
March 17, 2017 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I would like to go on record stating that the C&H Hog Farm draft 
permit 5264-W was improperly approved by ADEQ and should 
be denied. The information I am including in my comments, I feel 
are relevant to this permit process.  It includes historical and 
current information about storage and land application of liquid 
waste from this swine facility. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Most of the documentation I have included, if not all, comes directly from 
the Arkansas - ADEQ website: https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/ with most links 
included with figures and quotes for easy reference.  
 

“PUBLIC NOTICE OF DRAFT NO-DISCHARGE PERMIT 
PERMIT NUMBER 5264-W 

AFIN 51-00164 
 
This draft permit is for the storage and land application 
of liquid waste from a swine facility in accordance with 
Arkansas Pollution Control and Ecology Commission 
(APC&EC) Regulation 5.” 
 



• Appendix A contains relevant documentation related to the design, 
construction and one modification of C&H Hog Farms. Links are provided 
for easy review. Comments and highlights were added with hopes that it 
would point out things of interest and support the questions and comments 
I will try to make. Please answer all of the questions in detail. 

 
 

“Department policy, the NOI has been reviewed and has been determined to 
be complete. The substantial change will be effective the date of this letter. A 
copy of the General Permit ARG590000 is available from the Department”.  

 
Is this statement correct? 

 
ARG590001_NOI and MP_20120625 Section 1.6 HOLDING POND 
LINER: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Is this statement and design specification correct?  
 

• Appendix B contains information provided directly from ADEQ upon a non-
FOIA request. Excerpts from both the original NOI and the “As Built” 
design are included side by side for ease to answer questions. 
 
Have these drawings and documentation been reviewed and 
determined to be complete by Senior Project Engineer Nathan A. 
Pesta, P.E. of DeHaan, Grabs & Associates as well as ADEQ?  
Please respond in detail. 
 
Are the documents missing any sheets that are listed on the Cover 
Sheets (Example: Sheet 15:  WASTE STORAGE POND 2 STAGE 
STORAGE TABLE)?  
Please respond in detail. 
 
Is Sheet 15:  WASTE STORAGE POND 2 STAGE STORAGE TABLE is 
important for the proper monitoring of stage levels as well as a tool for 
determining volumes for planned waste application as well as providing 
reverence for the “25 Year-24 Hour Stage/ MUST PUMP DOWN” or “25 
Year-24 Hour Stage Overflow El.”?   
Please respond in detail. 
 

“Liner material shall not contain significant amounts of organic 
material, frozen material, ice or rocks larger than four 
inches in diameter and shall not be placed on a frozen 
surface.” 



• Appendix C relates to the Pond Liner Modification. 
 
Have these drawings and documentation been reviewed and 
determined to be complete by Senior Project Engineer Nathan A. 
Pesta, P.E. of DeHaan, Grabs & Associates as well as ADEQ?  
Please respond in detail. 
 
Are the documents missing any sheets that are listed on the Cover 
Sheets? (Example: Addendum 9:  Under Liner Vent Details)  
Please respond in detail. 
 
Is the information Addendum 9:  Under Liner Vent Details important for the 
design as well as providing details about the interface between the 
existing clay liner and the synthetic liner(s) and flare system? 
Please respond in detail. 
 
Is the Underline Vent important for the proper daily operation and 
safety of the facility and surround area (Examples: C&H Hog Farms, 
surrounding neighbors, Mt. Judea, Arkansas School)? 
Please respond in detail. 
 

• Appendix D relates to design specifications mentioned earlier from the 
original NOI, please review. I have already asked the question “Is this 
statement and design specification correct?  
My question now is, is it proper design to go over rocks of this size 
and if so what are the chances of failure of the synthetic liner(s) 
overlay or retrofit? 
 
Do you feel this is a safe retrofit? 

 
Please take your time respond in detail to the questions. 
 

• Appendix E references what appears to be the first Compliance Inspection 
and Report with photographs and comments from the Inspectors. There is 
a copy of the report as well as a response from C&H Hog Farms to that 
report. There is are photographs with field observations of what the 
inspectors saw and noted. The photos included are from the 1st Inspection 
and then the 2nd Inspection. 
Please review the photographic logs, field notes, report and the response 
to that report. Please note the timeline for all this exchange and 
information. 
 
Is the “coarse grain to cobble-size coarse content in clay liner” 
acceptable and meet the design criteria stated in the NOI? 
Please respond in detail. 
 



It appears there were recommendations in the report that were reported 
and statement by C&H Hog Farms took immediate action regarding rill 
was of Pond 2.  In the following Compliance Inspection photographs, it 
appears that there is still rill wash and erosion of the sidewalls of Pond 2 
as well as “coarse grain to cobble-size coarse content in clay liner”. 
 
Does ADEQ find this acceptable, first of all field inspection pointing 
out issues that appear to show failure to meet some of the 
conditions of the NOI concerning rock size as well as the Inspectors 
reporting short comings in a report that suggested those short 
comings had been taken care of “immediately” by C&H Hog Farms?  
Please take your time respond in detail to the questions. 
 
Additional Compliance Inspection photographs, EPA inspection as well as 
ERI Lagoon Photographs document over time that those same cobble-
size coarse content in clay liner are still there. 
 
Based on the original NOI design requirements and the Compliance 
Inspection Report and photographs contained within, are the clay 
lined waste lagoons acceptable to the ADEQ? 
Please respond in detail. 
 
 
Do the waste lagoons in those reports meet the design criteria stated 
in the original NOI design plans? 
Please take your time respond in detail to the questions. 
 

• Appendix F relates to my Public Comments about the Major Modification 
related to the liner and flare. I feel it is relevant to the discussion above. 

 
• Appendix G relates to reference points (in this case, Latitudes, Longitudes 

but most importantly Elevations). Having known reference points are 
critical (Examples: Implementing Engineering designs turned into a facility 
that reflects those designs like elevations for buildings, waste lagoons, 
lagoon heights. Another example would be ERI study transects, and even 
the Harbor Drilling Study.)  
 
Please review the Engineering Drawings and figures. Some of these 
include Bench Mark Elevations from the original NOI,” As Built” 
Engineering drawings as well as a Certified “Surveyed Boring Location” 
figure reporting. 
 
Based on the information provide in Appendix G, please provide me 
with an accurate set of Lat/Lon coordinates and elevation for the 
Harbor Drilling Study Borehole. 
Please respond in detail. 



 
The Borehole study drilling logs, some of the field notes, the depth soil 
and lithological changes occurred (Examples: gamma, neutron density), 
depth to epikarst, grout levels, water bearing units, depth water quality 
samples were taken etc.all use depths “Below Ground Surface or bgs) as 
a means of reference. The bgs was used to compare to the ERI Lagoon 
Survey, the borehole information could be compared to other reference 
points like the bottom of the lagoons, Interceptor trenches. 
 
Is the elevation of the certified “Surveyed Boring Location” correct? 
Please respond in detail. 
 
I included Tia Hubbard an independent observer and Professional 
Geologist. I feel he is correct in his assessment of the epikarst zone. 
 
In closing I would like to repeat an earlier statement: 
 
I would like to go on record stating that the C&H Hog Farm draft 
permit 5264-W was improperly approved by ADEQ and should be 
denied. 
 
I would also like to go on record stating I have health concerns for all 
landowners including ones permitting the spreading of untreated swine 
waste on their fields, other residents of all age and health condition, the 
teachers, staff and students of Mt. Judea, Arkansas School, the many 
tourist and visitors to the community there and the adjoining Buffalo 
National River. 
 
I do not believe the land will support the loading rates of nutrients as well 
as pathogens on top of an area that is this fragile karst terrain. 
 
There is a lot riding on this. No time to gamble. Please take time to 
re-review in detail the information I sent. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
John Murdoch 
Geologist 
Wesley, Arkansas 
 
 

 
 
  
 

  



APPENDIX A 



https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/PermitsOnline/NPD
ES/PermitInformation/5264-W_Application%20Packet_20160406.pdf 

 

“C & H Hog Farms, Inc. Application for Regulation 6 Permit 
Engineering Plans and Review 
 

September 1, 2015 
Prepared by: T. P. Bass, P.E. 
Reviewed by: Dennis K. Carman, P.E. 
 
Permitting History 
Original Permitting - ADEQ Letter dated August 03, 2012. Re: Concentrated Animal 
Feeding Operations General Permit (Tracking Number ARG590001 - AFlN 51-00164) 
“The Notice of Intent (NOI) package for coverage under the General Permit No. 
ARG590000, for a concentrated animal feeding operation, was received on 6/25/2012. 
  

In accordance with Department policy, the NOI has been reviewed and has been 
determined to be complete. Coverage under this general permit will be effective the 
date of this letter. A copy of the General Permit ARG590000 is available from the 
Department”. 
 

Permit Modification to allow Tanker Methods for field application. ADEQ Letter dated 
June 5, 2014. Re: Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations General Permit (Tracking 
Number ARG590001- AFIN 51- 00164) “The Notice of Intent (NOI) package for a 
substantial change of coverage under the General Permit No. ARG590000, for a 
concentrated animal feeding operation, was received on 2/11/2014. In accordance with 
  

Department policy, the NOI has been reviewed and has been determined to be 
complete. The substantial change will be effective the date of this letter. A copy of the 
General Permit ARG590000 is available from the Department”. 
 
  

Engineering Plans and Reports: Engineering plans and reports dated June 1, 2012 
have been prepared, submitted and approved by ADEQ. Engineering plans were 
prepared by DeHaan, Grabs & Associates LLC, consulting engineers in accordance with 
ADEQ rules and regulations and can be viewed at the website listed below. 
 
Engineering Plan Sheets 
http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/PermitsOnline/NPDES/Per
mitInformation/ARG 590001_Maps_20120613.pdf 
 
As Built Engineering Plan Sheets 
http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/PermitsOnline/NPDES/Per
mitInformation/ARG590001_As%20Built%20Engineering%20Plan%20Sheets_2013041
2.pdf 



     (Continued) 
Existing Facility Field Review 
 
Field Applications Areas: Areas viewed were pasture and hayland that were either not 
subject to flooding or only subject to occasional flooding. Slopes, after buffering, are 
within specified limits of 15% or less. The Owner clearly understood buffers and was 
following those buffer limitations to the letter. Vegetative cover was excellent with 
superior vegetative cover in those areas receiving nutrients from manure application. 
 
Permit Application – Liner Addition: A permit change application is currently being 
processed with the intent to permit the owner to add a liner to the bottom of ponds 1 
and 2 and a cover on pond 1 to flame the methane generated. Although this addition is 
not required, the owner continues to demonstrate willingness to add features above 
and beyond the regulatory requirements for operating this facility in an environmentally 
safe and acceptable manner. 
 
Existing Facility Design Review 
  

This facility has been previously reviewed by and approved by ADEQ and a permit 
for operation has been issued. The facility has been in operation since 2012. Several 
follow-up visits have been made, by ADEQ, EPA, Big Creek Research & Extension Team 
(BCRET) and others, as the facility operations and permit application changes have been 
challenged by groups and individuals with environmental concerns. The Design and As-
Built plans, prepared by DeHaan, Grabs & Associates LLC, were reviewed as a 
part of this permit application.” 
 
 

 



https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/PermitsOnline/NPD
ES/PermitInformation/ARG590001_NOI_20120625.pdf 

 
1. Permit Information ARG590001 NOI_20120625  
 
 (NOI - June 25, 2012) dated and signed by Senior Project 
 Engineer Nathan A. Pesta, P.E. of DeHaan, Grabs & Associates, 
 LLC to ADEQ Mr.  Richard Connell.  
 
 Letter 06/07/2012 including facility plans, designs, drawings and 
 specifications for construction of facility, etc. 

 
 “Dear Richard McConnell:  
 
 I have enclosed a construction approval application and NPDES 
 ARG59000 permit for C & H Hog Farms proposed hog operation 
 of 2,500 head farrowing farm.  Enclosed is the original copy. 
 We  appreciate your review of these documents and if you have 
 questions, do not hesitate to give me a call or send me an email 
 at Nate@dgaengineering.com.  
 
 Enclosures cc: Jason Henson, w/encl Geoff Bates,  
 
 Cordially' Nathan A. Pesta, P.E. Senior Project Engineer” 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
NOI: (ARG590001_NOI and MP_20120625.pdf) 

 
 (F-4) C&H Hog Farms May 18, 2012 Newton County, Arkansas 
  

 1.6 HOLDING POND LINER                                                     
  

 
  

Liner material shall not contain significant amounts of organic material, 
frozen material, ice or rocks larger than four inches in diameter 
and shall not be placed on a frozen surface. 

 

Excerpt from this original NOI: 
 



  
https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/PermitsOnline/NPD
ES/PermitInformation/arg590001_noi_20150707.pdf 
 
 
Modification Request – Waste Pond Liners and Cover  

 AFIN: 51-00164, Permit No.: ARG590001 
 

(“NOI Design Plans”- May 7, 2015) 
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APPENDIX D 



From the original NOI: (ARG590001_NOI and NMP_20120625.pdf) 
 
(F-4) 

 
C&H Hog Farms May 18, 2012 
Newton County, Arkansas 
 
for later use as topsoil or disposed of properly. The impoundment area shall be 
excavated to the lines and grades as shown on the plans. Any borrow areas outside the 
impoundment area shall be graded and left in a well-drained condition. The contractor 
shall be responsible for the removal of excess water from any portion of the job site and 
all necessary equipment. In addition, the contractor is responsible for ensuring that all 
applicable permits have been obtained prior to any dewatering. Pumping of ponded 
water, if necessary during construction, shall be conducted in a timely manner to prevent 
saturation of large areas of the borrow pit and outletted to an acceptable drainage 
course as determined by the Engineer. Excavation is considered integral to fill 
placement, therefore payment will be made for only one. 
 
1.5 HOLDING POND EMBANKMENT 
 
Fill shall be placed at the lowest point along the centerline of the embankment in 
horizontal layers not to exceed 6 inches in compacted depth to specified densities before 
placement of a successive layer. The fill shall be placed over the entire length and width 
of the embankment along one side of the holding pond except in areas where 
sectionalized construction is authorized by the Engineer. Where less impervious material 
is encountered in the borrow area, it shall be placed in the outer portions of the 
embankment (Zone 2 on Plans) as part of each lift and compacted the same as the rest 
of the embankment if authorized by the Engineer. Rocks larger than 6 inches in diameter 
shall not be used in the fill. The contractor shall be responsible for any water needed to 
raise the moisture content of fill material prior to compaction. The contractor shall also 
provide any equipment necessary to apply this water to fill. Care should be taken to 
prevent excessive cracking of compacted fill before a successive layer is placed. 
Compaction shall be performed to each lift by means of controlled travel of compaction 
equipment so that each lift of the fill area has been uniformly compacted to a final 
density consistent with 95% Standard Proctor Density (ASTM D-698). Each pass of soil 
loading and compaction equipment should travel parallel to the centerline of the 
embankment. 
The moisture content at the time of compaction shall be consistent with the requirements 
of compaction to achieve final density. 
 
1.6 HOLDING POND LINER 
 
The holding pond's final grades shall be over cut by a minimum of 18 inches, scarified 
and padded with a minimum of 18 inches of well compacted low permeable soil. Liner 
material shall not contain significant amounts of organic material, frozen material, ice or 
rocks larger than four inches in diameter and shall not be placed on a 
frozen surface. The liner shall be placed in horizontal layers not to exceed 6 inches in 
compacted depth. Each lift shall be compacted by means of controlled travel of 
compaction equipment so that the … 
 
DeHaan, Grabs & Associates, LLC F-4 
Mandan, ND & Dodge City, KS  
`  “rocks larger than  

four inches in diameter 
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“gravel to cobble-sized coarse content w
ithin the liner clay” 

 

                  



              
 

 

“large rocks in liner” 
  



SEE:  Inspection - Photo 1 dated 01/24/2014 to see results of “items that require your 
immediate attention” and actions taken concerning cobble-sized coarse content in 
the clay liner… 

https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/In
spectionsOnline/073447-insp.pdf 

 

First Compliance Inspection and Report  
Letter to C&H Hog Farms September 10, 2013 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SEE:  Inspection - Photo 1 dated 01/24/2014 to see results of “items that require your 
immediate attention” and actions taken concerning cobble-sized coarse content in 
the clay liner… 

(Continued) 



Letter and response from C&H Hog Farms to 
ADEQ 

September 20, 2013 
 



 
 

Letter and response from C&H Hog Farms to 
ADEQ 

September 20, 2013 
 

(Continued) 



 

2
nd C

om
pliance Inspection and R

eport after correspondence 
by the departm

ent to C
&

H
 asking for “im

m
ediate action” 

and response by C
&

H
 that they im

m
ediately took care of 

erosion rills and desiccation cracks on Pond 2? 
  



Sources of C&H Hog Farms Clay Pond Liner Photographs  
(2013 thru 2015) 

 
Arkansas ADEQ Inspections Reports 
 
https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/home/pdssql/p_permits_online_npdes_addito
nal.aspx?PmtNbr=ARG590001&Category=Inspection&Title=Inspection%20
Reports 

 
EPA Inspection 04/15/2014 
https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/InspectionsOnline/
078360-insp.pdf 

 
Oklahoma State University (OSU)– John Fields & Todd Halihan Electrical 
resistivity imaging (ERI) 03/14/2015  
https://bigcreekresearch.org/electrical_resistivity/mtj-holding-pond/site-
photos/docs/MTJ%20Holding%20Pond_Site%20Photos.pdf 

` 
 

ADEQ 
On 

ADEQ Inspection Reports – Photo Logs 
Dates: 07/23/2013 through 12/30/2015 

 
(Year 2016 Not availed online at this time ?) 

 
 



APPENDIX F 
 
 



 
 
Public Comments I submitted for the C&H Hog Farms request for a  permit 
to install pond liners, cover and flare on August 10, 2015 trying to ask 
relevant questions about the Clay Liner and no direct response about the 
“cobble-sized course content within the clay liner” as noted in the 
departments on compliance and Inspection SEE: Appendix E.  
 
The comments were relevant then,  and is still very relevant .  
The 5264-W Draft  Permit covers the Waste Storage as well as Liners.  
The “cobble-sized course content within the clay liner” are still there as 
documented by the departments on website. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.adeq.state.ar.us/downloads/WebDatabases/PermitsOnline/NPDES/PermitInf
ormation/ARG590001_J%20Murdoch%20Public%20Comment%203_20150810.pdf 







 

APPENDIX G 
 
 



Examples of why accurate “Below Ground Surface” measurements are important. They are 
reference points that one can compare to other reference points like the elevation (bgs) of 

the Waste Lagoons.. 
 

Page 7 Field Notes 
Harbor Senior Project Manager,  
Thomas Huetter, P.G., supervised field activities.  

 
 
 



 
 
Findings and Conclusions 
 
Despite the limitations regarding the overall scope of work, HGI is confident in 
the observations collected during rock core inspection. The drilling program that 
was observed between September 21 and 23, 2016 did not indicate any 
significant water bearing zones. The highly weathered limestone bedrock and 
unconsolidated clay intervals observed between 13.8 and 28.0 ft.bgs. 
appeared to have the characteristics of epikarst. With the understanding 
that epikarst is the weathered zone found at the interface of unconsolidated 
soils and bedrock, the Site setting would support this characterization.  
 
As noted in the boring log included as Attachment 1, the limestone bedrock at the 
Site is a part of the Boone Formation, a Mississippian aged limestone2. Core 
analysis from 28.0 ft.bgs. to the final termination depth of 120 ft.bgs. confirmed 
the characteristics of the Boone Formation, with evidence of sub-members such 
as the Short Creek Oolite and St. Joe Limestone member3. Characteristics 
defined in the boring logs included fossiliferous limestone ranging from fine 
grained biomicrite to coarse grained biosparite. Bedding planes were horizontal, 
with limited fractures and dissolution features. Although there were zones of thin 
bedding that appeared to be mechanically broken by the drilling process, there 
were no significant karst related voids identified in core recovery or by driller 
observation. The primary karst feature during the drilling of B-1 is the 
previously identified epikarst zone noted between 13.8 ft.bgs. and 28.0 
ft.bgs. 
 
HGI appreciates the opportunity to assist Harbor on this important project. If you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the evaluation of subsurface geology 
presented herein, please do not hesitate to contact me directly at (317) 601-
3117. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hydrogeology, Inc. 
 
Tai T. Hubbard, LPG IN-2253 / AR No. 14 
Senior Geologist 
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                 .  

“ Elevation 930.61’ ” 
  

https://w
w

w
.adeq.state.ar.us/w

ater/bbri/c-and-h/files/c-and-h-hog-farm
s-drilling-study-report-addendum

.pdf 
 

Source: 
H
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rilling Study A

ddendum
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