differential settlement. 

• The slope stability analyses presented in Part III, Attachment D, Appendix D5-B 
show that landfill components will be stable. 

• Evidence to suspect mass movement of natural formations of earthen material on 
or in the vicinity of this site was not observed at the site, in the borings or on the 
geologic maps. 

• Evidence of karst terrain was not observed at the site, in the borings or on the 
geologic maps. 

Based on site observations, a review of existing geological data, and geotechnical 
analysis of the structural components of the landfill developmentthis evaluation, the site 
is not located in an unstable area and the integrity of the landfill is not expected to 
become impaired by natural, surface, or subsurface local human-made features or 
events. 
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11 GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER 
30 TAC §330.61(k) 

11.1 Groundwater 

Consistent with §330.61(k)(1), a discussion of groundwater conditions at and near the 
facility has been prepared.  A groundwater investigation report is included in Part III, 
Attachment E, Section 4.  The groundwater monitoring system proposed for the site is 
discussed in Part III, Attachment F, Section 3. 

The Gulf Coast Aquifer (Kasmarek and Strom, 2002) is classified by the State of Texas 
as a major aquifer.  In Texas, the Gulf Coast Aquifer extends from the Rio Grande Valley 
and northeastward to the Louisiana border, encompassing more than 50,000 square 
miles and all or parts of 54 counties (Ashworth and Hopkins, 1995).  The Chicot and 
Evangeline comprise the Gulf Coast Aquifer (Kasmarek and Strom, 2002).  These 
aquifers are regionally connected in a “leaky artesian aquifer” condition.  The Chicot is 
the uppermost aquifer.  The Evangeline occurs below the Chicot.  The Burkeville 
Confining System, including the Fleming Formation, serves as the aquiclude to the 
Evangeline.  Clay interbeds occurring within the Chicot and Evangeline serve as 
aquicludes to overlying sandy zones preventing local downward migration of 
groundwater.  Deeper, confined zones within each aquifer results in a “leaky artesian 
aquifer” situation.  This upward pressure gradient condition also prevents downward 
migration of groundwater.  Hydraulic properties of the Chicot and Evangeline are 
summarized in Table II-11.1 as follows.   

The primary sources of groundwater in the area are two regional aquifers, the Chicot 
and Evangeline.  Recharge to the Chicot Aquifer is by precipitation on the sandy 
outcrops of the formations that comprise the aquifer.  The site is on an outcrop of the 
clayey portion of the Beaumont Formation, and thus does not serve as a recharge area 
for the aquifer.  Groundwater in the Chicot is used for domestic and municipal 
requirements.  The recharge of the Evangeline from the Chicot system is primarily from 
the compaction of overlying clays.  However, the confined groundwater in deeper zones 
commonly results in a leaky artesian aquifer condition, with upward pressures that prevent 
downward migration of groundwater.  Groundwater from the Evangeline Aquifer is used 
for domestic and municipal requirements. 
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Table II-11.1 
Atascocita RDF 

Hydraulic Properties of Regional Aquifers 
Compiled from Wood, et al., 1963 

Parameters Chicot Aquifer Evangeline Aquifer 

Composition Sand, Silt, and Clay Sand 
Transmissivity 225,000 gpd/feet 100,000 gpd/feet 
Hydraulic Conductivity 645 gpd/square feet 250-500 gpd/square feet 
Water Table/Confined Confined Confined 
Groundwater Flow Rate 50 feet/year 25-50 feet/year 
Water Quality   
    Total Dissolved Solids <500 ppm TDS <500 ppm TDS 
    Chlorides <250 mg/l <100 mg/l 

Recharge Zones Beaumont Formation Northwest and West Outcrop 
of Evangeline** 

Regional Water Table See Part III, Attachment E, 
Appendix E1, Figure E1-4 

See Part III, Attachment E, 
Appendix E1, See Figure E1-5 

Present Use of Water Municipal, Industrial, Irrigation Municipal, Industrial, Irrigation 
Identification of Water 
Wells Within 1 Mile 

See Part III, Attachment E, 
Table E-3 

See Part III, Attachment E, 
Table E-3 

*Regional groundwater potentiometric surface map(s) are included in Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E1, Figures E1-4 
and E1-5. 
**Additional information regarding the Evangeline Aquifer Recharge Zone can be found in Part III, Attachment E, Section 
3.1.1.2. 

Groundwater conditions at the site were determined using data from a combination of 
piezometers and monitoring wells that are a part of the approved site Subtitle D 
groundwater monitoring system.  Details and logs of the borings, monitoring wells and 
piezometers are provided in Part III, Attachment E, Appendix E2. 

11.2 Surface Water 

Consistent with §330.61(k)(2), a discussion of surface water at and near the site has 
been developed.  The surface water drainage evaluation and design is included in 
Part III, Attachment C – Facility Surface Water Drainage Report. 

The Atascocita RDF is located in the Greens Bayou watershed near the confluence of 
Garners Bayou and Williams Gully.  The Garners Bayou and Williams Gully confluence 
is approximately 3,500 feet south of the facility permit boundary.  Garners Bayou 
continues approximately an additional 5,000 feet before connecting with Greens Bayou. 

The Garners Bayou drainage area adjacent to the facility includes areas north and west 
of the facility, including the current permitted Atascocita RDF.  Surface water runoff from 
the facility enters Garners Bayou at two discharge points.  Surface water is routed to 
these discharge points through existing perimeter drainage channels and detention 
ponds. 
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The Williams Gully drainage area adjacent to the facility includes areas north and east of 
the current permitted Atascocita RDF.  There are no constructed drainage facilities 
routing surface water runoff from the Atascocita RDF to Williams Gully.  Surface water 
runoff from the proposed expansion area enters Williams Gully through one existing 
drainage feature; the majority of the surface water sheet flows across the proposed 
expansion area to Williams Gully.   

The Atascocita RDF is located within Harris County.  As such, detailed evaluations and 
flood studies have been conducted and submitted for approval to the HCFCD.  Refer to 
Part II, Appendix III for documentation and a copy of the HCFCD approvals. 

11.3 Stormwater Permitting 

The facility has been designed to prevent the discharge of pollutants into waters of the 
state of Texas or waters of the United States, as defined by the Texas Water Code and 
the federal Clean Water Act, respectively.  WMTX submitted a notice of intent (NOI) to 
comply with TPDES General Permit No. TXR050000 relating to stormwater discharge 
associated with industrial activity (Multi-Sector General Permit) and received Permit No. 
TXR05N515. A copy of the permit is included in Appendix IIG – TPDES Permit. 
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12 ABANDONED OIL AND WATER WELLS 
30 TAC §330.61(l) 

12.1 Water Wells 

There are three known abandoned water wells within the permit boundary but outside of 
the waste disposal footprint of the Atascocita RDF.  There is one existing non-potable 
water well within the permit boundary outside the limits of the waste disposal area and 
outside the groundwater monitoring network.  Refer to Part II, Appendix IIA, 
Drawing IIA.4 – Water Wells for the location of known water wells within the permit 
boundary.  However, should any unknown abandoned water wells be discovered during 
facility development, Atascocita RDF will immediately provide written notification to the 
TCEQ executive director of their location. 

A copy of the well plugging report for any found well will be submitted to the appropriate 
state agency and executive director within 30 days after the well is plugged. A permit 
modification will be submitted to the executive director if revisions to the liner installation 
plan are required as the result of well abandonment. 

12.2 Oil and Gas Wells 

There are no known existing or abandoned crude oil or natural gas wells or other wells 
associated with mineral recovery within the Atascocita RDF permit boundary.  Refer to 
Part II, Appendix IIA, Drawing IIA.5 for the oil and gas wells or dry holes in the site 
vicinity.  If any abandoned crude oil or natural gas wells or other wells associated with 
mineral recovery are located, the landfill will provide written notification to the TCEQ’s 
executive director of their location within 30 days of their discovery.  For any abandoned 
crude oil or natural gas wells, or other wells associated with mineral recovery, the landfill 
will also provide the executive director of the TCEQ with written certification that all such 
wells have been properly capped, plugged, and closed in accordance with all applicable 
rules and regulations of the Railroad Commission of Texas. 

A copy of the well plugging report to be submitted to the appropriate state agency will 
also be submitted to the executive director of the TCEQ within 30 days after the well has 
been plugged.  A permit modification will be submitted to the executive director if 
revisions to the liner installation plan are required as the result of well abandonment.  
Any producing crude oil or natural gas well that does not affect or hamper landfill 
operations may be installed or remain in its current state if identified in the permit for the 
landfill. 
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13 FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS  
30 TAC §330.61(m) 

13.1 Floodplains 

Consistent with §330.61(m)(1) and §330.547, an evaluation of the 100-year floodplain 
has been prepared by Dannenbaum Engineering Corporation for the Atascocita RDF. 
The continued development of the Atascocita RDF will be conducted outside the 100-
year floodplain.  Refer to Part III, Attachment C2 – Regional Drainage and Flood Control 
Analysis Appendix IIK for documentation and approvals received from FEMA and the 
HCFCD for development of the Atascocita RDF.  The limits of the 100-year floodplain 
are depicted on Drawing IIA.20. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has defined the limits of the 
100-year floodplain in the vicinity of the landfill as Zone AE; base flood elevations have 
been determined by FEMA.  The limits of the floodplain are depicted in Part III, 
Attachment C2, on Drawing C2-B-1IIA.19, which is a drawing compiled from the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Community Panel Number 48201C0505L, with an effective 
date of September 28, 1990, and a most recent revision date of June 18, 2007.  As 
depicted on Drawing C2-B-1, portions of the permit boundary along Garners Bayou and 
Williams Gully are located within the FEMA defined 100-year floodplain.  Drawing C2-B-
1 also shows that a portion of the waste disposal footprint is within the limits of the 100-
year floodplain.  However the FIRM panel has not been revised to reflect modifications 
to the floodplain approved after June 18, 2007. 

As part of the current permit, the Atascocita RDF has constructed the west pond, east pond, 
floodplain mitigation channel, and the perimeter berm.  The perimeter berm hydraulically 
disconnects the 100-year floodplain and Phase 5, a permitted future fill area, which is 
shown in the 100-year floodplain on Drawing C2-B-1.  The floodplain mitigation channel 
provides floodplain storage mitigating the volume of storage removed by the perimeter 
berm. 

A Letter of Map Revision – Fill (LOMR-F) was prepared by Dannenbaum Engineering 
Corporation to revise the 100-year floodplain to account for the improvements and 
developments with the 100-year floodplain.  The LOMR-F, which officially modifies the 
100-year floodplain, was approved by FEMA on September 15, 2009 (see Part III, 
Attachment C2, Appendix C2-C).  A copy of the LOMR-F determination is included in 
Appendix IIK – Floodplain Documentation.  

The Harris County Flood Control District (HCFCD) is the agency having jurisdictional 
authority of the downstream receiving channels from the Atascocita RDF (Garners 
Bayou and Williams Gully).  Dannenbaum Engineering Corporation conducted a drainage 
analysis for the expansion of the Atascocita RDF.  The purpose of the analysis was to 
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demonstrate to the HCFCD that the proposed expansion of the Atascocita RDF will not 
impact the flooding condition of the receiving channels.   

Dannenbaum Engineering Corporation conducted a regional drainage analysis of the 
Atascocita RDF.  A HEC-RAS analysis of Garners Bayou and Williams Gully was 
performed and the 100-year water surface elevations for the current permitted and 
postdeveloped landfill conditions were determined.  The limits of the 100-year floodplain 
for the current permitted and postdevelopment conditions are depicted in Part III, 
Attachment C, on Drawings C2-B-2 and C2-B-3, respectively IIA.20.  

Based on the HEC-RAS evaluation of the current permitted landfill conditions, no pre-
Subtitle D or Subtitle D landfill units are located within the 100-year floodplain.  Based on 
the HEC-RAS evaluation of the postdeveloped landfill conditions, no pre-Subtitle D or 
Subtitle D landfill units are located within the 100-year floodplain and no waste disposal 
operations will take place within the 100-year floodplain.  Refer to Part III, Attachment C2, 
Appendix C2-C for aA copy of the HCFCD approval for the expansion of the 
Atascocita RDF is included in Appendix IIK – Floodplain Documentation. 

13.2 Wetlands 

Consistent with §330.61(m)(2) and (3) and §330.553, a wetlands determination for the 
facility under applicable federal, state, and local laws has been prepared.  The wetlands 
determination was conducted to evaluate areas subject to jurisdiction under Section 404 
of the federal Clean Water Act and areas subject to determination under state 
designation, as defined in 30 TAC §307.3(81).  There are no local laws related to 
wetland areas.  Further, if the state definition of wetland conflicts with the federal 
definition in any manner, the state regulations provide that the federal definition prevails. 

A wetlands determination was conducted for the currently permitted Atascocita RDF 
(facility) boundary, as defined by Permit No. MSW 1307C.  Based on this wetlands 
determination and the development of the Atascocita RDF, the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers, Galveston District (USACE SWG) issued Nationwide Permit 39 
(SWG-03-39-004).  The construction of the Atascocita RDF (Permit No. MSW 1307C) 
was conducted consistent with this authorization.  A copy of Nationwide Permit No. 39 is 
included in Appendix IID – Wetlands Documentation. 

A wetlands determination for the proposed Atascocita RDF expansion area was 
conducted by Knudson, L.P. and is included as Appendix IID – Wetlands 
Documentation.  The wetlands determination identified jurisdictional waters of the United 
States, including wetlands.  As such, coordination with the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, Galveston District (USACE SWG) has resulted in an Individual Permit 
application submittal for the Atascocita landfill expansion.  Refer to Appendix IID – 
Wetlands Documentation for a copy of the Individual Permit, as submitted to USACE 
SWG, and subsequent documentation. 
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13.2.1 Wetlands Delineation Study 

Environmental investigations and wetlands delineation for the proposed Atascocita RDF 
expansion area were conducted between December 2002 and January 2003.  All 
studies were acknowledged and verified by the United States Army Corps of Engineers, 
Galveston District (USACE SWG) on May 14, 2003.  The USACE SWG issued an 
approved determination [D-5292] for the expansion area, which was scheduled to expire 
on May 14, 2008.  

An Individual Permit (IP) for impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, was 
submitted to the USACE SWG in March 2008.  The IP was submitted for the proposed 
expansion area totaling approximately 190 acres.  As a result of the impacts to waters of 
the U.S., including wetlands, the landfill expansion permit boundary was reduced to 
approximately 170 acres. 

Based on USACE SWG review comments, an updated delineation of waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, was conducted for the proposed expansion area between August 3 and 
September 16, 2009.  Specifically, in a letter dated July 2, 2009, the USACE SWG 
requested a wetland delineation be conducted per the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual and the 2008 Interim Regional Supplement for the Atlantic and Gulf 
Coastal Plain.  

The environmental investigations, wetlands delineation, impacts to waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, and subsequent IP have been under the professional direction of 
Ms. Katie Northrup, a Professional Geoscientist (#1215) and Certified Professional 
Wetland Scientist (#120554).   

The proposed expansion of the Atascocita RDF results in approximately 17.95 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands and 950 linear feet of jurisdictional waters of the U.S. to be filled 
and/or excavated.  Approximately 1.2 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 3,200 linear 
feet of jurisdictional waters of the U.S. will be avoided [Wetland 4 (portion) through 
Wetland 7 and Wetland 12 through Wetland 18, consecutively; the majority of Williams 
Gully, and CRK 1] due to the facility design.  To the extent practicable, the proposed 
landfill expansion has been designed to avoid waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  
The following table details proposed impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands. 
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Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. 
Identified within the Atascocita RDF Expansion Area 

Harris County, Texas 

Wetland/Water Body ID Water Type/Class1 
Wetland 
(acres) 

Length 
(linear feet) 

Construction 
Impacts 

Wetland 1A PFO 3.07 – Yes 
Wetland 1B PFO 9.29  Yes 
Wetland 2 PFO 0.27 – Yes 
Wetland 3 PFO 0.09 – Yes 
Wetland 4 PFO 2.92 – Yes 
Wetland 4 PFO 0.39 – No 
Wetland 5 PFO 0.08 – No 
Wetland 6 PSS 0.06 – No 
Wetland 7 PSS 0.11 – No 
Wetland 8 PFO 0.96 – Yes 
Wetland 9 PFO 0.07 – Yes 
Wetland 10 PSS 0.42 – Yes 
Wetland 11 PFO 0.03 – Yes 
Wetland 12 PEM 0.44 – No 
Wetland 13 PEM 0.01 – No 
Wetland 14 PEM 0.01 – No 
Wetland 15 PEM 0.07 – No 
Wetland 16 PEM 0.01 – No 
Wetland 17 PEM 0.01 – No 
Wetland 18 PSS 0.01 – No 
Wetland 19 PEM 0.83 – Yes 
Ditch 1 Ephemeral – 650 Yes 
CRK 1 Ephemeral – 268 No 
Williams Gully Perennial  – 300 Yes 
Williams Gully Perennial  – 2,922 No 

PEM (6) 0.55 –  
PSS (3) 0.18   
PFO (2) 0.47 – 
Ephemeral – 268 

Avoided Features 

Perennial  – 2,922 
Total Avoidances  1.20 3,190 

PEM (1) 0.83 – 
PSS(1) 0.42 – 
PFO (8) 16.70 – 
Ephemeral – 650 

Impacted Features 

Perennial – 300 
Total Impacts  17.95 950 

 

1PEM = palustrine emergent, PSS = palustrine sapling and shrub, PFO = palustrine forest 

Approximately 1.2 acres (including six PEM wetlands comprising 0.55 acre, three PSS 
wetlands comprising 0.18 acre, and two PFO wetlands comprising 0.47 acre) are 
proposed to be avoided as a result of best management practices (BMP).  Additionally, 
an approximate 300-foot ephemeral stream (CRK 1) containing an OHWM and 
approximately 3,000 feet of Williams Gully will be avoided due to facility design.   
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13.2.2 Permits Required 

Unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S., including those 
that cannot be avoided by facility design, will be mitigated for within either a 
USACE SWG approved mitigation bank or within an in-lieu fee mitigation project.  
WMTX will provide compensatory mitigation to a USACE SWG approved mitigation bank 
or in-lieu fee mitigation project for construction impacts to approximately 17.95 acres of 
wetlands.  An IP for impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, submitted to the 
USACE SWG in May 2010 is currently undergoing review.  The IP was placed on public 
notice in June 2010.  Receipt of the IP will be obtained prior to disturbance or 
development within streams and wetland areas.  The mitigation plan accompanying the 
IP will satisfy all USACE SWG requirements for mitigation of impacts to wetlands.  

13.2.3 Demonstration of Compliance with Location Restrictions 

New MSWLF units and lateral expansions shall not be located in wetlands unless the 
owner or operator submits each of the demonstrations identified in §330.553(b)(1)-(5) to 
the executive director.  Accordingly, the remainder of this section provides the required 
demonstrations by listing each paragraph of §330.553(b)(1)-(5), followed by information 
on how the facility will comply with each of these requirements to meet the wetlands 
location restrictions.  A certification of compliance with the wetlands location restrictions 
is included in Appendix IIJ.  

(1) Where applicable under the Clean Water Act, §404 or applicable State 
wetlands laws, the presumption that a practicable alternative to the 
proposed landfill is available that does not involve wetlands shall be 
clearly rebutted. 

As detailed above, approximately 19.15 acres of wetlands and 4,140 linear feet of 
waters of the U.S. are present within the proposed project area.  Approximately 
17.95 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 950 linear feet of jurisdictional waters that 
cannot practicably be avoided would be filled and/or excavated.  Approximately 
1.2 acres of wetlands are proposed to be avoided as a result of reducing the proposed 
landfill expansion footprint and incorporation of BMP devices.  Additionally, an 
approximate 300-foot ephemeral stream (CRK 1) containing an OHWM and 
approximately 3,000 feet of Williams Gully will be avoided through facility design. 

Project design has exercised environmental sequencing (avoidance, minimization, 
compensation) with respect to potential impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, 
as defined in TCEQ regulations.  Methods of development, while avoiding jurisdictional 
wetlands, were analyzed.  As a result, all wetland areas within the 100-year floodplain will 
be avoided during this expansion.  These areas comprise approximately 1.2 acres.  The 
facility can meet the project goals while avoiding these jurisdictional areas. 

A comprehensive evaluation of wetland areas was completed as part of the design to 
analyze and minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters.  Goals of the landfill expansion 
could not feasibly be achieved without impacting, to some degree, certain wetland areas.  
Given the central location of impacted wetlands in the expansion area, the landfill could 
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not be sized or shifted in a manner that could practicably avoid these areas and continue 
to meet the expansion goals for this facility. 

WMTX will provide compensatory mitigation to a USACE SWG approved mitigation bank 
or in-lieu fee mitigation project for construction impacts to approximately 17.95 acres of 
wetlands. 

(2) The construction and operation of the MSWLF unit shall not: 

(A) cause or contribute to violations of any applicable State water 
quality standard; 

During all phases of construction activities, WMTX will incorporate BMP devices to assist 
in the control of erosion, sedimentation, and post-construction total suspended soils.  A 
BMP is defined by the USACE SWG as: policies, practices, procedures, or structures 
implemented to mitigate adverse environmental effects on surface water quality resulting 
from development.  BMP devices are categorized as structural or non-structural. Such 
BMP devices to be used singularly or in combination will include avoidance, 
minimization, and/or the construction of barricade fences, silt fences, filter socks, and 
straw bale dikes.  The Facility Surface Water Drainage Report is presented in Part III, 
Attachment C.  The surface water design includes an Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan for all phases of landfill operation.  Also, the Site Operating Plan (SOP), Part IV, 
Section 8.18 addresses operational requirements to provide adequate cover over the 
waste, and to inspect, maintain, and repair erosion at the site. 

(B) violate any applicable toxic effluent standard or prohibition under 
of the Clean Water Act, §307; 

The facility will operate a landfill gas collection and control system with flare, a 
leachate/contaminated water collection and storage system, and stormwater 
management detention basins on the site.  Such control measures are for compliance 
with Clean Water Act §307.  No effluent violations are anticipated at this facility. 

(C) jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of a 
critical habitat, protected under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973; and 

The Atascocita RDF development and operation will not result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of the critical habitat of endangered or threatened species, or 
cause or contribute to the taking of any endangered or threatened species. 

In response to comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the survey 
for threatened and endangered species was conducted in April 2002, by Ms. Katie 
Northrup, a Professional Geoscientist (#1215) and Certified Professional Wetland 
Scientist (#120554) with the botanical knowledge and experience qualifying her to 
conduct the survey.  The method of survey included knowledge of the species, including 
its edaphic and hydrologic requirements.  The expansion area was traversed using 
walking transects.  No colonies of Hymenoxys texana were encountered during the 
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survey as the expansion area lacks the particular habitat requirements.  Therefore, it is 
highly unlikely that Hymenoxys texana will be impacted by the Atascocita RDF 
expansion. 

Team members conducted reviews of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) 
Natural Diversity Database (NDD) in 2008 and again in 2009 for records regarding 
threatened and endangered species, candidates for listing as threatened or endangered 
species, sensitive natural communities, and other features of concern known or 
suspected to occur in the expansion area.  The USFWS annotated county lists of rare 
species were referenced.  The expansion area was once again evaluated for federal and 
state-listed threatened and endangered species and their associated habitats during the 
detailed field surveys.  Species evaluated during field surveys included the Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and Texas prairie dawn-flower (Hymenoxys texana) 
federally-listed as DM (Delisted Taxon, Recovered, Being Monitored First Five Years) 
and E (endangered), respectively.  The bald eagle has been delisted; however, the 
species will continue to be regulated under the Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act (USFWS, 2006).  Again, based on literature review and initial and subsequent field 
evaluations, no federal or state-listed threatened or endangered species or their critical 
habitat were observed, nor could the habitat within the expansion area support these 
species. Therefore, no impact to threatened or endangered species is anticipated as a 
result of the construction or operation of the Atascocita RDF.  The 
threatened/endangered species assessment and related agency correspondence is 
presented in Appendix IIE. 

(D) violate any requirement under the Marine Protection, Research, 
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 for the protection of a marine 
sanctuary. 

The facility is designed and will be operated to prevent discharges of waste.  
Furthermore, the facility neither abuts nor is it located adjacent to any marine or coastal 
area, and therefore is not expected to violate any requirement under the Marine 
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. 

(3) The MSWLF unit shall not cause or contribute to significant degradation 
of wetlands. The owner/operator shall demonstrate the integrity of the 
MSWLF unit and its ability to protect ecological resources by addressing 
the following factors: 

(A) erosion, stability, and migration potential of native wetland soils, 
muds, and deposits used to support the MSWLF unit; 

As previously mentioned, erosion and sediment control BMP devices will be 
implemented throughout each phase of site development activities and during landfill 
operation.  The facility is designed with adequate calculated factors of safety against 
slope stability (see Part Ill, Attachment D) and with surface water drainage design and 
erosional stability (see Part Ill, Attachment C).  The BMP devices and engineering 
controls will be used to manage stormwater runoff, maintain stability, and minimize 
erosion/sedimentation. 
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(B) erosion, stability, and migration potential of dredged and fill 
materials used to support the MSWLF unit; 

Native soils will be excavated from the expansion area to provide soils for the MSWLF 
operations throughout the Atascocita RDF site life (e.g., daily and intermediate cover, 
soil liner construction, construction of access roads, final cap construction, etc.).  No 
soils from outside the facility permit boundary are expected to be used for landfill 
operations.  BMP devices will be used to prevent erosion and sedimentation as well as 
stabilize areas of bare earth during and following construction activities. 

(C) the volume and chemical nature of the waste managed in the 
MSWLF unit; 

The major classifications of solid waste to be accepted at the Atascocita RDF include 
municipal solid waste, special waste, and Class 2 and 3 industrial wastes.  Special 
wastes to be accepted at the facility are authorized by §330.171 and the facility Special 
Waste Acceptance Plan included in Part IV – Site Operating Plan.  The facility is 
authorized to accept liquid wastes for solidification.  The waste classifications are 
defined in §330.3. 

Consistent with §330.15, the facility will not accept for disposal Class 1 nonhazardous 
industrial waste; lead acid storage batteries; used motor vehicle oil; used oil filters; 
whole used or scrap tires; refrigerators, freezers, air conditioners or other items 
containing chlorinated fluorocarbons (CFC); bulk or noncontainerized liquid waste from 
nonhousehold sources; regulated hazardous waste; polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) 
waste; radioactive materials; or other wastes prohibited by TCEQ regulations.  Refer to 
Part II, Section 2 – Waste Acceptance Plan for a detailed discussion of the properties 
and characteristics of waste and the volume and rate of disposal. 

(D) impacts on fish, wildlife, and other aquatic resources and their 
habitat from release of the solid waste; 

(E) the potential effects of catastrophic release of waste to the 
wetland and the resulting impacts on the environment; and 

The facility is designed and will be constructed and operated to prevent releases of solid 
waste in accordance with the technical portions of the permit amendment application 
pursuant to the regulations in Chapter 330.   Although avoided waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, exist in close proximity to the expansion area, during all phases of 
construction activities, WMTX will incorporate BMP devices to assist in the control of 
erosion, sedimentation, and post-construction total suspended soils.  Additionally, the 
facility will operate a landfill gas collection and control system with flare, a 
leachate/contaminated water collection and storage system, and stormwater 
management detention basins on the site.  Such control measures are for compliance 
with Clean Water Act §307.  No effluent violations are anticipated at this facility.  During 
operation, there may be occasional windblown wastes.  As described in the SOP (Part 
IV, Section 8.25), routine inspections will be made daily for such wastes, followed by 
pickup to remove this litter.  Thus, the facility is expected to have minimal impacts to the 
wetland areas, fish, wildlife or other aquatic resources and their habitat. 
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(F) any additional factors, as necessary, to demonstrate that 
ecological resources in the wetland are sufficiently protected 

(4) To the extent required under the Clean Water Act, §404 or applicable 
State wetlands laws, steps have been taken to attempt to achieve no net 
loss of wetlands (as defined by Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality) by first avoiding impacts to wetlands to the maximum extent 
practicable as required by paragraph (1) of this section, then minimizing 
unavoidable impacts to the maximum extent practicable, and finally 
offsetting remaining unavoidable wetland impacts through all appropriate 
and practicable compensatory mitigation actions (e.g., restoration of 
existing degraded wetlands or creation of manmade wetlands). 

Environmental sequencing has been implemented for this site.  To achieve the goals of 
the landfill expansion, wetland areas were identified through delineation activities.  
Section (1) presented above describes the environmental sequencing for the wetlands 
associated with the expansion area.  Since avoidance and minimization of impacts are 
not practicable within the expansion area for 17.95 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 
950 linear feet of jurisdictional waters of the U.S., compensation for impacts is currently 
proposed.  WMTX will provide compensatory mitigation to a USACE SWG approved 
mitigation bank or within an in-lieu fee mitigation project for construction impacts to 
approximately 17.95 acres of wetlands.  

(5) Sufficient information shall be made available to the executive director to 
make a reasonable determination with respect to these demonstrations. 

The Wetland Mitigation Plan for the Atascocita RDF proposed expansion will be made 
available to the executive director, as appropriate.  The Wetland Mitigation Plan will be 
included as part of the IP application submitted to the USACE. 
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14 ENDANGERED OR THREATENED SPECIES 
30 TAC §330.61(n) 

Consistent with §330.61(n) and §330.551, an evaluation of endangered or threatened 
species at or near the site has been prepared by Knudson, L.P. and is documented in 
Appendix IIE – Endangered or Threatened Species Documentation.   

Based on site visits conducted by qualified biologists at Knudson, L.P., there are no 
threatened or endangered species or critical habitat found on the site.   

Based on evaluation conducted by Knudson, L.P., and coordination with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, in accordance with 
§330.551(a), the facility and the operation of the facility will not result in the destruction 
or adverse modification of the critical habitat of endangered or threatened species, or 
cause or contribute to the taking of any endangered or threatened species. 

Coordination with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department regarding the locations and specific data relating to endangered and 
threatened species in Texas is provided in Appendix IIE – Endangered or Threatened 
Species Documentation. 
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15 TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION REVIEW 
30 TAC §330.61(o) 

Consistent with §330.61(o), a review letter was submitted to the Texas Historical 
Commission documenting compliance with the Natural Resources Code, Chapter 191, 
Texas Antiquities Code.  The state Historic Preservation Officer determined that no 
historic properties are affected and the project may proceed.  Documentation of the 
coordination with the Texas Historical Commission is provided in Appendix IIF – 
Archaeological Survey.  The archaeological survey completed by PBS&J/Northrup 
Associates for the Atascocita RDF property is also provided in Appendix IIF – 
Archaeological Survey. 
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16 COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
REVIEW REQUEST 

30 TAC §330.61(p) 

Consistent with §330.61(p), Parts I and II of the application were submitted for review to 
the Houston-Galveston Area Council of Governments to determine compliance with the 
regional solid waste plan. Since the Atascocita RDF is not located within the city limits of 
any city, there is not an appropriate local government solid waste plan and review 
process.  Documentation of the coordination with the Houston-Galveston Area Council of 
Governments is provided in Appendix III – Houston-Galveston Area Council of 
Governments Documentation.  Documentation from the Houston-Galveston Area 
Council of Governments that the Atascocita RDF landfill expansion is consistent with the 
regional solid waste plan is included in Appendix III.  
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17 LOCATION RESTRICTIONS 
30 TAC §§330.543 through 330.563 

Location restriction statements and certifications have been prepared for the Atascocita 
RDF in accordance with §330.1 and §330.451.  Refer to Appendix IIJ – Location 
Restriction Certifications for certifications. 

17.1 Easements and Buffer Zones 

The Atascocita RDF expansion is consistent with the provisions of §330.543 related to 
easements and buffer zones. 

17.1.1 Easement Protection 

No solid waste unloading storage, disposal, or processing operations shall occur within 
any easement, buffer zone, or right-of-way that crosses the facility.  No solid waste 
disposal shall occur within 25 feet of the center line of any utility line or pipeline 
easement but no closer than the easement, unless otherwise authorized by the 
executive director.  All pipeline and utility easements shall be clearly marked with posts 
that extend at least 6 feet above ground level, spaced at intervals no greater than 300 
feet.  There are no pipeline or utility easements that will affect solid waste unloading, 
storage, disposal or processing operations; refer to Drawing IIA.9 – Site Layout Plan. 

17.1.2 Buffer Zones 

The buffer distances between the permit boundary and waste disposal area are 
identified on Drawing IIA.9 – Site Layout Plan.  As shown, the buffer distances for the 
expansion area consisting of Phases 5 and 6 exceed the minimum buffer distance of 
125 feet.  The currently permitted and active waste disposal areas are within Phases 1, 
2, 3, and 4.  As discussed, there is no proposed height increase or new waste disposal 
capacity within Phases 1, 2, 3, or 4; as such, the existing buffer distances comply with 
the requirements of §330.543(b). 

17.2 Airport Safety 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.545 related to airport safety.  The 
evaluation of the facility impact on surrounding airports is discussed in detail in Part II, 
Section 9.1 – Airport Impact.  Documentation of coordination with the Federal Aviation 
Administration is provided in Appendix IIH – Federal Aviation Administration 
Documentation. 



 

Biggs & Mathews Environmental II-41 Atascocita RDF 
M:\PROJ\101\17\102\P\PART 2.DOC  Rev. 1, 2/1/11 
  Part II 

17.3 Floodplains 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.547 related to floodplains.  A 
discussion of floodplains is provided in Part II, Section 13.1 – Floodplains.  Additional 
documentation is provided in Part II, Appendix IIK; and in Part III, Attachment C2 – 
Regional Drainage and Flood Control Analysis. 

17.4 Groundwater 

Consistent with the provisions of §330.549 related to groundwater, the facility is not located 
within the recharge zone of the Edwards Aquifer as identified in 30 TAC Chapter 213. 
Additional information related to aquifers beneath the facility groundwater is provided in 
Part II, Section 11.1 – Groundwater of this Part and in Part III, Attachment E – Geology 
Report and Attachment F – Groundwater Monitoring Plan.   

17.5 Endangered or Threatened Species 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.551 related to endangered or 
threatened species. The evaluation of the facility’s potential impact on endangered or 
threatened species is provided in Part II, Section 14 – Endangered or Threatened 
Species. Additional information is provided in Part II, Appendix IIE – Endangered or 
Threatened Species Documentation. 

17.6 Wetlands 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.553 related to wetlands. A 
discussion of wetlands is provided in Part II, Section 13.2 – Wetlands. Additional 
documentation is provided in Part II, Appendix IID – Wetlands Documentation. 

17.7 Fault Areas 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.555 related to fault areas. A 
discussion of fault areas is provided in Part II, Section 10.3 – Fault Areas. Additional 
information is provided in Part III, Attachment E – Geology Report, Appendix E-8 – Fault 
Study. 

17.8 Seismic Impact Zones 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.557 related to seismic impact zones.  
A discussion of seismic impact zones is provided in Part II, Section 10.4 – Seismic 
Impact Zones, and Drawing IIA.18 – Seismic Impact Zone Map.  Additional information is 
provided in Part III, Attachment E – Geology Report. 
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17.9 Unstable Areas 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.559 related to unstable areas.  A 
discussion of unstable areas is provided in Part II, Section 10.5 – Unstable Areas.  
Additional information is provided in Part III, Attachment D5 – Geotechnical Design, 
Appendix D5-A – Settlement/Heave Analysis, and Appendix D5-B – Slope Stability 
Analyses. 

17.10 Coastal Areas 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.561.  The facility will not accept 
Class 1 nonhazardous industrial waste, other than regulated asbestos containing 
material (RACM), in the existing remaining disposal capacity for Phases 1, 2, 3, and 4 
and future Phase 5 and 6; further, the facilityit is not located within a coastalthe areas as 
defined in 30 TAC §335.584(b)(3)-(4). 

17.11 Type I Landfill Permit Issuance Prohibited 

The facility is consistent with the provisions of §330.563; it is not subject to the 
conditions specified in Texas Health and Safety Code §361.123. 
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