TCEQ Public Participation Form -
U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.
Public Meeting
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Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or groUp? O Yes JNo

If yes, which one?

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COMMENT PLEASE vBELOW

| wish to provide formal oral comments.

v
X I wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting.
(Written comments may be submitted any time duaring the meeting.)

Please give this to the peréon at the information table. Thank you.
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— 1 wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting on:

& . MSW Registration No. 43020
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i MISW Permit No. 2336
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June 6, 2006

JUN 0 6 2006

" To: The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality |

From: Clean Water Action AT PUBLIC MEETING
Re: U.S. Oil Recovery’s Apphcatlon for Municipal Solid Waster Reglstra’uon NO. 43020 and Permit
NO. 2336

7 Clean Water Action appreciates the opportunity to offer comments on U.S. Oil Recovery’s
applications for MSW Registration No. 43020 and MWS Permit Application No. 2336, both of
which concern the processing of grease and grit trap waste.

For the record, Clean Water Action (CWA) is a non-profit environmental organization with
some 70,000 members in Texas, including around 10,000 in the greater Houston area. CWA has
over a dozen household memberships who reside within a one-mile radius of U.S. Oil Recovery’s
facility on North Richey Road in Pasadena Texas.

CW A requests that the TCEQ deny U.S. Oil Recovery’s application for a registration to
process grease trap waste. U.S Oil Recovery is claiming that its Pasadena facility qualifies for a
registration because it intends to recycle more than 10% of received wastes for beneficial use. Yet
the great majority of industry professionals maintain that a 10% recovery is not possible (whether
combined with girt trap and septic waste or not). Furthermore, U.S. Oil Recovery’s registration
application does not explain how it intends to recover 10% of more of received wastes, nor does it
offer any indication of which facility would receive recycled wastes for beneficial use.

- CWA also requests that the TCEQ deny U.S. Oil Recovery’s request for a permit. U.S. Oil
Recovery s record of non-compliance with previous permits and authorizations renders it unworthy
or either a registration or a permit. For example, in July 2003, U.S. Oil Recovery received a
Pretreatment Affluent Permit from the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority (GCA) authorizing it to
discharge to GCA’s Washburn Tunnel POTW in Pasadena under certain guidelines. According to
documents received by CWA from GCA following an open records request, U.S. Oil Recovery
repeatedly sent GCA water with unacceptably high levels of enterococci bacteria and other
pollutants, pushing GCA into violation of its own permit. GCA sent U.S. Oil Recovery no fewer
than six (6) Notices of Violation from October 2003 to August 2004. For this.and other reasons,
GCA severed its relationship with U.S. Oil Recovery and assessed it a fine of $36,000. '

CW A also believes that the applicant’s Richey Road facility should not be allowed to process

grease and grit trap waste because it is located in a flood plain. U.S. Oil Recovery does not dispute
this; page 0030 of its permit application contains a document provided by Gulf Coast Survey and
Engineering showing that the facility clearly is in the floodplain. U.S. Oil Recovery has stated that
intends to build this facility on some kind of elevated platform and that this will buno it out of the
flood plain, but in a post-Katrina world such a claim is not credible.

CWA also believes that both the registration and permit applications should be denied
because of threats from noxious odors. More than 1700 single family homes are located within one




mile of U.S. Oil Recovery’s facility, and in December 2003 the TCEQ itself cited U.S. Oil Recovery
for a ‘strong odor near the grease and grit trap waste pits” and called on U.S. Oil Recovery to
‘consider all necessary measures to prevent or eliminate nuisance odors.” Many of CWA’s members
in Pasadena have complained of odors emanating from area industrial facilities, and it would be an
additional burden on them to allow U.S. Oil Recovery to process as much as 200,000 gallons of
grease trap waste each day.

'CWA would also like to raise the question of whether U.S. Oil Recovery’s permit application
is in compliance with new TCEQ requirements concerning public notice in a language other than
English. In November 2005, the TCEQ amended its rules concerning public notice to require notice
in an alternative language when either the elementary school or middle school nearest to the facility
or proposed facility is required to provide a bilingual education program under the Texas Education
Code (TCEQ Rule Project No. 2005-014-039-LS). These amended rules, which went into affect on
November 30, 2005, require that an affected applicant “must publish the notice in an alternative
language newspaper that is printed in the same language as that taught through the school bilingual
education program” (Section 39.405, General Notice Provisions). CWA is certain that both of the
elementary schools nearest the applicant’s facility on Richey Road meet the Texas Education Code’s
requirements for bilingual education, as the adjacent neighborhoods are heavily Latino. U.S. Oil
Recovery would thus need to post notice of its June 6 2006 public meeting in a Spanish language
newspaper. CWA can find no evidence that U.S. Oil Recovery accomplished this. It might be that
U.S. Oil Recovery’s permit application was administratively complete prior to November 30, 2005,
and thus it may not be affected by this rule change. However, CWA respectfully notes that-
documents necessary to a correct permit application were still coming in as late as mid-November
- 2005. For example, a letter from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Galveston District stating that
the Pasadena facility would not require a permit from the Corps (page 0064 of the permit application
under consideration), only came in on November 17 2005. This raise the question of whether U.s.
Oil Recovery’s permit application was in fact administratively complete before November 30, 2005
and we request the TCEQ to research this question.

Again, CWA thanks the TCEQ for the opportunity to offer comments respectfully urges the
TCEQ to reject both U.S. Oil Recovery’s registration and permit applications.

Yours, (\\ /,
O Lo // (//3\/\,_

David Foster
State Program Director
Clean Water Action

715 W. 23w Street, Suite R Austin TX 78705 512-474-0605 (tel) 512-474-7024 (fax)
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, D /N
TCEQ Office of Public Assistance ((3 ’Q/) QO

Attn; Bridgid Bohac \‘EO

Re; Clean Water Action Comments on USOR Proposed Permit No. 2336 and
Proposed Registration No. 43020

The Commission lacks jurisdiction without re-noticing the applicatipns,
making the applications avmlable for public review, and holding another
public meeting,

Pursuant to 30 TAC § 39.405(g)(1), the applicant must make a copy of the
administratively complete application available for review and copying beginning
on the first day of newspaper publication of Notice of Receipt of Application and
Intent to Obtain Permit (NORI) and that application must remain zvailable for the
publications' designated comment period, The notices of Public Meeting stated
that US Oil Recovery’s applications were available for review at the Pasadena
Public Library. This is not true. The applications were niot available at this
location on the date of publication of the NORI, aud the applications still were not
available to the public even when there was less than five days remaining until the
end of the public commment period. This i3 confirmed in the attached
correspondetice with staff at that library.

Notice is jurisdictional, and the application availability requirement is an element
of the notice requirements applicable to this application. The TCEQ must require
the applicant to re-publish the respective Notices of Receipt and Intent, and the
applicant must provide these applications for public review throughout that new
public comment period, and a new public meeting must be held at the end of that
additional public comment period. A new public meeting roust be held in order to
provide the public an opportunity 16 comment op. the permit after having a chance
to meaningfully review the application materials. That opportunity has not been
provided vet. If these additional notice steps are not taken, the TCEQ will lack
jurisdiction to move forward with consideration of the permit application, and any
action taken by the TCEQ to issue the permit will be void.

Respectfully, | N
David Foster [{j} e <
State Program Director - %




11/04/2805 12:82 5124747424 e o
Page 1 o2

David Foster

From:  "KAREN CORNETT" <kcor56@yahoo.com>

To: "David Foster' <dfoster@ecleanwater.org>

Sent; Tuesday, Novamber 01, 2005 513 PM

Subject:  Re: US Ol Recovery Permit and Registration Applications

Dear Mr. Foster:

As I stated in the previous email I sent to you, 1 do keap a record ofvwhen these
applications are received by the libtary & put on display. It is possiible that I was
~ out whet these pacticular applications were given to the library & I was not informed.

1 will spoak with Mr. Shafer.

Karen Comett

' Dear Ms. Cornett:

You might try speaking with Bill Shafer at US Oll Recovery. His fumber ig 713.473-0013, Does this mean that you
do not keep & log of when such applications arrive? | do not know what the standard procedure Is for such matters, |
do thirtk it is important that such applications be avaitable to the public, aapecially since the letter [ received from
TCEQ says they are on flie it the llbrary. ' PR . - :

| Thanks for work,

David Foster

—— Ortiginal Message --—
From: KAREN CORNETT

To: David Foster - _
Sent; Tuesday, November 01, 2005 2:03 PM

Sublect: Re: US Oil Recovery Permit and Registration Applioations
Dear Mt. Fow: ' - ’ ‘

1 checked the file that 1 keep for permit applications on display and was unable to locate these

two particular files. Ts it possible that they have already been picked up by. the company?

Occastonally, permit applications have been picked yp without my knowledge, espeolally on

the weskend when I'm not working, Would you be able send me a little more information on

these permits?- The name of a contact person or confact telephone number would be
especially helpful, i

I'm terribly sorry for this inconvenience.
Sincerely,
Karen Comett

Pasadena Public Libraty
Adult Services Department

David Foster <dfoster@cleanwater.org> wrote:

| Dear Ms, Cormatt:

11/4/05
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Thank you for assisting me in this matter. | received 2 letter from the TCEQ a couple of weeks ago which
stated that a copy of US Oil Recovery's permit application (Waste Permit No, 2336) and a copy of US oil’
Rerovery's Registration Application (Registration No, 43020) were on file with the Pasadena Public
Library at 1201 Jeff Ginn. However, when | visited the library yesterday. I could not find them.

Can you pleass et me know Iif you have these documents and, if you do, when you received them? May |
also ask if it Is the library's practice to Jog in receipt on such docurnents?

If you have any questions, please do nat hesitate to contact me. Way thanks,

David Foster
State Program Director
Clean Water Action

512.474-0605 (office)
512-589-1084 (cell)

kahoo! FareChase - Search multiple travel sites in ong oligk.

ahoo! FareChase - Search multiple travel sites in one click.

11/4/05
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David Foster

From: "KAREN CORNETT" <k¢corS6@y ahoo.com>
To: <dfoster@oleanwater.org T

Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2005 10:33 AM
Subject;  permit applications  © ‘

Dear Mr. Fogter:

1 spoke with an assistant to Mr, Shafer yesterday afternoon. 1was informed that T will be
receiving a rovision for the application(s) in a few days. As soon as T receive the revision
it will be added to my records & put on display. | will email you at that time, .

Karen Cornett
Pasadena Public Library

Yahoo! FareChase. - Search multiple traye) sites in.one ¢lick.

11/4/03
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David Foster

From; "KAREN CORNETT" <kcors6@yahoo.com>
To; <dfoster@cleanwater.org>

Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2005 4:10 PM
Subject; permit applications #2336 and #43020

The revisions to thesc permit applications have been received and put o display, They are
also listed in the record I keep regarding thesc matters. By the way, Mr. Foster, as |
suspected, these reason you were unable to Jocate these applications this weekend was
because they had already been picked up, When a permit application is taken off display,

1 make & note of this in my record. Afrer one week, the record of that application is deleted.
‘Which, apparently, iz why [ coultdn't locate 1t.

You will find these applications located at the end of the display on the far right. The two
binders are black, rubber-banded together, and & post-it note with your name is on the
binders. 1 don't think you will have a problem locating them.

Thank you for your time.

Yahoo! FareChase - Search myltiple travel sites in one click.

11/4/05
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TCEQ Public Participation Form
U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.
 Public Meeting
Municipal Solid Waste Permit No. 2336
- Tuesday, November 8, 2005

PLEASE PRINT:
Name: @x V1154 rW%i ~~§{}m~c/‘§§

Address: 0 7 4 3/2? . Muviasr

City/State: P SA deso T _Zip:
Phone: (7i%) Cfé)(“} AN

T Please add me to the mailing list.

Are you here today represe_egtlxng a mumcnpallty, leglslator agency, or group’P @”(s O No
If yes, which one? H C/

/’ -
Lo i

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COMMENT PLEASE vBELOW

| | wish to provide formal oral comments.

/

Q I wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted any time during the meeting.)

~ Please give this to the peréon at the information table. Thank you.
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Office of the Chief Clerk NOV @ B 2005

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality N
MC-105 AT PUBLIC MEETHNG |

"P.O. Box 13087
Austin, TX 78711-3087
Re:  Permit Application No. MSN 2336

Type V, Grease/Grit/Septage

U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.

400 N. Richey Street

Pasadena, TX 77506
Dear Chief Clerk:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the referenced permit applicatioﬁ to the
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). The Pollu’tion_Qontrol Division works
closely with the TCEQ’s Houston regional office and vroutinely receives environmental
complaints from the TCEQ. Our staff inspects and conducts investigations for compliance in
response to citizen'reports and nuisance complaints concerning TCEQ-authorized facilities, and
unauthorized activities and operations. We hereby submit for your consideration the following

comments based on our review of the proposed application and in light of our many years of

experience enforcing municipal solid waste rules.

www.harriscountyhealth.com



Chief Clerk
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
MC-105
November 8, 2005
Page 2
During an 8-% month period (between mid-July, 2004 and early-March, 2005), our office
received on five dates, 14 nuisance-odor compl_aints in the Vicinﬁy of U.S. Oil Recovery. One
air emission viola.tion was pited that was not related to alleged nuisance odors. However, four of
the investigations strongly suggested the referenced facﬂity as the source of alleged but
unconfirmed nuisance odors, One of the above alleged odors, a garlic-like odor, was deséribed 1
by two separate cqmplaﬁnants one of Whofn had to vacate their fesidence because of coughing, a
runny nose, and the fear of being harmed by the malodor. Although not confirmed at the
complainant’é residences, an ambient air sample of a garlic-like odor was collected in a summa
canister downwind of the facility a:qd identified by our laboratory as diethyl disulfide, Whit:h has
a Very.].ow odor threshold and can originate from the degradation of organic wastewater. This -
garlic-like malodor was determined to be emitting from two Asourvoes at U.S. Oil Recovery. These
included (1) a leaking gasket at the oil dryer used to evaporate water from a product in the
recycled steam resulting from the molding of dried material that sits in holding tanks for
extended periods and (2) from the receiving pit or unloading area where they had recently
received a mixed load of waste. On another occasion, é “very strong burning oil édor” from the
facility occurred during a time when about seven of the storage tanks had open portals, several
inches in diam.eter, at the same time to be checked for fullness with a dip-stick allowing for the
odor release.

Our major concern is related to the facility being a source for offsite malodors and

potential nuisance odors. We fee] that the proposed permit application does not adequately

www.harriscountyhealth.com



Chief Clerk

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

MC-105

November &, 2005

Page 3
“address our concetns with an accurate and detailed description of odor control systems, methods,
and equipment to prevent the p‘o‘tential release ‘f_ronjl the facility of nuisance odors that may
impact offsite receptors or the public. Referenced in the permit appliéation is the fqlloﬁing: Part
T — ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AND OPERATIONAL STANDARDS FOR SOLID
-~ WASTE PROCESSING TYPE V SITES (b) — The Site Development Plan (5) - S‘T'ORAGE OF
SOLID WASTE (A) Storage Reqﬁirements. It reads: “All materials, water, sdﬁds, gréase and o}il
‘will be properly stored and covered for odor control,‘ except as necessary for separaﬁon,
processing and remo‘}al. Recycled material is stored 'ir;_(_i‘edicated storage tank (correct to
“tanks”), which are enclosed tanks. The four tanks are vented into the Odor C_ontr;ﬂ System.” |

In the same part, refer_encés to the “Odor Control System” do not describe its design, or
~ which Odor Control System ._if there are multiple ones, or how it or they operate. There is a
reference to buffer zones and enclosed equipment with a carbon odor control system and a
statement that “All areas of the process that have the potential to generate odor (correqted to
“odors”) shall be controlled by the odor control system,”-‘ and that.‘fThe facility will be designed
and built to prevent nuisance odors from Ieaving the property boundary.” There is also the
statement that “the Odor Control System designed for th;a’ waste receiving area will comply with
all applicable requirements contained in 30 TAC §330.71(e)(5)(C) and efc.”
The permit applic&ﬁon does not clearly describe Whethér there is a single or multiple

Odor Control System or systems and there is no clear reference to or detailed description of their

existing carbon filtered vents atop their individual storage tanks as observed at the facility by our

www. harriscountyhealth.com



Chief Clerk

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

MC-105

November &, 2005

Page 4

investigators. Also, there is no detailed description to cla.ﬁfy or explain how the facility is
designed to prevent odors from leaving the property.

The method and practice of having multiple storage tanks open for periods of time to
check their fullness is not an acceptable practice, and a better method should be detailed in the
facility’s plans. To this end, we req'uést that the applicant be required to describe in the Site
Development Plan (SDP) that they will open»only a single storage tank for a épeciﬁed brief
period of time in order to periodically determine the level of fullness using a hand held probe or
dip-stick. We also request that the_ application require and cleal;ly describe a vacuum system that
would pull air through the carbon filter vents and into the storage tanks through the portals when
they are measuring the fullness with dip-sticks. This inclusion would be enforceable and the
practipe wduld reduce or completely eliminate the rel‘ease of nuisance causing offsite odors from
the storage tanks several-inch diameter openings or portals.

Continuing, there are a couple of paragraphs further on indicating that odors will be
“éliminated by aA50~foot boundary and that the main odor sources are the receiving pit and the
shaker that separates out solids. We request that there be a clear and detailed deécm'ption of how
the single, or multiple, Odor Control System(s) with or without a “carbon odor control system” is
designed and operates. Additionally, the statement that a 50-foot buffer “eliminates” odors is
incorrect as it can only dissipate odors to some degree or another depending on environmental

conditions such as a temperature inversion that would allow odors to carry much farther away

impacting distant receptors.

www.harriscountyhealth.com



Chief Clerk ,
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
MC-105
November 8, 2005
Page 5

Also referenced 'in Part III under the Site Development Plan (d) SITES FOR
PROCESSING GREASE, GRIT AND SEPTAGE (4) PROCESS DESIGN (C) Odor Control:
A), it indicates that the facility has been designed to prevént nuisance odors from leaving the
property boundary. It further acknowledges, “The area of the facility with the greatest potential
to generate odor (correct to “odors”) is the receiving pit, }i_lnto which the waste is unloaded from
the trucks. To control odors, the receiving pitl is covered. The roll-off Boxcs handling the solids
materials are also covered.” “Maintenance and cleaning of odor control equipment shall be
performed on a scheduled basis....” |

T he reference that “the receiving pit is covered” appear'sv to be a misrep;‘esent_ation, as

we have not observed any kind of e;kisting cover eitljle.r‘ n use o_f, not in use. As odor-related
issues are irhportant iﬁ protecting the public, we request that the applicant be required o make an
accurate and detailed explanation or description regarding the referenced cover at the‘ pit, how it
_ is used to cover the pit, and when it is used. ,‘

Furthenﬁore, we recommend (1) that the applicant be required to describe and install a
partial walled enclosure or walls on eéch side of their two adjacent offloading or receiving pits
(2) to be required to.install a heavy curtain of synthetio or plastic flaps over the open portion of
the receiving pit and around or including the associate‘d oil-water separation tank(s), and ‘(3) to be
required to install an associated odor-abatement chemical spray.

Oﬁgoing odors from the facility indicate a need to identify odor sources and improve

operational practices and install appropriate odor control equipment.

www.harriscountyhealth.com
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Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

MC-105
November 8, 2005
Page 6

If you have any questions concerning these comments, I can be reached at 713-920-2831

or by email at george kennard(@co. harnis. 1x.us.

Sincerely yours,

/ Id ) :
\%Ai]r’”" K L/%/%p,f‘(/ o

George L. Kennard
Solid Waste Supervisor

cc: Gail Miller, Harris County Precinct 2
Sarah Metzger, City of Pasadena

www. harriscountyhealth.com
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February 23, 2007

Ms. LaDonna Castafiuela, Chief Clerk e
Office of the Chief Clerk, MC 105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Fax: 512-239-3311

Subject: US Oil Recovery, LP, MSW Permit Application 2336

Dear Ms. Castariuela,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the US Oil Recovery, LP Type V GG municipal
solid waste facility permit application; MSW 2336. Harris County Public Health and Environmental
Services (HCPHES) has conducted a detailed review of the technically complete application dated
1/23/07, as found in the Pasadena Public Library, and we submit the following comments for your
consideration.

HCPHES recommends that this permit application be denied based on poor environmental compliance
history of the currently registered operation; and proximity to flood zones and surface water. In addition,
HCPHES has serious concerns with an application containing inconsistencies, at least one
misrepresentation, lack of specificity, contradictory statements and exhibits that are poorly reproduced,
and unenforceable provisions. '

Compliance History: In the compliance history, prepared by Bobbie Rogans of the TCEQ from
September 1, 2001 to December 1, 2006, are 4 occasions of unauthorized discharges along with numerous
reporting violations. The May 31, 2006 unauthorized discharge violation was directly referred by TCEQ
Region 12 for enforcement and is progressing toward the drafting of an Administrative Order by the
TCEQ (TCEQ Case Number 31643 and Docket Number 2006-1959-WQ-E). Please note that HCPHES
has cited the applicant for two additional environmental rule violations at this facility that are not listed in
the TCEQ compliance history. The HCPHES violations are summarized in the attached table and details
are available on request. Of concern is that the Texas Water Code violation for an unauthorized discharge
listed in the attachment is directly related to the operation proposed to be covered by the subject
permitting action, This Texas Water Code violation has been referred to the Harris County District
Attorney’s Office for criminal prosecution, We urge the TCEQ to carefully consider the last five years of

www.hcphes.org



Harris County Environmental Public Health Comments
US Oil Recovery, LP, MSW Permlt Apphca’uon 2336
February 23, 2007

Page 2

compliance history of this facility, including the compliance history compiled by HCPHES. We believe
that the past poor compliance record of this applicant raises serious concerns about the applicant’s ability
~ to comply and thus a permit should not be issued.

Proximity to Flood Zones and Surface Water: As illustrated in several places of this permit
application, this facility is within the 100-year flood plain and within 200 feet of the confluence of Vince
and Little Vince Bayous, and also within a half mile of the Houston Ship Channel. While the application
describes in the Elevation Certificate on page 28 of Part Il that the facility is at 17.3 feet MSL at the
processing facility floor, it fails to list the fact that the point measured on the lip of the ramp, where
wastes are unloaded, is only 13.88 feet MSL (see figure labeled “MSF Off Load Facility”, Page 2 of 3, in
Part I1I). The “service ramp” goes from a lip of 13.88' MSL to a depth of 7.75 MSL. This figure also
illustrates a containment water surface of 13.78 feet to a depth of 7.75 feet. The application states that the
100 year flood plain in this area is 12 feet MSL, Rules 30 TAC §§ 301.34 (6) and 330.55 (b)(7)(B)
require 3 feet of freeboard above the 100 year flood plain, thus this proposed famll'cy does not comply and
should not be issued a permit.

A FIRM rated ﬂoodwa.y exists in close proximity to the facility, however Figure 29 is poorly reproduced,
and the location of the floodway to this facility is not visible due to the poor reproduction (in violation of
30 TAC §§ 301.33 (b) (1) and 330.51 (f) (1)), and thus compliance with 30 TAC §§ 301.34 and 330.55
(b) (7) (C) is not verifiable. The Elevation Certificate shows a 17.3 feet elevation; however, it should
state 13.88 or 7.75 feet elevation to be accurate as to the facilities vulnerable to mundatlon

F1gu1e 28 shows’ Va110us ﬂood stages in detail; however, it does not illustrate the locatlon of the ﬂoodWay
and has two distinctly different and conﬂlc’ung lines illustrating the 12 feet flood stage and does not
illustrate where the facilities lie in relation to the 12 fect clevation line. These conditions are in violation
of 30 TAC § 301.33 (b) (2) and thus, comphance with 30 TAC §§ 301.34 (2) and (3) and 330. 55 (b)Y (7
(A) and (B) cannot be determined.

Flood zones in the Houston area have 1ecent1y been 1eevaluated w1th better topographlc techriology.
‘These are avallable at: http://www. tsarp.org.

We urge the TCEQ to oarefully review these ﬂooding‘issues. for compliance and/or i‘équire the applicant
to provide additional, updated and corrected information to verify compliance with 30 TAC § 330.63 (b)
(12) (A).and 30 TAC 301, Subchapter C incorpor,ated by, refm‘ence, and 30 TAC § 330.5 S(b) (7).

~More 1mportantly, due to the close proximity of this pr oposed facility to major bodies of surface water
_ and the fact that the proposed facility will not meet the freeboard t‘equnements of 30 TAC § 301.34 (6)
and 30 TAC § 330.55 (b)(7)(B), HCPHES feels that this proposed facility will neither provide adequate
flood pr: 01.6Ct101’l, nor provide adequate buffer for pr otec‘uon of adjacent surface water.

Assuming ar guendo that the Executive Director recommends EI anting this permit application, HCPHES
~ submits the followmg oomments and pr ooosed changes to the application and the dr aft permit:
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Permit Application: In addition to the technical issues raised above, a number of other issues were
observed in this application that would render a permit issued (with this application incorporated by
~ reference) as unenforceable. Failure to resolve these issues will lead to confusion on the part of the
facility operator regarding compliance with the permit and applicable rules and also creates difficulty for
regulatory agencies in determining compliance.

The application indicates confusion on where the treated effluent for this facility will be discharged for
further treatment. Figure 16 shows discharge to the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority and does not
indicate the discharge to the City of Pasadena. However, other portions of the application (primarily in
Part 111, Site Development Plan, a specific example being Figure 32) discuss that portions of the treated
effluent will be discharged to the City of Pasadena and that some portions of the treated effluent will be
reused in the industrial solid waste portion of this facility which then discharges to the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority. Should this permit be issued, the applicant needs to clarify all the looatlons that the
treated effluent from this facility will be discharged to.

The Fault Map, on the page following page 17 of Part II, cannot be read in the copy available at the City
of Pasadena Library to determine whether faults may, or may not, exist near this location. This illegibility
is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (1) and makes it difficult to ver1fy compliance with 30
TAC § 330.303 (b).

The Flood Insurance Rate Map, Figure 29, is also illegible to the point that the floodway of Vince Bayou
in the vicinity of this proposed facility is not visible in the copy available at the City of Pasadena Library.
Other copies of the base map available elsewhere at the City of Pasadena Library (not in this application)
indicate that the floodway crosses or is in close proximity to the proposed facility. This illegibility is not
in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (1).

The Flood Profiles, Figure 23, is poorly reproduced to the point that the symbols cannot be distinguished
from each other. This illegibility is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (1).

Figure 31 in Part III, shows an unloading pit and a wash out area in separate locations and separated by
many feet. The concern is that once unloaded, a dirty vehicle would have to relocate to the wash out area
several feet away. (The distance between these facilities is not ascertainable in this drawing due to a lack
of a bar scale. This lack of a bar scale is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (4) (B)). Due to
this separation, the vehicle would have to traverse portions of the receiving area, which drain to the storm
water collection system, before relocating in the clean out area. During this relocation of the unloaded
and dirty vehicle, waste remaining on the vehicle could fall off, or be tracked onto the surface that drains
to the storm water collection system. Additionally, the wash out area is labeled in other drawings
(Figures 38, 39 and 40) as the “Yellow Grease Enclosed Building”, and not identified as the wash out
area. To prevent loss of waste to the storm water system, we propose that all wash outs either be
performed on the unloading ramp and the resulting wash water flow by gravity to the receiving pit, or the
facility be modified to collect and treat any runoff falling on the area traversed by an unloaded, dirty
vehicle moving from the unloading ramp to the wash out area.
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The application mentions that the four process tanks used to process the waste are vented to what is called
the “Odor Control System”. No details on this facility are given to evaluate the adequacy of such an odor
abatement device to address emissions from this faclhty The applicant needs to p10v1de detalls on this
“Odor Control System™. o v _ -,

One of the steps in this facility’s proposed process is to separate grit from the incoming municipal solid
waste streams. The location for containing this separated grit is not illustrated, and specifications of the
container and storage facilities are not pxovlded to assure that any possxble liquids or spllls are properly
contained.

In the plocess description, waste solids will be ¢ ‘periodically sampled” for TCLP, total hydrocarbon,
Pathogen Reduction Qualification and Vector Attraction Qua ification. The ﬁequency of this sampling
and analyses is not specified in the application.” We urge the TCEQ to require this sampling to be
performed at least quarterly to assure the prevention of unauthorized waste receipt at the receiving
Jandfill. Additionally, the specification of these analyses is not stated. Failure to provide these details
makes it difficult for the facility to oomply and also creates - difficulty for regulatmy agencies in
determining compliance. » :

A statement handwritten on the Site Plan, Figure 32, is that industrial and municipal solid wastes are
segregated and not commingled. This is inconsistent with statements elsewhere (i.e. Page 9 of Part III)
that some of the treated water from the proposed municipal solid waste facility will be leused in the
industrial solld waste process. This mconsxstency needs to be corrected.

On page 9 of Part 111 is a statement that: “In the event recycling goals cannot be met, the oil and sludge
will be taken by box load to the landfill”. Reéceipt of such waste at a landfill would require solidification,
either at the proposed site or at the landfill, to the point that the waste would pass the paint filter test.
Depending on whete the solidification occurred, use of a “box” may be inappropriate to prevent loss in
transport. The applicant needs to clarlfy this statement to correct these issues of solidification and prevent
loss during tr ansport

Another statement on page 9 of Part IIl is: “Other waste streams handled at the facility will also be
1ecycled material for beneficial use.” These other waste streams are not specified and this statement
raises concern about the proper handhng of all portions of the waste stream(s) received by this facility.
The applicant needs to specify all waste str eams and the proper management of each.

~On pages 10 and 11 of Palt 111, references are made related to odor control, s to a covered receiving pit
~and to “enclosed equipment with a carbon odor control system”. There is a lack of detail on these odor
control facilities that makes it difficult to evaluate the adequacy of such facilities to control odors. The
applloant needs to provide mme detall on all od01 conuol facilities.

A statenient on page 12 of Part III states that trash is: “stored in a conventional 20 cubic yard dumpster
style box...”” The largest dumpster style container serviced by front-end loader truck in our observation is
10 cubic yards. The applicant needs to verify this and change the application if necessaty.
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On page 13 of Part III are representations that there will be annual sampling of solids for total benzene,
total lead, and petroleum hydrocarbon. Considering the highly industrial nature of the area served by this
facility and together with the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we propose that this
sampling be conducted quarterly and the analyses be expanded to total benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene '
and xylenes (BTEX), all heavy metals — total, and total petroleum hydrocarbon as per the current USEPA
accepted methods applicable to solid wastes.

Also on page 13 of Part III are representations that the wastewater discharge will be tested “periodically”
for fats, oil and grease, TPH, BOD (5 day) and TSS. Draft permit special provision B proposes that daily
oil and grease and TPH analyses be obtained. We propose that BOD (5 day) and TSS also be required as
daily tests on every day that a discharge occurs to either the City of Pasadena or the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority. Additionally, analytical method references need to be provided for each parameter.
Additionally, considering the highly industrial nature of the area served by this facility and together with
the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we propose that the effluent be tested on a
‘monthly basis for speciation of the organics present by means of a GC/MS. The sample should be taken
as a daily composite sample on a randomly selected 24-hour period.

On page 16 of Part Il is a discussion of analytical requirements for first time transporters. Considering
the highly industrial nature of the area served by this facility and together with the greater possibility ofa
wide range of contaminants, BTEX and total heavy metals should be added to this list and samples of all
transporters should be obtained on a random basis at least once per year. Again, the analytical methods
should be specified.

On page 17 of Part 11l is a discussion of daily checks including randomly administered tests. This
discussion fails to include frequency of specific test parameters of what portion of the process or
incoming wastes will be checked. The application needs to include this information.

Beginning on page 18 of Part I1l is a discussion of pretreatment sampling procedures. There is discussion
about the use of sampling jars; however, specific analytical tests require specific sampling containers and
may require preservatives to satisfy USEPA analytical procedures. Adherence to these requirements
should be demonstrated in this part of the permit application. Also in this section, is a discussion that the
sample will be stored and labeled as described in a previous section. This storage and labeling is not
previously discussed in this application. Additionally, there is general discussion of analytical testing to
be performed as a part of each truck load acceptance. Specific tests and referenced methods need to be
added to guide the proper sampling and on-site analyses of each waste load and assure compliance. A
brief discussion adds that samples will be taken every 60 days, yet the discussion fails to specify
parameters to be sampled and analyzed for. The applicant needs to correct these deficiencies.

On Page 20 of Part 11l is a discussion of on-site analytical equipment. It indicates that colorimetric
sample tubes will be used to detect solvents. Considering the highly industrial nature of the area served
by this facility and together with the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we recommend
that either flame jonization detector and/or photo ionization detector technology be employed to screen
for the presence of organic solvents in incoming waste loads. Quality control at the waste acceptance
stage is very important in preventing environmental problems which can occur after the waste is accepted
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into the treatment process and discharged to associated treatment facilities for ultimate release to surface

~waters., We urge the TCEQ to earefully evaluate the needs of the on-site lab and assure that proper
ana]ytxcal equipment is available and that pelsonnel will be properly tramed to adequately screen
meommg waste loads. :

On page 24 of Part I1I are mqtructlonq on decontamination of sampling equipment. The sequence falls to
list a rinse eycle following 1he use of detergent solution and needs to be included.

’ F1gu1e 31 is confusing. It identiﬁes numerous facilities by letter and number, yet does not show
identification for numerous facilities represented in other drawings as associated with the municipal solid
waste facility. This figure also does not identify the discharge to the City of Pasadena but it does identify

- the sample point and pipeline to the Gulf Coast Waste Dlsposal Authority. A corrected qure 31 needs

to be submitted.

In the Site Plan, Figure 32, is a 1ep1esentat10n about the off loading locatlon that is inconsistent with other
figures. Flgules 38, 39 and 40, and the figure labeled “MSF Offloading Facility; page 1 of 3” show a
different arrangement of off loading facilities than Figure 32. The applicant needs to correct these ﬁgures
to properly represent the location planned for the off loading facility.

F igure 34 does not show waste water di'scharge, or the industrial process reuse, and needs to be included.

Figure 37 shows a flow not otherwise discussed in this application: it is described as Class I and II. This
needs to be corrected.

On the ﬁgule titled: “Facllxty Site Plan Details” in Attachment 1 to Part IIl, are handwritten labels that
are illegible, This is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (1). Addmonally, this drawmg is
inconsistent with the design illustrated in Figures 38, 39 and 40.

The closule cost cstnnate, Attachment 8, f ails to mclude tasks and costs for removal of any ‘contaminated
storm water, inspection of the storm water collection system, and pressure washing of all treatment
“surfaces with disposal of resulting wash water, Likewise, the Final Closure Plan, Attachment 13, does
not address removal of -all remaining wastes and ploducts, cleaning of all suxfaces, and dlsposal of
resulting wash water. These deficiencies need to be addressed. .

30 TAC § 330 243 (2) 1equnes daily sweeping and twice weekly wash down of Type V facilities. Due to
the liquid nature of the wastes processed by this facility, daily sweeping would have limited sanitation
effect on vectors and odors. We recommend that this facility be required to conduct daily wash down of
the portions of the facility that come in contact with waste, primarily the unloading ramp and receiving

pit..

- In Part IV Site Opexatmg Plan (SOP), some of the confusion observed in Part Il continues. Under
General Operation is a statement that there will be periodic removal of excess solids for final dlsposal
and/or 1ecyclmg, yet no detail is provided as to what condition will trigger this removal. Also in this
section, is a reference to wash down; however, no frequency is listed until much later in the SOP, at page
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14a, where it is specified that daily wash down will occur for vector control. Also in this Part IV, is a
discussion of truck washing in the off loading area while Figure 31 shows a “Wash Out Enclosed
Building” at a location that is not the unloading ramp. This inconsistency and lack of detail will make it
difficult for operating personnel to understand what is expected of them relative to the permit and it
creates difficulty for regulatory agencies in determining compliance. Changes to the SOP are necessary
to ensure that the SOP is enforceable.

As TCEQ is aware, HCPHES also has the statutory authority to ensure compliance with state laws and
rules, and as such, a complete application should be required to be submitted to HCPHES for review. The
applicant through its representative, Mr. Bill Shafer, was contacted on several dates in January, 2007 for a
copy of the application; however, none was provided. In this case, should a permit be issued for this
proposed facility, the TCEQ should require the permittee to provide HCPHES with a copy of corrected
portions of Part III,. Site Development Plan and Part IV, Site Operating Plan for use in verifying
compliance of this facility.

In conclusion, the large numbers of deficiencies in the application make it difficult to determine
compliance with the TCEQ’s rules and a permit issued with these application representations. ’

Draft Permit: Since the effluent discharge goes to both the City of Pasadena and the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority, Special Provision A should be modified to add that the facility will abide with
agreements with the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority regarding the effluent from this facility.

Special Provision C requires that the storm water sump, located at the site entrance, be closed at all times.
Since this underground facility is to be closed and rendered unusable and any use would probably
constitute an unauthorized discharge of contaminated water, we recommend that this underground facility
be permanently removed from service either by removal or by permanent plugging. Additionally, the
Water Code violation referenced above, that this agency has forwarded to the Harris County District
Attorney, resulted from a discharge from this underground facility. During the observation of this
discharge, our investigators were informed that the valve was closed; however, it had an apparent failure.

As discussed above, due to the nature of this facility, daily washing of the portions of this facility that
come in contact with waste should be performed. Thus, we propose that Special Provision F be added to
read: “There shall be daily washing of all surfaces that come in contact with waste to minimize vectors
and odors from this facility. This washing shall be at the end of each operational day, after all wastes for
the day have been received, and the resuiting wash waters shall be treated in the same manner as
municipal solid wastes received at this facility.”

Due to the proximity of surface waters to this facility and the possibility of spills impacting these areas,
we propose that an additional Special Provision G be added to read: “All unloading of waste shall be on
impervious surfaces that drain by gravity to the unloading ramp and receiving pit. All hose connections
to vehicles transferring waste, or reclaimed oil and grease, shall be made on the unloading ramp or over
impervious surfaces that drain by gravity to the unloading ramp and receiving pit.”
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Thank you again for the opportunity to submit these comments. Should you or other TCEQ staff have
questions, please contact Steve Hupp, Solid Waste Specmhst Envir onmental Public Health Division at
713-740-8725 or by emall at: shupp@hcphes.org .

Sincerely,

-B.Z. Kaxachlwala Dnector .
‘ Environmental Public Health Division

cc: Bill Shafer — US Oil Recovery, LP
Snehal Patel — Harris County Attorney’s Office
‘Roger Haseman — Harris County District Attorney’s Office
* Gail Miller - Harris County Commissioner Precinct 2 Office
Jodena N, Henneke — TCEQ — Office of Public Assistance
Richard Carmichael — TCEQ — Permits Division
Jeff Holderread - TCEQ- Permits Division
Eric Beller ~ TCEQ- Permits Division
Sarah Metzger - City of Pasadena
~ Cheryl Mergo — Houston—Galveston Area Council
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Executive Director : Division Director

2223 West Loop South Environmental Public Health

Houston, Texas 77027 107 N. Munger

Tele: (713) 439-6000 Pasadena, TX 77306

Fax: {713%)439-6080 i Tele: (713) 740-8703

Fax: (713) 477-8963

February 23, 2007

Ms. LaDonna Castafiuela, Chief Clerk S

Office of the Chief Clerk, MC 105 FEB 26 Jz*
Texas Commission on Env1ronmenta1 Quality

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Fax: 512-239-3311

Subject: US Oil Recovery, LP, MSW Permit Application 2336

Dear Ms. Castafiuela,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the US Oil Recovery, LP Type V GG municipal
solid waste facility permit application; MSW 2336. Harris County Public Health and Environmental
Services (HCPHES) has conducted a detailed review of the technically complete application dated
1/23/07, as found in the Pasadena Public Library, and we submit the following comments for your
consideration. ~

HCPHES recommends that this permit application be denied based on poor environmental compliance
history of the currently registered operation; and proximity to flood zones and surface water. In addition,
HCPHES has serious concerns with an application containing inconsistencies, at least one
misrepresentation, lack of specificity, contradlctoxy statements and exhibits that are poorly reproduced,
and unenforceable provisions.

Compliance History: In the compliance history, prepared by Bobbie Rogans of the TCEQ from
September 1, 2001 to December 1, 2006, are 4 occasions of unauthorized discharges along with numerous
reporting violations. The May 31, 2006 unauthorized discharge violation was directly referred by TCEQ
Region 12 for enforcement and is progressing toward the drafting of an Administrative Order by the
TCEQ (TCEQ Case Number 31643 and Docket Number 2006-1959-WQ-E). Please note that HCPHES
has cited the applicant for two additional environmental rule violations at this facility that are not listed in
the TCEQ compliance history. The HCPHES violations are summarized in the attached table and details
are available on request. Of concern is that the Texas Water Code violation for an unauthorized discharge
listed in the attachment is directly related to the operation proposed to be covered by the subject
permitting action. This Texas Water Code violation has been referred to the Harris County District
Attorney’s Office for criminal prosecution. We urge the TCEQ to carefully consider the last five years of
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compliance history of this facility; including the compliance history compiled by HCPHES. We believe
that the past poor compliance record of this applicant raises serious concerns about the applicant’s ability
to comply and thus a permit should not be issued.

Proximity to Flood Zones and Surface Water: As illustrated in several places of this permit
application, this facility is within the 100-year flood plain and within 200 feet of the confluence of Vince
and Little Vince Bayous, and also within a half mile of the Houston Ship Channel. While the application
describes in the Elevation Certificate on page 28 of Part III that the facility is at 17.3 feet MSL at the
processing facility floor, it fails to list the fact that the point measured on the lip of the ramp, where
wastes are unloaded, is only 13.88 feet MSL (see figure labeled “MSF Off Load Facility”, Page 2 of 3, in
Part ITI). The “service ramp” goes from a lip of 13.88 MSL to a depth of 7.75 MSL. This figure also
illustrates a containment water surface of 13.78 feet to a depth of 7.75 feet. The application states that the
- 100 year flood plain in this area is 12 feet MSL. Rules 30 TAC §§ 301.34 (6) and 330.55 (b)(7)(B)
require 3 feet of freeboard above the 100 year flood plain, thus this proposed facility does not comply and.
should not be issued a permit.

A FIRM rated floodway exists in close proximity to the facility, however Figure 29 is-poorly reproduced,
and the location of the floodway to this facility is not visible due to the poor reproduction (in violation of
.30 TAC 8§ 301.33 (b) (1) and 330.51 (f) (1)), and thus compliance with 30 TAC §§ 301.34 and 330.55
(b) (7) (C) is not verifiable. The Elevation Certificate shows a 17.3 feet elevation; however, it should
state 13.88 or 7.75 feet elevation to be accurate as to the facilities vulnerable to inundation.

Figure 28 shows various flood stages in detall however, it does not 1]1ust1 ate the location of the ﬂoodwqy
and has two distinctly different and conflicting lines illustrating the 12 feet flood stage and does not
illustrate where the facilities lie in relation to the 12 feet elevation line. These conditions are in violation
of 30 TAC § 301.33 (b) (2) and thus, compliance with 30 TAC §§ 301.34 (2) and (3) and 330. 55 (b) @)
(A) and (B) cannot be detexmmed

Flood zones in the Houston area have 1ecently been reevaluated with better topographic teohnology
These are available at: http://www. tsalp org .

We urge the TCEQ to carefully review these floodmg issues for comphanoe and/or 1equue the applicant
to provide additional, updated and corrected information to verify compliance with 30 TAC § 330.63 (b)
(12) (A) and 30 TAC 301, Subohapter C incorporated by reference, and 30 TAC § 330.55(b) (7)

More 1mp01“tant y, due to the close ploxumty of this ploposed facility to major bodies of su1face water
and the fact that the proposed facility will not meet the freeboard requirements of 30 TAC § 301.34 (6)
and 30 TAC § 330.55 (b)(7)(B), HCPHES feels that this proposed facility will neither provide adequate
flood protection, nor provide adequate buffer for pr otection of adjacent surface water.

Assuming arguendo that the Executive Diréctor 1‘ecommends granting this permit application, HCPHES
submits the following comments and proposed changes to the application and the draft permit:

‘www.hephes.org
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Permit Application: In addition to the technical issues raised above, a number of other issues were
observed in this application that would render a permit issued (with this application incorporated by
reference) as unenforceable, Failure to resolve these issues will lead to confusion on ‘the part of the
facility operator regarding compliance with the permit and applicable rules and also creates difficulty for
regulatory agencies in determining compliance.

The application indicates confusion on where the treated effluent for this facility will be discharged for
further treatment. Figure 16 shows discharge to the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority and does not
indicate the discharge to the City of Pasadena. However, other portions of the application (primarily in
Part 111, Site Development Plan, a specific example being Figure 32) discuss that portions of the treated
effluent will be discharged to the City of Pasadena and that some portions of the treated effluent will be
reused in the industrial solid waste portion of this facility which then discharges to the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority. Should this permit be issued, the applicant needs to clarify all the locations that the
treated effluent from this facility will be discharged to.

The Fault Map, on the page following page 17 of Part II, cannot be read in the copy available at the City
of Pasadena Library to determine whether faults may, or may not, exist near this location. This illegibility
is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (1) and makes it difficult to verify compliance with 30
TAC § 330.303 (b). -

The Flood Insurance Rate Map, Figure 29, is also illegible to the point that the floodway of Vince Bayou
in the vicinity of this proposed facility is not visible in the copy available at the City of Pasadena Library.
Other copies of the base map available elsewhere at the City of Pasadena Library (not in this application)
indicate that the floodway crosses or is in close proximity to the proposed facility. This illegibility is not
in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 () (1).

The Flood Profiles, Figure 23, is poorly reproduced to the point that the symbols cannot be distinguished
from each other. This illegibility is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 () (1).

Figure 31 in Part ITI, shows an unloading pit and a wash out area in separate locations and separated by
many feet. The concern is that once unloaded, a dirty vehicle would have to relocate to the wash out area
several feet away. (The distance between these facilities is not ascertainable in this drawing due to a lack
of a bar scale. This lack of a bar scale is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (4) (B)). Due to
this separation, the vehicle would have to traverse portions of the receiving area, which drain to the storm
water collection system, before relocating in the clean out area. During this relocation of the unloaded
and dirty vehicle, waste remaining on the vehicle could fall off, or be tracked onto the surface that drains
to the storm water collection system. Additionally, the wash out area is labeled in other drawings
(Figures 38, 39 and 40) as the “Yellow Grease Enclosed Building”, and not identified as the wash out
area. To prevent loss of waste to the storm water system, we propose that all wash outs either be
performed on the unloading ramp and the resulting wash water flow by gravity to the receiving pit, or the
facility be modified to collect and treat any runoff falling on the area traversed by an unloaded, dirty
vehicle moving from the unloading ramp to the wash out area.
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The application mentions that the four process tanks used to process the waste are vented to what is called
the “Odor Control System”. No details on this facility are given to evaluate the adequacy of such an odor
abatement device to address emissions from this facility. The apphcant needs to provide details on this
“Qdor Control System”.

One of the steps in this facility’s proposed process is to separate ‘gtlit from the incoming municipal solid
waste streams. The location for containing this separated grit is not illustrated, and specifications of the
container and storage facilities are not provided to assure that any possible 11qu1ds or spills are properly
contained.

In the process description, waste solids will be “per 10d1ca11y sampled” for TCLP total hydrocarbon,
Pathogen. Reduction Qualification and Vector Attraction Qualification. The fi: equency of this sampling
and -analyses is not. specified in the application. We urge the TCEQ to require this samplmg to be
performed at least quarterly to assure the prevention of unauthorized waste receipt at the receiving
- landfill. Additionally, the specification of these analyses is not stated. Failure to provide these details
makes it difficult for the facility to comply and also oleates dlfﬁoulty for regulatory agenoles in
deter mmm g compllance

. A statement handwritten on the Site Plan, Figure 32, is that industrial and mummpal solid wastes are
segregated and not commingled. This is inconsistent with statements. elsewhere (i.e. Page 9 of Part 111)
that some of the treated water from the proposed municipal solid waste facility will be reused in the
industrial solid waste process. This mconslstency needs to be corrected.

On page 9 of Part IIl is a statement that: “In the event 1ecyc,11ng goals cannot be met, the oil and sludge
will be taken by box load to the landfill”. Receipt of such waste at a landfill would require solidification,
either at the proposed site or at the landfill, to the point that the waste would pass the paint filter test.
Depending on where the solidification occurred, use of a “box” may be inappropriate to prevent loss in
transport. The applicant needs to clarify this statement to correct these issues of sohdlﬁcatlon and pr everit
loss during transport.

Another statement on page 9 of Part I is: “Other waste streams handled at the facility will also be
~1eoyc]ed material for beneficial use.” These other waste streams are not specified and this statement
raises concérn about the proper handling of all portions of the waste stream(s) received by this faclhty
The applicant needs to specify all waste streams and the pr oper mana gement of each

On pages 10 and 11 of Part III, references are. made related to odm control, as to a covered receiving pit
and to “enclosed equipment with a carbon odor control system”. There is a lack of detail on these odor
control facilities that makes it difficult to evaluate the adequacy of such facilities to contlol odors. The
applicant needs to provide more detail on all odor control facilities.

A statement on page 12 of Part Il states that trash i is: “stored in a conventxonal 20 cubic yard dumpster
style box...” The largest dumpster style container serviced by front-end loader truck in our obsexvatxon is
10 cubic yards. The applicant needs to verify this and change the application if necessary.
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On page 13 of Part III are representations that there will be annual sampling of solids for total benzene,
total lead, and petroleum hydrocarbon. Considering the highly industrial nature of the area served by this
facility and together with the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we propose that this
sampling be conducted quarterly and the analyses be expanded to total benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene
and xylenes (BTEX), all heavy metals — total, and total petroleum hydrocarbon as per the current USEPA
accepted methods applicable to solid wastes.

Also on page 13 of Part III are representations that the wastewater discharge will be tested “periodically”
for fats, oil and grease, TPH, BOD (5 day) and TSS. Draft permit special provision B proposes that daily
oil and grease and TPH analyses be obtained.. We propose that BOD (5 day) and TSS also be required as
daily tests on every day that a discharge occurs to either the City of Pasadena or the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority. Additionally, analytical method references need to be provided for each parameter.
Additionally, considering the highly industrial nature of the area served by this facility and together with
the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we propose that the effluent be tested on a
monthly basis for speciation of the organics present by means of a GC/MS. The sample should be taken
as a daily composite sample on a randomly selected 24-hour period.

On page 16 of Part T is a discussion of analytical requirements for first time transporters. Considering
the highly industrial nature of the area served by this facility and together with the greater possibility of a’
wide range of contaminants, BTEX and total heavy metals should be added to this list and samples of all
transporters should be obtained on a random basis at least once per year. Again, the analytical methods
should be specified. ’

On page 17 of Part Il is a discussion of daily checks including randomly administered tests. This
discussion fails to include frequency of specific test parameters of what portion of the process or
incoming wastes will be checked. The application needs to include this information.

Beginning on page 18 of Part I is a discussion of pretreatment sampling procedures. There is discussion
about the use of sampling jars; however, specific analytical tests require specific sampling containers and
may require preservatives to satisfy USEPA analytical procedures. Adherence to these requirements
should be demonstrated in this part of the permit application. Also in this section, is a discussion that the
sample will be stored and labeled as described in a previous section. This storage and labeling is not
previously discussed in this application. Additionally, there is general discussion of analytical testing to
be performed as a part of each truck load acceptance. Specific tests and referenced methods need to be
added to guide the proper sampling and on-site analyses of each waste load and assure compliance. A
brief discussion adds that samples will be taken every 60 days, yet the discussion fails to specify
parameters to be sampled and analyzed for. The applicant needs to correct these deficiencies.

On Page 20 of Part IIl is a discussion of on-site analytical equipment. It indicates that colorimetric
sample tubes will be used to detect solvents. Considering the highly industrial nature of the area served
by this facility and together with the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we recommend
that either flame ionization detector and/or photo ionization detector technology be employed to screen
for the presence of organic solvents in incoming waste loads. Quality control at the waste acceptance
stage is very important in preventing environmental problems which can occur after the waste is accepted
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into the treatment process and discharged to associated treatment facilities for ultimate release to surface
waters.  We urge the TCEQ to carefully evaluate the needs of the on-site lab and assure that proper
analytical equipment is-available and that personnel will be properly trained to adequately screen
incoming waste loads. :

On page 24 of Part 111 are instructions on decontamination of sampling equipment. The sequence fen]s to
list a rinse cyclc following the use of detergent solution and needs to be included.

Fi gule 31 is confusing. It identifies numerous facilities by letter and number, yet does not show
identification for numerous facilities represented in other drawings as associated with the mumcxpal solid
waste facility. This figure also does not identify the discharge to the City of Pasadena but it does ‘identify
the sample point and pipeline to the Gulf Coast Waste Dlsposal Authority. A corrected anure 31 needs
to be submitted.

In the Sxte Plan Figure 32 isa representation about the off loading location that is inconsistent with other
figures. Figures 38, 39 and 40, and the figure labeled “MSF Offloading Facility; page 1 of 3” show a
different arrangement of off loading facilities than Figure 32. The applicant needs to correct these figures
to pr open ly represent the location planned for the off loadmg facility.

Flgme 34 does not show waste wate1 discharge, or - the industrial process reuse, and needs to be mcluded

Fxguxe 37 shows a flow not othe1 wise discussed in this application: it is described as Class I and II. T his
needs to be corrected.

~ On the figure titled: “Facnhty Site Plan Details” in Attachment 1 to Part III, are handwrltten labels that
are illegible. This is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 ) (1). Addltlonally, this drawing is
inconsistent with the design illustrated in Figures 38, 39 and 40.

The closure cost esumate Attachmont 8 fails to include tasks and costs for removal of any contaminated
storm water, inspection of the storm water collection system, and pressure washing of all treatment
surfaces with disposal of resulting wash water. Likewise, the Final Closure Plan, Attachment 13, does
not address removal of all remaining wastes and ploducts, cleaning of all surfaces, and disposal of
resulting wash water. These deficiencies need to be addressed

30 TAC § 330 243 (a) requires daily sweepmg and thce weekly wash down of Type V facilities. Due to
the liquid nature of the wastes processed by this facility, daily sweeping would have limited sanitation
effect on vectors and odors. We recommend that this facility be required to conduct daily wash down of
the portions of the facility that come in contact with waste, primarily the unloading ramp and receiving

pit.

In Part 1V, Site Operating Plan (SOP), some of the confusion observed in Part III continues. Under
General Operation is a statement that there will be periodic removal of excess solids for final disposal
and/or 1ecychhg, yet no detail is provided as to what condition will trigger this removal. Also in this
section, is a reference to wash down; however, no fr equency xs listed until much later in the SOP, at page

‘www.hcphes.org



Harris County Environmental Public Health Comments
US 0il Recovery, LP, MSW Permit Application 2336
February 23, 2007 ,

Page 7

14a, where it is specified that daily wash down will occur for vector control. Also in this Part IV, is a
discussion of truck washing in the off loading area while Figure 31 shows a “Wash Out Enclosed
Building” at a location that is not the unloading ramp. This inconsistency and lack of detail will make it
difficult for operating personnel to understand what is expected of them relative to the permit and it
creates difficulty for regulatory agencies in determining compliance. Changes to the SOP are necessary
to ensure that the SOP is enforceable.

As TCEQ is aware, HCPHES also has the statutory authority to ensure compliance with state laws and
rules, and as such, a complete application should be required to be submitted to HCPHES for review. The
applicant through its representative, Mr. Bill Shafer, was contacted on several dates in.January, 2007 fora
copy of the application; however, none was provided. In this case, should a permit be issued for this
proposed facility, the TCEQ should require the permittee to provide HCPHES with a copy of corrected
portions of Part III, Site Development Plan and Part IV, Site Operating Plan for use in verifying
compliance of this facility.

In conclusion, the large numbers .of deficiencies in the application make it difficult to determine
compliance with the TCEQ’s rules and a permit issued with these application representations.

Draft Permit: Since the effluent discharge goes to'vboth the City of Pasadena and the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority, Special Provision A should be modified to add that the facility will abide with
agreements with the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority regarding the effluent from this facility.

Special Provision C requires that the storm water sump, located at the site entrance, be closed at all times.
Since this underground facility is to be closed and rendered unusable and any use would probably
constitute an unauthorized discharge of contaminated water, we recommend that this underground facility
be permanently removed from service either by removal or by permanent plugging. Additionally, the
Water Code violation referenced above, that this agency has forwarded to the Harris County District
Attorney, resulted from a discharge from this underground facility. During the observation of this
discharge, our investigators were informed that the valve was closed; however, it had an apparent failure.

As discussed above, due to the nature of this facility, daily washing of the portions of this facility that
come in contact with waste should be performed. Thus, we propose that Special Provision F'be added to
read: “There shall be daily washing of all surfaces that come in contact with waste to minimize vectors
and odors from this facility, This washing shall be at the end of each operational day, after all wastes for
the day have been received, and the resulting wash waters shall be treated in the same manner as
municipal solid wastes received at this facility.”

Due to the proximity of surface waters to this facility and the possibility of spills impacting these areas,
we propose that an additional Special Provision G be added to read: “All unloading of waste shall be on
impervious surfaces that drain by gravity to the unloading ramp and receiving pit. All hose connections
to vehicles transferring waste, or reclaimed oil and grease, shall be made on the unloading ramp or over
impervious surfaces that drain by gravity to the unloading ramp and receiving pit.”

www.h cphes.org
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Thank you again for the opportunity to submoit these comments. Should you or other TCEQ staff have
questions, please contact Steve. Hupp, Solid Waste Specialist, Environmental Public Health Division at
713-740-8725 or by email at: shupp@hepbes.org . '

Sinaérely, ‘

‘ g P e ‘
B.Z. Karachiwala, Director ‘
Environmental Public Health Division

oo Bill Shafer — US Qil Recovery, LP
Snehal Patel - Harris County Attorney’s Office
Roger Haseman — Hartis County District Attorney’s Office
Gail Miller - Harrls County Commissioner Precinet 2 Office:
Jodena N, Henneke = TCEQ — Office of Public Assistance
Richard Carmichael ~ TCEQ - Permits Division
Jeff Holderrsad - TCEQ- Fermits Divigion
" Erie Beller — TCEQ- Permits Division
Sargh Metzger - City of Pasadena - -
~ Cheryl Mergo ~ Houston—Galveston Area Council
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February 23, 2007

Ms. LaDonna Castafiuela, Chief Clerk

Office of the Chief Clerk, MC 105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Fax: 512-2358-3311

Subject: US Qil Recovery, LP, MSW Permit Application 2336

Dear Ms. Castafiuela,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the US Oil Recovery, LP Type V GG municipal
solid waste facility permit application; MSW 2336. Harris County Public Health and Environmental
Services (HCPHES) has conducted a detailed review of the technically complete application dated
1723/07, as found in the Pasadena Public Library, and we submit the following comments for your
consideration.

HCPHES recornmends that this permuit application be denjed based on poor envirommental compliance
history of the ciurently registered operation; and proximity to flood zones and surface water. In addition,
HCPHES bas serious concerns with an application containing inconsistencies, at least one
misrepresentation, lack of specificity, contradictory statements and exhibits thar are poorly reproduced,
and unenforceable provisions. ‘

Compliance Bistory: In the complience history, prepared by Bobbie Rogans of the TCEQ from
September 1, 2001 to December 1, 2006, axe 4 oceasions of unauthorized discharges along with nuroerous
reporting violations, The May 31, 2006 unauthorized discharge violation was directly referred by TCEQ
Region 12 for enforcement and is progressing toward the drafting of an Administrative Order by the
TCEQ (TCEQ Case Number 31643 and Docker Number 2006-1959-WQ-E). Please note that HCPHES
has cited the applicant for two additional envirommental rule violations at this facility that are not listed in
the TCEQ compliance history. The HCPHES violations are summarized in the attached table and details
are available on request. Of concern is that the Texas Warter Code viclation for an unauthorized discharge
listed in the attachment is directly related to the operation proposed to be covered by the subject
permitting acticn. This Texas Water Code violation has been referred to the Harris County District
Attorney’s Office for criminal prosecution. We urge the TCEQ to carefully consider the Jast five years of

www.hcphes,org
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compliznce history of this facility, including the compliance history compiled by HCPHES, We believe
that the past poor vompliatice record of this applicant raises serious concerns about the applicant’s ability
to cornply and thus 2 permit should not be issued. '

Proximity to Flood Zones amd Surface Water: As illustrated in several places of this permit
application, this facility is within the 100-year flood plain and within 200 feet of the confluence of Vince
and Little Vince Bayous, and also within a half mile of the Houston Ship Channel. While the application
desoribes in the Elevation Certificate on page 28 of Part [U that the facility is at 17.3 feet MSL at the
processing facility floor, it fails to list the fact that the point measured on the ip of the ramp, where
wastes are unloaded, is only 13.88 feet MSL (see figure labeled “MSF Off Load Facility”, Page 2 of 3, in’
Part IIT). The “service ramp” goes from & lip of 13.88 MSL to a depth of 7.75 MSL. This figure also
illustrates a containment water surface of 13.78 feet to a depth of 7.75 feet. The application states that the
100 year flood plain in this area is 12 feet MSL. Rules 30 TAC §8 301.34 (6) and 330.55 (b)(7)}(B)
require 3 feet of freeboard above the 100 year flood plain, thus this proposed facility does not comply and
should not be issued a permit. '

A FIRM rated floodway exists in close proximity to the facility, however Figure 29 is poorly reproduced,
and 1the location of the floodway to this facility is not visible due to the poor reproduction (in violation of
30 TAC §§ 301.33 (b) (1) and 33051 (f) (1)), and thus compliance with 30 TAC §§ 30134 and 330.55
(®) (7) (C) is not verifiable, The Elevation Certificate shows a 17.3 feet elevation; however, it should
state 13.88 or 7.75 feet elevation to be acourate as to the facilities vuluerable to inundation:

Figure 28 shows various flood stages in detail; however, it does not illustrate the location of the floodway
and has two distinctly different and conflicting lines illustrating the 12 feet flood stage and does not
ilustrate where the facilities lie in relation to the 12 feet elevation line. These conditions are in violation
of 30 TAC § 301.33 (b) (2) and thus, compliance with 30 TAC §§ 301.34 (2) and (3) and 330.55 (b) (7)
(A) and (B) canmot be determined.

Flood zones in the Houston area have recently been reevaluated with better topographic technology,
These are available at: hitp://www.tsarp.org . o ‘ : ‘ :

We urge the TCEQ to carefully revisw these flooding issues for compliance and/or requifé the -applicant
to provide additional, updated and corrected information to verify compliance with 30 TAC §330.63 (b)
(12) (A) and 30 TAC 301, Subchapter C incorporated by reference, and 30 TAC § 330.55(b) (7).

“More importantly, due to the close proximity of this proposed facility to major bodies of surface water
and the fact that the proposed facility will nor meet the froeboard requirements of 30 TAC § 301.34 (6)
and 30 TAC § 330.55 (b)(7)(B), HCPHES feols thiat this proposed facility will neither provide adequate
flood protection, nor provide adequate buffer for protection of adjacent surface water. :

- Assuming argnendo that the Executive Director recommends granting this pecmit application. HCPHES
submits the following comments and propoged changes to the application and the draft permit:

wmrwuhcphes.org
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Permit Application: In addition to the technical issues rajsed above, a number of other issues were
observed in this application that would render 2 permit issued (with this application incorporated by
reference) as unenforceable. Failure to resolve these issues will lead to confusion on the parr of the
facility operator regarding compliance with the permit and applicable rules and also creates difficulty for
regulatory agencies in determining compliance. :

The application indicates confusion on where the treated effluent for this facility will be discharped for
further treatment. Figure 16 shows discharge to the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority and does not
indicate the discharge to the City of Pasadena. However, other portions of the application (primarily in
Part 111, Site Development Plan, a specific example being Figure 32) discuss that portions of the wreated
effluent will be discharged to the City of Pasadena and that some portions of the treated effluent will be
reused in the industrial solid waste portion of this facility which then discharges to the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority. Should this permit be issued, the applicant needs to clarify 2ll the locations that the .
treated effluent from this facility will be discharged to.

The Fault Map, on the page following page 17 of Part I, camnot be read in the copy available at the City
of Pasadena Library to determine whether faults may, or may not, exist near this location. This illegibility
iy not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (1) and makes it difficult to verify compliance with 30
TAC § 330.303 (b). ‘

The Flood Insurance Rate Map, Figure 29, is also illegible to the point that the floodway of Vince Bayou
in the vicinity of this proposed facility is not visible in the copy available at the City of Pasadena Library.
Other copies of the base map available elsewhere at the City of Pasadena Library (not in this application)
indicate that the floodway crosses or is in close proximity 1o the proposed facility. This illegibility is not
in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (1).

The Flood Profiles, Figure 23, is poorly reproduced to the point that the symbols cannot be distinguished
from each other. This illegibility is not in conformance with 30 TAC §330.51 (£) (1).

Figure 31 in Part IlL, shows an unloading pit and a wash out area in separate locations and separated by
many feet. The concemn is that once unloaded, a dirty vehicle would have to relocate to the wash out area
several feet away. (The distance berween these facilities is not ascertainable in this drawing due to a lack
of a bar scale. This lack of a bar scale is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 330.51 (f) (4) (B)). Due to
this separation, the vehicle would have to traverse portions of the receiving area, which drain to the storm
water collection. system, before relocating in the clean out area. During this relocation of the ualoaded
and dirty vehicls, waste remaining on the vehicle could fall off, or be uacked onto the surface that deains
to the storm water collection system. Additionally, the wash out area is labeled in other drawings
(Figures 38, 39 and 40) as the “Yellow Grease Enclosed Building”, and not identified as the wash out
area. To prevent loss of waste to the storm water system, we propose that all wash outs either be
performed on the unloading ramp and the resulting wash water flow by pravity to the receiving pit, or the
facility be modified to collect and treat any runoff falling on the area traversed by an unloaded, dirty
vehicle moving from the unloading ramp to the wash out area. :

www.hephes.org
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. The application mentions that the four process tanks used to process the waste are ventod to what is called
the “Odor Control System”, No details on this facility are given to evaluate the adequacy of such an odor
abatomeont device to address emissions from thig facility, The applicant needs to provide details on this
“Odor Control System”™. ‘ ‘ ' ' '

One of the steps in this facility’s proposed process is to séparate grit from the iﬁcoming municipal solid
waste streams. The location for containing this separated grit is not illustrated, and specifications of the
container and gtorage facilities are not provided to assure that any possible liquids or spills are properly
contained. C : oy .

In the process description, waste solids will be “periodically sampled” for TCLP, total hydrocarbon,
Pathogen Reduction Qualification and Vector Attraction Quelification, The frequency of this sarapling
and analyses is not specified in the application. We urge the TCEQ to require this sampling o be
performed at least quarterly to assure the prevention of unauthorized waste receipt at the receiving
landfill. Additionally, the specification of these analyses is not stated, Failure to provide these details
makes it difficult for the facility to comply and also creates difficulty for regulatory agencies in
determining compliance, ‘ R a

© A statement handwritten on the Site Plan,“Figma 32, is that industriel and municipal solid wastes are
segregated and not commingled, This is inconsistent with starements elsewhere (ie. Pape 9 of Part IiI)
that some of the treated water from the proposed municipal solid waste facility will be resed in the
industrial solid waste process. This inconsistency needs to be corrected. [T

On page 9 of Part Ul is a statement that; “In the event recycling goals cannot be met, the oil and sludge
will be taken by box load to the landfill”. Receipt of such waste at a landfill would require solidification,
either at the proposed site or at the landfill, to the point that the waste would pass the paint filtex test.
Depending on where the solidification occurred, use of a “box™ may be inappropriate to prevent loss in
fransport. The applicant needs to clarify this statement to correct these issues of solidification and provent
loss during transport. ‘

Another statement on page 9 of Part 1l is: “Other waste streams handled at the facility will also be
recycled material for beneficial use,” These other waste stroams are not specified and this statement
raises concerm gbout the proper handling of all partions of the waste stream(s) received by this facility,
The applicant needs to specify all waste streams and the proper managoment of each. '

On pages 10 and 11 of Part 1I, references are made related to odor control, as to a covered receiving pit
and to “enclosed. equipment with a carbon odor control system™. There is a lack of detail on these odor

control facilities that makes it difficult to evaluate the adequacy of such facilities to control odors. The

applicant néeds to provide more detail on all odor control fanilities.

A statement on page 12 of Part III states thar trash is: “stored in a conventional 20 oubic yard dumpster
style box...” The largest dumpster style container serviced by front-end loader truck in our observation is
10 cubic yards, The applicant needs to verify this and change the application if necessary.

www.hcphes.org
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On page 13 of Part II1 are reprosentations that there will be annual sampling of solids for total benzene,
total lead, and petroleum hydrocarbon. Considering the highly industrial nature of the area served by this
facility and topether with the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we propose that this
sampling be conducted quarterly and the analyses be expanded to tota) benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene
and xylenes (BTEX), all heavy metals — total, and tota] petroleum hydrocarbon as per the current USEPA
accepted methods applicable to solid wastes.

Also on page 13 of Part Il are representations that the wastewater discharge wil] be tested “periodically”
for fars, oil and grease, TPH, BOD (5 day) and TSS, Draft permit special provision B proposes that daily
oll and grease and TPH analyses be obtained. We propose that BOD (5 day) and TSS also be required as
daily tests on every day that a discharge occurs to either the City of Pasadena or the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority. Additionally, analytical method references need to be provided for each parameter,
Additionally, considering the highty industrial nature of the area served by this facility and together with
the greater possibility of a wide range of contaminants, we propose that the effluent be tested on a
monthly basis for speciation of the organics present by means of 2 GC/MS. The sample should be taken
as a daily composite sampls on a randomly selected 24-hour period.

On page 16 of Part Il is a discussion of analytical requirements for first time transporters. Considering
the highly industrial nature of the area served by this facility and together with the greater possibility of a
wide range of contaminants, BTEX and total heavy metals should be added to this list and samples of all
transporters should be obtained on & random basis at least once per year. Again, the analytical methods
should be specified.

On page 17 of Part Ill is a discussion of daily checks including randomly administered tests. This
discussion fails to include frequency of specific test parameters of what portion of the process or
ncoming wastes will be checked. The application needs to include this information.

Beginning on page 18 of Part 1l is a discussion of pretreatment sampling procedures. There is discussion
abour the use of sampling jars; however, specific analytical tests require specific sampling containers and
may require proservatives to satisfy USEPA analytical procedures. Adherence to these requirements
should be demonstrated in this part of the permit application. Also in this section, is a discussion that the
sample will be stored and labeled as described in a previous section. This storage and labeling is not
previously discussed in this application. Additionally, there is general discussion of analytical testing 1o
be performed as a part of each truck load acceptance. Specific tests and referenced methods peed to be
added to guide the proper sampling and on-site analyses of each waste Joad and assure compliance, A
brief discussion adds that samples will be taken every 60 days, yet the discussion fails to specify
parameters to be sampled and analyzed for. The applicant needs 1o correct these deficiencies.

On Page 20 of Part III is a discussion of on-site analytical equipment. It indicates that colorimetdic
sample tubes will be used to detect solvents. Considering the highly industrial nature of the area served
oy this facility and together with the greater possibility of & wide range of contaminants, we recommend
that either flame ionization detector and/or photo ionization detector technology be employed to soreen
for the presence of organic solvents in incoming waste Joads, Quality control at the waste acceptance
- stage s very important in preventing environmental problems which ¢an ocour after the waste is accepted
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into the treatment process and discharged to associated trearment facilities for ultimate release to surface

- Wwaters. We urge the TCEQ to carefully evaluate the needs of the on-gite fab and assure that proper
analytical equipment is available and that persannel will be properly trained to adequately  screen
incoming waste loads. o ‘ . : ‘

On page 24 of Part Il are instructions on decontamination of sﬁmpling eQuipmem. The sequence fails to
list & rinse cycle following the use of detergent solution and xieeds to be included. :

Figure 31 is confusing. It identifies muerous facilities by lewter and number, yet does not show
identification for numerous facilities represented in other drawings as associated with the municipal solid
waste facility, This figure also does not identify the discharge to the City of Pasadena but it does identity
the sample point and pipeline to-the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority. A corrected Figure 31 peeds
to be submitted. - ' . : o

In the Site Plan, Figure 32, is a representation about the off loading location that is inconsistent with other
figures. Figures 38, 39 and 40, and the figure labeled “MSF Offloading Facility; page 1 of 3” show a
different arrangement of off loading facilities than Figure 32. The applicant needs to correct these figures
to properly represent the location planned for the off loading facility.

Figure 34 does not show waste water discharge, or the industria) process rouse, and needs to be included.

Figure 37 shows a flow not otherwise discussed in this application: it is described as Class I and Il This
needs to be conected. :

On the figure titled: “Facility Site Plan Details” in Attachment 1 to Part I1l, are handwritten [abels that
aro illegible. This is not in conformance with 30 TAC § 33051 (f) (1). Additionally, this drawing is
inconsistent with the design illustrated in Figures 38, 39 and 40, - ‘
- The closure cost estimate, Attachment 8, fails to include tasks and costs for removal of any contaminated
. storm water, inspection of the storm water collection Systexn, and pressure washing of all weatment
surfaces with disposal of resulting wash water, Likewige, the Final Closure Plan, Attachment 13, does

not address renaoval of all remaining wastes and products, cleaning of all surfaces, and disposal of
resulting wash water. These deficiencies need 10 be addressed.

30 TAC § 330.243 (a) requires daily swesping and twice weekly wash dowii of Type. V facilities. Due to
the liquid natury of the wastes processed by this facility, daily sweeping would have limited sanitation
effect on vectors and odors. We recornmend that this facility be required to conduct daily wash down of
the portions of vhe facility that come in contact with waste, primarily the unloading ramyp and receiving
pif. ’

In Part IV, Site Operating Plan (SOP), some of the confusion observed in Part IIf cantinues, Under
General Operation is a statement that there will be periodic remova) of excess solids for final disposal
and/or recycling, yet no detail is provided as to what condition will trigger this removal, Also in this
section, is & reference to wash down; however, no frequency is listed until much later in the SOP, at page

www.hcphes.org
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l4a, where it is specified that daily wash down wil] occur for vector control.  Also in this Part IV, is a
discussion of wuck washing in the off [oading area while Figure 31 shows a “Wash Out Enclosed
Building™ at a locatien that is not the unloading ramp. This inconsistency and lack of detail will make it
difficult for operating personnel to understand what is expected of them relative to the penmit and it
creates difficulty for regulatory agenciss in determining compliance. Changes to the SOP are NEecessary
to ensure that the SOP is enforceable. :

As TCEQ is aware, HCPHES also has the statatory authority to ensure compliance with grate laws and
rules, and as such, a complete applicarion should be required 1o be submitted 1o HCPHES for review. The
applicant through its representative, Mr. Bill Shafer, was contacted on several dates in January, 2007 for a
copy of the application; however, none was provided. In this case, should & permit be issued for this
proposed facility, the TCEQ should require the permittee to provide HCPHES with & copy of correctsd
portions of Part II, Site Development Plan and Part IV, Site Operating Plan for use in verifying
compliance of this facility. : .

In conclusion, the large numbers of deficiencies in the application make it difficult to determine
compliance with the TCEQ’s rules and a permit issued with these application representations.

Draft Permit: Since the effluent discharge goes to both the City of Pasadena and the Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal Authority, Special Provision A should be modified to add that the facility will abide with
agreements with the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority regarding the effluent from this facility.

Special Provision C requires that the storm water sump, located at the site entrance, be ¢losed at al] times.
Since this underground facility is to be closed and rendered wnussble and any use would probably
constitute an unauthorized discharge of contaminated water, we recommend that this underground facility
be permanently removed from service sjther by removal or by permanent plugging. Additionally, the
Water Code vinlation referenced above, that this agency has forwarded to the Harris County District
Attomey, resulted from a discharge from this underground facility. During the observation of this.
discharge, our investigators were informed that the valve was closed; however, it had an apparent failure.

As discussed above, due 10 the nature of this facility, daily washing of the portions of this facility that
come in contacl with waste should be performed, Thus, we propose that Special Provision F be added to
read: “There shall be daily washing of all surfaces that come in contact with waste to minimize vectors
and odors from this facility, This washing shall be at the end of each operational day, after all wastes for
the day have been received, and the resulting wash waters shall be treated in the same manner as
municipal solid wastes received at this facility.”

Dug 1 the proximity of surface waters to this facility and the possibility of spills impacting these areas,
we propose that an additional Special Provision G be added to read: “All unloading of waste shall be on
impervious surfaces that drain by gravity to the unloading ramp and receiving pit. All hose connections
lo vehicles transferring waste, or reclaimed oil and grease, shall be made op the unloading ramp or over
iropervions surfaces that drain by gravity to the unloading ramp and receiving pit.”

www.hcphes.arg
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Harris County Environmental Public Health Comments
US Oil Recovery, LP, MSW Permit Application 2336

- February 23, 2007 :
Page 8

Thank you again for the oppartunity w0 submit these corﬁments, Should you or other.TCEQ staff have
questions, please contact Steve Hupp, Solid Waste Specialist, Environmental Public Health Dijvision at
713-740-8725 or by email at; shupp@hophes.org u ‘ '

2 Sincerely,

Ly R QST

B.Z. Kaxachiwala, Director -
Environmental Public Health Division

oo; ‘Bill Shafer — US Oil Recovery, LP
Snehal Patel — Harris County Attorney’s Office
Roger Haseman — Harris County District Attorney’s Office
Gail Miller - Harris County Commissioner Precinct 2 Offics
Jodena N, Henneke ~ TCEQ — Office of Public Assistance
Richard Carmichael — T CEQ ~Permits Division
Jeff Holderread - TCEQ- Permits Division
‘Eric Beller ~ TCEQ- Permits Division
‘Sarah Metzger - City of Pasadena
Cheryl Mergo — Houston—Galveston Area Council

www.hcphes.org
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Equarity CoMMuNITY HoUSING CORPORATION
556 COMMERCIAL STREET, SUITE 300 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
TEL: 415-788 0 :415-788-0435

July 28, 2005 VIA Certified Mail
OPA&

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality q

Office of the Chief Clerk, MC-105, TCEQ ﬁ“ G 0 2005

PO Box 13087 Q( K

Austin, TX 78711-3087 ﬁ

Re: Proposed Permit No. 2336 @ / ki

To Whom It May Concern:

income housing commumty owned by Equahty Communlty Housing Corpor atlcm " ,h

Our property is Haverstock Hills located at 5619 Aldine Bender Road. This property _
represents an investment of $35 million dollars and currently houses 1,528 low-income
residents. This project was financed by tax exempt municipal bonds, which could be at risk
if this application gets a favorable review.

The rent received from the occupancy of the rental units is the only source of income for this
investment. This property could become an undesirable location with the acknowledgement
of the waste facility or odors that could permeate the air in the surrounding community.

On behalf of the Board of Directors and low-income residents of Haverstock Hills
Apartments, we request that the permit for the Waste Facility (Proposed Permit No. 2336) be
denied. We strongly. feel that this facility would represent an unreasonable burden for the
economically disadvantaged low-income residents to bear.

Please place me and our local property manager Joshua Allen- Sr. (address below) on the
mailing list of all notices regarding this application and future applications.

~ Sincerely,
-V
(. (b
/k-.. .
Chuck Koslosk
Executive Director

CC: T Allen Management, Attn: Joshua Allen
1390 Broadway St
Beaumont, TX 77701

US Department of HUD
1300 Fannin, Ste 2200
Houston, TX 77002



TCEQ Public Meeting Form
Tuesday, June 6, 2006

- U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.
Proposed MISW Registration No. 43020
. & |
Proposed MISW Permit No. 2336

vy

3

ST 4
ER

PLEASE PRINT:

00
18 €

Name: _ [OAN UO Je s

|
Address: _ m/«zﬁct Qe&j&@.ﬂ{m«

Ci’ty/S’tate : H@ u%%/o e

Zip: 220 (O
Phone: (113 1 ¥27 K671 |

]

Please add me to the mailing list.

Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group?
If yes, which one?

J Yes @"1%

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FOBMAL COMMENT PLEASE « BELOW

— | wish toﬂ;yvide formal oral comments on;

MSW Registration No. 43020 6{’0/}66 5
Y | MSW Permit No, 2336

Lgfm fS

— 1 wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting on:
M @” MSW Registration No, 43020 g _sudoerz

6&/“\){ MSW Permit No. 2336

N\
N
Please give this to the person at the information table. Thank you.



TCEQ Public Participation Form
U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.
- Public Meeting
Municipal Solid Waste Permit No. 2336
Tuesday, November 8, 2005

PLEASE PRINT: \‘ N % o<
Name: f)ﬁ%w {\\1 0 ‘Jz ¢S »f‘s

s e A Bed)

~ Address: ‘>/ L7 . & )i‘f\ m. D)@ e

'City/'State' : f}%\?f"ﬂ»f /,,/fz/ip: 7 20 4_/ 4;7/

f‘\g’ p
Phone: UK 4(% 2, C/Ki

[] Please add me to the mailing list.

Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? [J Yes E‘_’N{

If yes, which one?

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COMMENT PLEASE vBELOW

I,E//Iwish to provide formal oral comments.

@/ I wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted any time during the meeting.)

Please give this to the peréon at the information table. Thank you.



In review of the USOR application, | would l|ke to make the following
comments:

1) The appllcahon states that the site is not in the 100 year
flood plain when, in fact, The FIRM Map as well as the TSARP
map (upon which the 2006 FIRM Update will be based) shows
the site is within the 100 flood plain.

2) | Why don’t Runoff, Drainage, or Floodmg calculations apply
to this application? '

3) The application has supplied the City of Pasadena POTW
with false data, stating a daily throughput of 200,000 gallons
per day with less than 2,500 mg/l BOD equatlng to a total BOD
loading of 4,170 Ibs /day |

a. The historical discharge concentrations from USOR have
been 12-25,000 mg/l, and COD concentrations up to.
- 200,000 mg/l. These levels would adversely impact
(A RECEIVED operation of the City of Pasadena’s Vince Bayou WWTP
S which is rated at a maximum daily average flow of 14.0
- e, Vince Bayou at 80% Capacity, which would automatically
AT PUBLIC MEETING require an upgrade of the facilities, is 11.2 MGD or, can
treat a total organic loading of 19,150 # BOD/Day. |
c. The USOR facility, as proposed, would consume 22% of
the TOTAL CAPACITY. |
d. The City of Pasadena has not, as reqmred by their .
' Permit, notified the TCEQ of potential significant changes
which would be caused by the USOR facility.
e. The Facility, based upon average historical data, would
30,024 # BOD/Day, exceeding the TOTAL CAPACITY of
the Vince Bayou Faolllty by 56%!

4) There is no agreement with the local flood district or any
provision to correct the existing runoff from the site in which
waters contaminated with listed contaminants presently
discharge directly into Vince Bayou.



5) How will USOR recycle 10% of the total inlet waste stream
in the form of oil when these flows historically exhibit a
concentration less than 10% and has never been done before?

6) Who is Diethelm Rehn? And, where does it show how that
the USOR or the owner of the property will be responsible any
hazardous waste and its cleanup?

7) Who are USOR’s lobbyists? And, how do they exert undue
influence on the TCEQ?

8)  Has USOR you paid taxes / tipping fees to the State for
waste already illegally disposed of?

9) ~ USOR has discharged waters containing Lead, Chrome,
and other listed hazardous waste.

a. There is no waste stream listed in any of their documents
that should possess these wastes.

b. The sources of these pollutants need to be screened and
identified. | |

c. Other wastes are being taken and mixed with non-
hazardous waste stream. There is no assurance of
separation of waste streams.

d. There is an inadequate screening process which USOR
has not, to date followed or, is wholly inadequate for their
operations. | |

- 10) Agents of USOR have signed and notarized affidavits
stating that all the facts in USOR's application are true and
complete. Historical evidence shows this site, permit, and its
illegal operation to be anything but.



Vince Bayou WWTP, Pasadena TX

SOLIDS BALANCE SHEET

100% FLOW

]
1)

DATA

- WASTEWATER FLOWRATES

© AVERAGE FLOW

PROCESS PEAK FACTOR

11.20000 MGD
o

)

INFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS
BOD
T88

205.00MGIL
© 205.00 MGIL

3)

SOLIDS CHARACTERISTICS
- CONCENTRATION '

WASTED ACTIVATED SLUDGE

STABILIZED SLUDGE
-TOTAL SOLIDS -
STABILIZED SLUDGE

1%
3%

%

4)

EFFLUENT
CHARACTERISTICS -
BOD

788

5MG/L
5MG/L

DAILY MASS VALUES
BOD ‘
TSS

19148.64 LB/DAY

PRELIMINARY

TREATMENT
- OPERATING PARAMETERS

BOD REMOVED

S$S REMOVED

BOD TO SECONDARY
S8 TO SECONDARY”

19148.64 LB/DAY

0%
0%
19148,64 LB/DAY
19148.64 LB/DAY

SEGONDARY PROCESS
- OPERATING PARAMETERS

‘MLSS
'MLVSS

OBSERVED YIELD Yobs .

- EFFLUENT MASS .
QUANTITIES
BOD

- TSS

- EXCESS VOLATILE SOLIDS
Px (vss)

- NON VOLATILE SS

TSS. '

WAST
FLOWRATE

- EFFLUENT

- WASTE TO STABILIZATION

4500 MG/L
3375 MGIL
019

467.04.B/DAY

467 04LB/DAY
'3638.2416 LB/DAY
4787.16LBIDAY

| 7958.3616LB/DAY
127,232 GAL

11.072768MGD




AERATION SYSTEM DESIGN

Aeration Design / Tank

Vince Bayou WWTP, Pasadena TX

DESIGN FLOW 11.200000 MGD
BOD RAW WASTE 205.00 mg/!
19148.64 Ibs./day
PRELIMINARY TREATMENT
(% BOD REMOVAL) 0.00 %
% BOD REMAINING 100.00 %
COEFFICIENTS:
ALPHA: RATIO OF OXYGEN TRANSFER IN
WASTE TO TRANSFER IN TAP WATER 0.75 Alpha
BETA: RATIO OF SOLUBILITY OF OXYGEN IN
May 0.95 Beta
ALTITUDE CORRECTION FACTOR 1.00
DISSOLVED OXYGEN LEVEL TO BE
MAINTAINED IN THE AERATION BASIN 2.00 mg/!
TEMPERATURE OF WASTE IN AERATION
BASIN:
WINTER TEMPERATURE (DEGREES C) 20.00 c
SUMMER TEMPERATURE (DEGREES C) 35.00 c
DESIGN BOD REMOVAL 92.68 %
CARBONACEOUS BOD(5) TO THE
AERATION BASIN 19148.64 " Ibs/day
OXYGEN REQUIRED PER LB. OF
CARBONACEOUS BOD REMOVED , 2.20 #i#
CARBONACEOUS OXYGEN REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE AERATION BASIN AT
FIELD CONDITIONS 39044.54 #Oé/day
1626.86 #02/hr
AMMONIA TO AERATION BASIN 20.00 mg/l
1868.16 #/day
OXYGEN REQUIRED PER LB. OF AMMONIA 4.60 HH/#
OXYGEN REQUIREMENTS FOR AMMONIA 8593.54 #02/day
358.06 #O2/hr
AOR 47638.08 #O2/day
SUBMERGENCE 9.00 FEET
SUPER SATURATION VALUES
AT 35 DEGREE 8.21
AT 20 DEGREE 10.46
AOR/SOR RATIO
AT 35 DEGREE 0.68
AT 20 DEGREE 0.65
SOR ‘
AT 35 DEGREE|  69796.23 LB O2/DAY
AT 20 DEGREE|  72772.30 LBO2/DAY
SOR|  2908.18 LB O2/H
EQUIPMENT EFFICIENCY 16.00 %
AERATION REQUIREMENT
' SCFM| 17310.57 SCFM




AERATION BASIN

DESIGN CRITERIA
LOADING

-PROCESS AVG. DESIGN FLOW
TANK HEIGHT
AVERAGE FLOW
- BOD
BOD TO AERATION BASIN
AERATION VOLUME
WATER HEIGHT
DETENTION TIME

35.00

1.00
12.00
11.200000
2056.00
191560.94
547169.60
10.50
0.37

8.77

Vince Bayou WWTP, Pasadena, TX

LB BOD/DAY/
1000 CU.FT.

Qavyg
FT
MGD
“‘mgll
LB/DAY
CU. FT
FT.

DAYS

HRS




CCOH Permit # -

SOLIB/SPECIAL WASTE MANIFEST -~ - MANMFESTNC. 52078¢
CITY OF HOUSTON HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES  mtwsromrsrsr Y

411 EARK PLACE, AM 108, HOUSTOM, TEXAS 77087-5208  joisi The Genermior Rotm Gelic) .
(713) 640-4388 . Comy to Tae’ generstor within 13 650

{To "5-9} coenpleted by e QENERARTOR)

Company [ .. S N [ s = Ownerfivanager (Print) /"Hf"f/ b /) A4 Phone s
Agddress from which shipmen orginales "~ . R 2 ' ZipCode _ 7 78%6
City[TCEQ Registration MNo. ,]1;. RN T e e ] :
TYPES OF WASTE GENERATED:
Class B: Clags T ,

Sewzge slUUGSy s _w Industrial/Nonhazarcous .

Grease Vap Grit Trap '

Gther __ Lirt Trap

. : #’ . . ey GAaL,
CAPACITY of waste tacility 73

f

] cartify that the information on this pranifest ir true and accurale. Secure the GENERA TOR RETURN. (yellow) copy Jromm,_the, Trangporter within ] 5 days
of the waste being transported off-site. Retain both the GENERATOR (white) copy and thel GENERATOR RETURN {vellow) copy on-site for minimum of

five (5) vears fiom ihe dae on the manifest. Falyificarion of this dpcument is puﬂLﬁ‘hablﬁgyea- fine up to~520.000. S )
f B - 3 . ,‘J ' :’J "/‘ 1, ' ."F‘ g
Owner/Manager Signaiure Vi ‘ - ' Guogle 2t Date :

2.9 4 3 3

SN
»[ TEAMBPORTEA
H

Name of Transpds

50 o LiBONSE #

COH Truck # 2,500 .

Decaf’ latier -~ Truck C%oacity' e - Duantity of waste removed
: I707 Lamon iree LN.7708 . CELZLE BOLMES . o C e

Pa . e
Cwaiing Address . . o Driver’s Name_- o
! < 7 O CTL RBCOVERT L LL PRINT é%@'":?? 7 ’

c enpurate, and the wasic will he deliversd t the Secondary Transporier or faciliry nomed for p

[ carti; e
ond g proparly will rasndi a fini ¢ wre io submit o compleic and aocuraie TRANEPORTERS

o

of the manifes v e HEALTH DEPT. within 13 dayy afler 156 7  of the p ng month will resull (n o fing #ol more than 52,000.00.

Falsification of this ducument is punishable by a fing up 10 $20,000.00. Fuilure fv subait Geanerator Requrn Gy with i Jifigen {15 daps of the date on

(piak) ¢

Uiz manifest will resull in a fing Aot more than §2. 400.00 ; .
river's Signature e ot . s : Date . : P

(]
0
B
)
1l
&
{SRIEET

£
(o
Z
5
o
V4]
I
)
o)
2
_ U
Y
ord
_.,l
o
b

TCRCONOARY TRAMSPORTER INFORMATION (To Be complatel

Company - COH Permit # CiOr Truck #
aailing Address Driver's Mame
PRINT

], SELCONDARY TRANSTORTER, conify that the above informativn iy complele and aeewrata, The wasty will be daliverad 1 thy named facility for

proper reatment and disposal. A complete oned accurate TRANSPORTER/SECONDARY TRANSPORTER (plnle) copy of the manifest imugt be submiftad

0 the HEALTH DEPT. within 15 duys after the end nf the preceding month. Failure 10 comply with these requirements will result in a fing not fo exceed
$2.000.00, Repeat vivlations will result in the revacation of my SECONDARY TRA NSPORTER'S permit. )

1.6, Ol REGLIVERY e
B CHE T STREET—
R AT ERG=T00
Disposal Sits Location ) 7 Mailing Addrdbs F-475-00 f?j'*‘”’f
GUANTITY of wasis recsived Farn A AR A@g@ : Lg@@x\j AR

Driver's Bignatura

(ot 2 =i =y gy ©
}Slc_fn@fj::cﬂ INEDRMATION {Tu be compl

&

Company

Date

- y ) A AERRA zg{?“:.-a-"ﬁ;}v,;
il czrﬂ;y shat the wasle manifestad gbove wis (ransporied Lo this 6« ny Ihe above name ,’7511;;70/“M?€ﬁ0;1d017 ira%ﬂé?‘fifﬁ&‘a%&;égﬂsﬁ%

d
hy his facility fos disposal.) /‘\ e / -
; : (5
e 153
o~ ‘H_:'j'j‘—‘: T h

Coppyar/Managsr Signature <, ;/ Y
White » Gmnecator el - {eperstor Renitn Copy ik - Transpurter - Grecn - Focsndary Troneporer Golgen Rod - Dizpogor




FLAHLSLT0 ¢ DUWMD I KEHIT ENVIR. oY Yl MUY DO WO 10 2D,

 SOLIVSPECIAL WASTE MANIFEST wanrEsTNO. §27229

CITY OF HOUSTON HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES T T LI
7411 PARK PLAGE, AM 108, HOUSTON, TEXAS 77087-6208 |yt rbc Geasemor Botms ot 1
(713) 640-4399 Gogy trthe gructor il S50 'L '
i - i — + e oemates e A A B A a1k o e ‘,”‘”'.‘:
IEBEENERATQH INFORMATION N Q" o bw complatad by the GENER&TOF&) ) N oL '::"'EI]
Gompand-F117:6_Lall_ TR\ ouragipracey oy PATLWEL AL oo -
Address from which shipment originates W a AT IR E _. Zip Code ___Z_____w,?j .
City/ TGEQ Registration No. 1. A 6 — |
TYPES OF WASTE GENERATED . ‘
Class B: - Class C
Sewage sludge .. _— e industrial/Nonhazardous | .
Grosse trap ... B ¥ X ..o . .. Grlt Trap,_.. .. . —
Ower . . e i e Lint Trap. e s

CAPACITY of waste facility . ___.& o G
1 cectifv that the informettinn on this munifest i trug and decdras. Secure the GENERATOR RETURN (yellow) copy from the (ranspovier \fvilm'r_e 15 days
of the waste being transperied off -se. Retan brith the GENERATOR (white) copy ond the GENERATOR RETURN (vallow) copy on-site for mintmem of
Jive (3) years from the dute on the mam:[a-..v;]f Falsification of thyy dmwﬂ:ﬁt is pumishable by @ fing up to £20.000, .
yremt V0 P L , ‘

Cpiel Lo : _ N . v
Owner/Manager Signature :// _:“ PP - SRV Date,.&?.,[frz._ﬂ@ﬁp, -

M R e

[TRANSPORTER INFORMATION (To b completed by the TRANSFORTER) TNRCC £, ’ T

Ol BB - : e :
Nn‘me ot Transporter COW_M LR E LN LR e PV Phone # B i S
0 & COH Truck # 3 License # % Y| AT
ggcilp;:g:rniiﬁm__, —N “' ,, T Tnt::k Ca;abiw M .. Quantity ﬁgémoveé d"fQ CGEn
Mailing Address__3/07 LBMON TREE LNy Diiver's Name BGZYB BOLMBS . . .

Name: of Disposal Site _Li/ . “Sm‘-/v ')":/M.___ — Adress %ﬁ Cz—ﬁ 5@ G‘% L7

1 certify that The abive manifest 1y complete, uccurate., andl the wasts witt be deliverad to the Secondury Transporier or fucility nemed for froper disposal
and trentmens. Failure to dispose of the weste properly will result in « fing of $2,000.00. Failure to submil o complets und accurate TRANSPORTERS
(pinkl copy of the munifest 1o the HEALTH DEPT within 13 duyy after the eud of the preceding monsh will rexult in @ fine ol nare thun $2,000.00. =
Falsification of this decument is punishable by u fine wp L20.000.00. Fuilure to subint Generutar Reswvn Capry within fiftean (15) days f the duse on

thiv manifest will reswdl in o fine nogmore than §2,000.00. o .
: o ‘ . ¢
Driver's Signature __ﬁéﬁyﬂ : W""ﬂ‘;{,,__ e e e e OERE _ﬁlﬁjj_fﬁ“‘ -

rp—

[SECONDARY TRANSPORTER INFORMATION (To be compiated by the GECONDARY TRANGPORTER) L ]

3

COMPAY oo oo oo e oo . COHPemit# . . . COHTARKH o
Mailing Address . ... .—. e e DIVRIE NOINE i

1. SECONDARY TRANSPORTER, certifv thur the abnve nformation o complete and ccurole, Fhe waste will be delivered 1o the ramed facility for
proper weatment and disposal. A coniplete and wecuraie TRANSPORTER/SECQNDARY PRANSPORTER (pnk) capy of the monifist must be subsitried

1 the REALTR DERT. witlin 15 duys dfter the end af the preceding manth. Fuilure 10 comply witlh thes
$2.000.00. Repoat violations will fesulr i the pvosatinn of ary SECONDARY TRANSPORTEK'S permit,

[ L

Driver's Signature ...

B L

Y

[DISFOSER INFORMATION (To be compietad by the DISFOSAL SITE OPERATOR

Company __~.... s o o e : Owner/Manager (Pri
Disposal Site Locasion _ ... ..., , ' . Mai
QUANTITY of waste recelved | __ ] . <.

€ vertyy thar Yot wuste umm/h'lc'dl tefrmevy wags gransfinided 1o tleda sy by ¥ ddrvy nearieed trm{.umrb’.wcumi.(lry tetnsporcted and wWaes orcepted
- bry ehds Joerlity for dispusal A ’
1-\.)("'"';-3_95::’,“

ol A
Owner/Meanager Signadure P a %’%%ww ;) — . Date Z 1/-;7 47_{)

White Gitneretor  Yellew - Gonetarur Retwes £opy  Pink  Transporier Gleesn . Seoondury Transpurier  Ciuldes Rag Dnpaen

B e b s o oot



In review of the USOR application, | would like to make the fglgo%f;z_/gngg 39
-comments: , E R

~Ld
-~

1) The application states that the site is not in the 1b6yéérf105
plain when, in fact, The FIRM Map shows that the site is within
 the 100 flood plain.

2) Applicant states that runoff, drainage, or flooding calculations
do not apply to this application? Why not?

3) The application is inconsistent, stating a daily throughput of
200,000 gallons per day with less than 2,500 mg/l BOD
equating to a total BOD loading of 4,170 Ibs /day; The historical
discharge concentrations from USOR have been 30-40,000
mg/l, BOD, not 2,500 mg/| BOD.

4) There is no provision to correct the existing runoff from the site.
Contaminated waters presently runoff directly into Vince Bayou.

5) How will USOR recycle 10% of the total inlet waste stream m
the form of oil when grease trap waste is only 5% fats, oils or
grease?

6) Who is Diethelm Rehn?
7) Who are USOR’s lobbyists?

8) Has USOR paid taxes / tipping fees to the State for grease and
grit waste already disposed at your site without a permit?

9) Mr. Genssler, a signed and notarized affidavit states that all the
facts in USOR's application are true and complete. You misled
the agency about the 100 year flood plain and failed to disclose
a terrible compliance history with Gulf Coast Waste Disposal
Authority and the City of Pasadena.

Dan Moves o
Poy ?QQZL}L} NOV ¢ '7 2005
Poosten 7280 AT PUBLIC MEETING

45 be ploced on Gle
W MSus 233,

Vi
ot

7
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TCEQ Public Meeting Form
Tuesday, June 6, 2006

U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.
Proposed MISW Registration No. 43020
| &
Proposed MISW Permit No. 2336

PLEASE PRINT:

Name: / w\\ SCF* RBoCHIUG H

Address: S0 [ eyt D@Ng

City/State: _(_ flaas nELO) B | (p« Zip: 17153/
Phone: (28| 1 A5 2 -HS00 |

ﬂ' _ Please add me ‘to the mailing list.

Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? J Yes /%No

if yes, which one?

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COMMENT PLEASE «~ BELOW -

— | wish to provide formal oral comments on:

¥, MSW Registration No. 43020 ‘;/fﬁ/u %
yg MSW Permit No. 2336 o] a{

— | wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting on:
[ MISW Registration No, 43020
[ MSW Permit No. 2336

Please give this to the person at the information table. Thank you.



Aqua-Zyme Services, Inc.
~ P.O.Box 800
Van Vieck, TX 77482-0800
(979) 245-0957 (975} 244-8239 FAX

November 11, 2005
AZ-TAT111105-Bellar

NOV 16 72005

;;; PERMITS DIVISION
PR TEXAS COMMISSION ON
Eric Bellar ' W\ 6(,0 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

iH
P. O. Box 13087 —
Austin, TX J7871 1-3087 /\Z 8 7‘3“‘4

Dear Mr. Bellar:

I attended both meetings for U. S. Oil Recovery. At the registration meeting, I was informed that
TCEQ is allowing U. S. Oil Recovery to process (dewater) without a permit. Currently, they are
authorized to operate a Transfer Station only. However, TCEQ is allowing them to process
(dewater) dueto their (U. S. Oil Recovery’s) misinterpretation of TCEQ correspondence. Mr. Beller,
the law is specific- No Permit, No Processing! What I am understanding from this is that it is
perfectly OK for a transfer station to begin processing (dewatermc) pending application for permit.

Furthermore, at the 2 meeting, I sat in dismay as each speaker presented a lengthy list of evidence
of past and ongoing Environmental violations and criminal activity. It seems to me that at that
point, the permit process as well as all activity at U. S. Oil Recovery should cease until these
allegations are fully investigated.

I am requesting that a copy of all correspondence with U. S. Oil Recovery relating to their perml’t
apphcatlon or their dewatering operation be sent to my attention.

Smcerely,

Vil

/ Tim Tritico

TT/sb
3™ 44y )
*v"j.:‘;_j‘s,j Pj dI ey i / = ‘"'/D
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by T o
WWCH LAY 1060
& =
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Eric Bellar : . L _
P. 0. Box 13087 , eCENVED
Austin, TX 78711-3087 R
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TCEQ Public Participation Form
U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.
~ Public Meeting
Municipal Solid Waste Permit No. 2336
Tuesday, November 8, 2005

HITY g

I
w3

3 £y

!

PLEASE PRINT:
Name: L\/ { [/ i EuA
pdross: 220 Eeverlyboll T32

gbs  Zip: 7705

_‘j?

(/a« v

304

Gity/state: Feuslen

Phone: (&%) - £46 "385‘3

_D/ Please add me to the mailing list.
Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group? J Yes ﬁfNo

If yes, which one?

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COMMENT PLEASE /BELOW

I wish to provide formal oral comments.

,;af

1 I wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted any time during the meeting.)

Please give this to the peréon at the information table. Thank you.

o



TCEQ Public Meeting Form
Tuesday, June 6, 2006

U.S. Oil Recovery, L.P.
Proposed MISW Registration No. 43020

&

Proposed lVlSWEermitNo. 2336

PLEASE PRINT: . |
; Name: J?//C S Jéz),o//? s 72%.4
nddress: 202N Sihes
City/State: ﬁ%g’ﬁp/ﬁ/’;/ﬁ’/& , 7)}

\

)

il uﬂ_\‘%ﬂ(
0 AR

]

Phone: _( 7131 #22- 8507

Please add me to the méiling list.

Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group?

D-No

B Yes
fyes, whish one? (2 1 Corrs T w67 /27 é/’ﬁ&'"iﬁ// A

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COVIMENT PLEASE v BELOW

— 1 wish to provide formal oral comments on:
]

MSsSW _Registration No. 43020

g MW Permit No. 2336 S,y LA

— ] wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting on:
0 MISW Registration No, 43020
J VISW Permit No, 2336

Please give this to the person at the information table. Thank you.

N




