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Via Hand Delivery

Ms. Susan Pelz, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protectlon
Southwest District - i
3804 Coconut Palm Drive JAN 1 5 2004 ‘J
Tampa, Florida 33619

Southwest District Tampa

Subject: Cell 1 and Landfill Site Certification Addendum 2
and Responses to Department Certification Comments
Enterprise Recycling & Disposal Facility
Angelo’s Aggregate Materials, Ltd.
FDEP Permit Nos. 177982-001-SC, 177982-002-SO
Pasco County, Florida

Dear Ms. Pelz:

On behalf of Angelo’s Aggregate Materials, Ltd. (Angelo’s), Hartman & Associates, Inc. (HAI)
is submitting responses to the Department’s comments, dated December 8, 2003, regarding the
certification submittals for the above referenced facility. Our responses are based on the
discussion from our meeting with the Department on January 5, 2004. For your convenience,
your comments are stated first with our responses, when applicable, following.

Comments from Kim Ford’s Letter:

1) Document entitled Cell 1 Certification dated October 8, 2003:

a) The cover letter page 1 - HAI states that "the attached document indicates that Cell 1
has a continuous confining layer, at least 36-inches thick, with a permeability value no
greater than 1x10-6cm/sec, and is prepared to accept waste". [The Department has not
reached this same conclusion at this time as described below. This comment does not
require a response. |
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b) The cover letter page 2 - HAI states that "The confining unit may be at the cell base,
under the cell base, or a combination of both, as long as it is at least 36-inches thick and
continuous with a maximum permeability of 1x10-6cm/sec”. [The Department agrees
that this is the approved design criteria.] HALI states that "All borings used to verify the
confining unit are shown on Figure 1 in Appendix A." [Figure 1 in Appendix A was
resubmitted as part of the addendum. Confirmation that Figure 1 (for both documents)
includes the locations for all borings and all failing test locations should be provided.]

Response:  Figure 1 has been revised to include all borings and failing test locations, and is
attached in Appendix A.

c) The cover letter page 3 - HAI states that "Based on this correlation, a sample with at
least 31% passing the #200 sieve was considered acceptable as confining material."
[Related comments (memorandum dated December 4, 2003, by Mr. John Morris) are
provided as an attachment to this letter.] HAI states that "The Confining Layer Contour
Map for Cell 1 (Figure 38) is in Appendix C." [Figure 38 in Appendix C was
resubmitted as part of the addendum. Confirmation that Figure 38 (for both documents)
includes the locations for all borings and all failing test locations should be provided.]

Response: The purpose of Figure 38 is to show the continuity of confining material
throughout Cell 1 and part of Cell 15 in the areas it was proven to exist. We believe that
including the requested information creates unnecessary clutter on the map and is not needed
since previous submittals provide evidence that these areas were over-excavated and properly
patched. The revised Figure 38 is attached in Appendix B.

d) The cover letter page 4 - HAI states that a benchmark is installed in a cell corner post.
[A description of the benchmark should be provided with its elevation (NGVD).]

Response:  The benchmark is included on Figure 1 with its elevation (NGVD). The
benchmark is a PVC pipe in the southeast corner of Cell 1. The benchmark elevation and ground
elevation are provided on Figure 1.

€) The cover letter page S - [no comments]

f) The cover letter page 6 - HAI states that "As shown on the Confining Layer Contour
Map for the temporary pond area, the continuous confining unit extends from the north
end of Cell 1 through Cell 16. This map is provided as Figure 39 in Appendix C.
Therefore, no additional quality assurance testing or construction will be required for
certification of the confining unit in Cell 15 and in Cell 16." [The Department has not
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reached this same conclusion at this time. This comment does not require a response.
Related comments are provided in item 1)m) of this letter.]

g) The cover letter page 7 - HAI states that a stormwater permit modification is currently

under review for changes, and a copy the approval for the construction will be provided.
[A stormwater permit must be issued prior to acceptance of waste. This may be resolved
as a condition of approval for Cell 1. This comment does not require a response.]

Response: A stormwater permit was issued for this facility in February 2001. A
modification to this permit is pending and is expected by February 16, 2004. The stormwater
management system, as modified, has been constructed. The system will be certified, based on
the as-built survey provided by Foresight Surveyors, once the modification is issued. Since the
system is constructed, and essentially approved by the FDEP, Angelo’s requests approval for
operation prior to the issuance of the modification to the permit.

h) The cover letter page 8 - HAI states that Pond 2 may need to be redesigned and
Appendix D includes revised entrance plan details. [Record drawings should be
provided to show all changes. This may be resolved as a condition of approval for Cell
1. This comment does not require a response.]

1) Certification of Construction Completion (DEP Form #62-701.900(2)) - [This form
includes the certification for all of Cells 1, 15, and 16. A new certification (on DEP
Form #62-701.900(2) as a replacement) should be provided to include only those areas
that have been completely excavated and confirmed to have the specified clay
layer/confining unit.]

Response: A replacement certification form (DEP Form #62-701.900(2)) is attached in
Appendix C.

) Summary of Deviations (attached to certification form) - HAI states: the as-built
survey for Cell 1 is provided in Appendix D and that Cell 1 was not entirely excavated
[The as-built topographic survey by Foresight shows that only parts of Cells 1, 15, 16
have been excavated. Related comments are provided in item 1)p) of this letter. ], swales
were not constructed to drain Cell 1 or the west slope to the temporary pond, a berm was
constructed with an open channel [Related comments are provided in item 2)d) of this
letter.]; the side slopes of Cell 1 were not constructed as designed and the north-central
boundary of Cell 1 was over-excavated [The “north-central boundary of Cell 1” appears
to be adjacent to Cell 15 and would require no redesign. Clarification should be
provided.]; Pond 1 was modified, the location of the entrance, scalehouse, scales, and
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maintenance area have changed. [Record drawings should be provided to show all
changes from the approved plans. ]

Response:  HAI acknowledges that the stormwater conveyance located in the west of Cell 1
is a berm and open channel, rather than a swale as previously stated. This change will not affect
the operation of the conveyance. The above statement regarding over-excavation of the Cell 1
side slope should reference the north and central portions of the eastern cell boundary.
Therefore, Pond 2 will be redesigned after operation begins, as agreed between HAI and the
Department. Record drawings have been prepared and are attached along with the as-built
survey information in Appendix D. ‘

k) Appendix A, Figure 1 (map of borings) - [There are very few borings shown on this
figure that include the boundaries of the cells, and there are no borings located on any
the part of the selected cross-sections shown on this figure that include the boundaries of
any of the cells. Only those areas that have been completely excavated and confirmed to
have the specified clay layer/confining unit should be certified. All cross-sections must
include borings shown for the certified area in order to include the entire certified waste
disposal area for approval. All borings that represent the lithology in the vicinity of each
cross-section, and the lithology for each of the detection well locations in the vicinity of
the cross-section, should be included on the selected cross-section to show the continuity
of the clay layer/confining unit. The degree of accuracy (for example: +/- 20 feet) must
be provided for the boring locations. Related comments are provided in items 1)l), 1)m),

and 1)n) of this letter. ]

Response:  Figure 1 has been revised to include a line connecting the cell markers that
indicate the areas to be certified at this time. Any changes to the cross-sections that were
necessary to intersect this line have been made. The revised cross-sections are attached in
Appendix A. A note referencing the signed and sealed survey sheets, provided by Foresight
Surveyors, for the boring locations has been added to the Figure 1.

1) Appendix B (soil test results, tables of values, and correlation) - [4ll borings must
have an elevation (referred to the NGVD, rather than "MSL" referred to for the "AS"
borings) at surface to be useful, especially for the shallower borings at surface. All other
elevations below surface should be calculated from the surface elevation minus the depth.
("The elevations that are normally used in topographic mapping, geodetic surveys,
engineering studies, and engineering construction surveys are referred to the NGVD.
The NGVD should not be confused with local mean sea level datums."” - from textbook
entitled Surveying, by Davis, Foote, Anderson, and Mikhail.) The tables of values for the -
borings should provide the date of each boring, elevation (NGVD) at surface, elevation
(NGVD) at the top of the clay layer/confining unit (that may be at the cell base/floor,
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under the cell base/floor, or a combination of both, as long as it is at least 36-inches

thick and continuous with a maximum permeability of Ix10-6¢cm/sec), clay

layer/confining unit thickness, elevation (NGVD) for each sieve sample, % passing the

#200 sieve, elevation (NGVD) for each permeability sample, and permeability test results -
in cm/sec. A separate table for each type of boring (such as for "B", "AS" "SSA" "ST",

etc.), with each boring listed sequentially by the boring #, would be very helpful. The

actual elevations (NGVD) at surface at the time of each boring must be provided.

Related comments are provided in items 1)k), 1)m), and 1)n) of this letter.]

Response:  The boring logs have been revised to reference the surface elevations as NGVD,
rather than MSL, and to include the surface elevations as provided by Foresight Surveyors. The
detailed tables requested for the borings have been developed and include the name of each

boring

location, date, elevation of the boring, elevation of the top of the confining material,

thickness of the confining material, elevations for any sieve samples and corresponding results,
elevations for any permeability samples and corresponding results. Separate tables are provided
for: standard penetration test (SPT) borings, bucket auger (AS) borings, and solid stem auger
(SSA) borings. The logs and tables are attached in Appendix E.

m)

Appendix C, clay layer/confining unit contour maps: A topographic survey provided
or referenced for the at surface elevations for each boring (at the time of each boring)
would be very helpful. The actual elevations (NGVD) at surface at.the time for each
boring are essential to the success of this certification and should be provided either on
the topographic survey or listed separately. In either case, the list and the survey must be
signed, dated, and sealed by a registered professional surveyor and mapper (F.S.
472.003(2)). For the clay layer/confining unit contour maps, a registered professional
geologist may interpret the topographic survey/data and prepare the Figures 38 and 39,
however, the professional surveyor must either cosign, date, and seal the figures or the
referenced topographic survey/data (FAC 61G16-2.005, FS 492.102(7), F.S. 472.003(2)).
Each figure should reference the topographic survey/data. With the topographic
survey/data, the professional surveyor should provide the horizontal degree of accuracy
(for example: +/- 20 feet) for the boring locations and the degree of accuracy (for
example: +/- 6 inches) vertically for the elevations (NGVD) at surface at the time of each
boring. The clay layer/confining unit contour maps show the clay layer/confining unit
beyond the last boring along the cell boundaries and must be revised to limit the contours
fo the areas where supporting data is available. Related comments are provided in items
1k), 1), and 1)n) of this letter.]

Response:  As discussed via e-mail with the Department and during the January 5 meeting, it
is not appropriate for the surveyor to co-sign HAI’s maps. In order to resolve this comment, it
was agreed that HAI would add any necessary notes to the figures referencing the signed and
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sealed survey documents. In addition, HAI is requesting that Foresight Surveyors add the boring
elevations and degree of accuracy to the as-built survey. The confining unit contour maps are
generated by a computer model using site-specific geologic data obtained from the site. This
results in extrapolation of some of the contours beyond the limits of the area to be certified. It
was agreed in the January 5 meeting that the extrapolated contours would be appropriately
indicated, and that a line connecting the cell markers would be added to confirm the certified
area has the required confining material.

At the request of the Department, HAI is providing copies of the input parameters for the
computer model used to develop the confining unit maps. This data is attached in Appendix B.

Figure 38 (Cell 1 clay layer/confining unit contour map) - [This figure/map is based
on a topographic survey (with both horizontal and vertical control) and is intended to
show both the Cell 1 clay layer/confining unit contours and the locations of specific
features (borings, the limits of the excavated cells, and test pits/excavated areas). This
figure/map shows that portions of the top of the clay layer/confining unit is at elevation
+835 (3 feet above the surface) and higher, the cells (sideslopes) are not completely
excavated, and no corner posts are shown for the limits of waste disposal. Boring B-18 is
missing from this drawing. All borings must be shown on all top of clay layer/confining
unit contour maps, or a specific reason provided for each excluded boring. This figure
shows the excavated area for "AS-10" to be extremely small in comparison to the size of
other excavated areas, and the location of boring "AS-42" is not shown within the
excavated area. Additional borings should be provided in the vicinity of these two areas
to confirm the presence of the clay layer/confining unit. The corner posts appear to be
located at the cell boundaries and in areas along the toe of slope that have not been
confirmed to have the specified clay layer/confining unit. The certified area should be
provided on one drawing (drawn to scale) and limited to the area completely excavated
and prepared for waste disposal, and the limits of waste disposal/certified area must be
marked by corner posts. The scale of 1"=100" appears to be incorrect and must be
corrected. This drawing must be corrected prior to the approval for Cell 1. A scale of
1"=60"is suggested, the same as for the cross-sections. Related comments are provided
in items 1)k), 1)l), and 1)n) of this letter.]

Response:  Figure 38 has been revised as discussed during the January 5 meeting to
demonstrate the presence of the required confining material within the designated area to be
certified. The limits of certification are included in this figure as a dashed line in Cells 1 and 15.
The excavated area for “AS-10” was excavated to the extent that confining unit material was
identified on each wall and suitable as tie-in material. The location for “AS-42” was confirmed
to be within the excavation area. The contractor surveyed many of the excavation areas as
simple geometric shapes to facilitate the excavation volume calculations. The scale of 1°=100’
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has been replaced with a scale of 1”=80". The scale used for this figure was chosen to display
the area of interest in a standard 11” x 17” format

Figure 39 (Cells 15 and 16 clay layer/confining unit contour map) - [This figure/map
is based on a topographic survey (with both horizontal and vertical control) and is
intended to show both the Cells 15 and 16 clay layer/confining unit contours and the
locations of specific features (borings and the limits of the excavated cells). This
figure/map shows that Cell 15 and Cell 16 are not completely excavated and there are no
corner posts shown at the cell boundaries. The top of clay layer/confining unit contours
dramatically change near the center of Cell 16, and the clay layer/confining unit
thickness of at least 3 feet is not confirmed by an adequate number of borings. A top of
the clay layer/confining unit drop of five feet between two borings spaced 100 feet apart
is significant but acceptable when adequate thickness and permeability are confirmed.
However, the top of the clay layer/confining unit drop of 30 feet in 100 feet (from B-33 to
B-22) is dramatic and must be confirmed by additional borings and permeability tests.
Therefore, the clay layer/confining unit thickness of 3 feet at the bottom of B-22 is of
concern, and reasonable assurance of at least 3 feet of thickness must be provided by
more closely spaced borings and/or greater than 3 feet of thickness. More continuity
between borings allows for more widely spaced borings. Less continuity and dramatic
changes requires more closely spaced borings. For areas with dramatic changes (such
as those shown for Cell 16), additional borings on a grid of 50 feet are suggested. The
certified area should be provided on one drawing (drawn to scale) and limited to the
area completely excavated and prepared for waste disposal, and the limits of waste
disposal/certified area must be marked by corner posts. All borings must be shown on all
top of clay layer/confining unit contour maps. The scale of 1"=100" appears to be
incorrect and must be corrected. A scale of 1"=60' is suggested, same as for the cross-
sections. Related comments are provided in items 1)k), 1)]), and 1)n) of this letter.]

Response:  Figure 39 has been revised as discussed during the January 5 meeting to
demonstrate the presence of the required confining material within the designated area to be
certified at this time (Cell 15) and is attached in Appendix B. Also as discussed in the meeting, a
temporary two-foot berm has been constructed along the cell boundary of Cell 15/Cell 16. The
limits of certification are included in this figure as a dashed line in Cell 15. This will allow for
the appropriate confining unit patching to be completed for later certification of Cell 16. The
scale of 1”=100" has been changed to 1”=80. The scale used for this figure was chosen to
display the area of interest in a standard 11” x 17” format.

n) Appendix C, cross-sections (Figures 1 through 7): [The cross-sections show clay
below borings with no supporting data and must be revised to show all the lithologies on
cross-sections end at the lower tip of the deepest representative boring, and at the last
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included boring, unless other deeper borings are shown to provide supporting data. All
scales on each cross-section should be the same (1"=60'H, 1"=20'V suggested). More E-
W cross-sections would be very helpful. More specific comments are provided for each
cross-section. Related comments are provided in item 1)k) of this letter.]

Response: It is common in geologic practice to continue cross-sections for a limited depth
beyond the extent of borings to represent the likely soil conditions of a site. However, the cross-
sections have been revised to include notation (question marks) where appropriate to
demonstrate that no deeper borings were completed to confirm the presence of the indicated soil
types. The cross-sections do not end at the last included borings since soil types and extents are
generally extrapolated in both directions from each boring to the midpoint of the distance to the
next. This is done based on knowledge of the site characteristics and available site data.
Additional boring locations have been included as discussed during the January 5 meeting, to
extend the cross-sections and maximize the areas to be certified. Some AS and SSA borings
were added to the cross-sections as deemed necessary by HAI. Each cross-section is shown to
depict the geology through a horizontal distance and a vertical elevation. The horizontal
distances vary and therefore different scales are required to provide magnification and clarity for
ease of evaluation. It was agreed between HAI and the Department through e-mail
correspondence that the scales would not be revised. This response is intended to address the
entire 1)n) comment, and therefore, each individual component will not have an individual
response.

Figure 1, cross-section A-A' (Scale: 1'"=100'H, 1"=10'V) - [This cross-section shows
only one permeability test for 6 deeper borings. This cross-section shows silty clay on the
southeast slope with no borings and no borings on the cell base/floor along the west side
Jor 350 feet from ST-2. This cross-section should show many of the “AS” borings and
others (B-17 and SSA-11), and should be extended to the east to include SSA-20 and SSA-
37.]

Figure 2, cross-section B-B' (Scale: 1"'=100'H, 1"'=10'V) - [This cross-section shows
no boring for the south edge of Cell 1, or for the north edge. This cross-section provides
more information, permeability tests, more borings, and is more helpful, and shows more

clay layer/confining unit continuity. This cross-section should show many more of the
“AS” borings and others (such as SSA-24).]

Figure 3, cross-section C-C' (Scale: 1"=60"H, 1"'=30'V) - [Shows no borings for the
east and west edges of Cell 15, and only one permeability test. This cross-section should
be extended to the east to include MW-74 and MW-7B, and to the west to include
DCL01-8.]
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0)

Figure 4, cross-section D-D’ (Scale: 1'"=50"H, 1"'=25'V) - [This cross-section shows no
boring for the north edge of Cell 16, and no permeability test for Cells 15 and 16. This
cross-section should be extended to the north to include more borings (ST-7, B-22, B-26,
B-31, DCLOI1-14, B-32, B-20, SSA-26, SSA-28, SSA-29). All of Cell 16 could be
included. ]

Figure 5, cross-section E-E' (Scale: 1"=60'H, 1""-=30'V) - [This cross-section shows no
borings for west edge of Cell 15 and the east edge of Cell 16. The top of the clay
layer/confining unit drop of 30 feet in 100 feet (from B-33 to B-22) is dramatic and
should be confirmed by additional borings and permeability tests, therefore the clay
layer/confining unit thickness of 3 feet at B-22 is of concern. This cross-section should
be extended to the northeast to include B-6, MW-54 and MW-5B, and to the southwest to
include DCL01-8.]

Figure 6, cross-section F-F' (Scale: 1"'=40'H, 1''=20'V) - [This cross-section shows no
borings for the east and west edges of Cell 15. This cross-section should be extended to
the east to include B-8, and on the west to include DCL01-8.]

Figure 7, cross-section G-G' (Scale: 1"'=60'H, 1''=30'V) - [This cross-section shows no
borings for the east and west edges of Cell 16. This cross-section should include more
borings (B-5, SSA-27), and should be extended to the northwest to include MW-4 and to
the southeast to include MW-6.]

Appendix C, boring logs (B-15 -B-34, SSA-1 -SSA-37, AS-1 -AS-47): [Related
comments are provided in item 1)) of this letter.]

Response:  Please see the response to comment 1)I).

p)

Appendix D (as-built surveys) - [All as-built topographic surveys by Foresight must
signed, dated, and sealed by a professional surveyor. The elevations on Sheet 1 of 2 are
difficult to read due to the scale. A scale of 1"=60' is suggested, same as for the cross-
sections, and for the top of clay layer/confining unit contour maps. The cell corner posts,
and the posts for the certification limits/disposal limits should be shown on each drawing,
with the benchmarks described and shown with elevations (NGVD). The Plan & Profile
Entrance Road drawing PP-1 (Sheet 1 of 4) appears to be part of another set of drawings
that were not reviewed or approved by the Department. A complete set of these drawings
should be provided. The As-Built Drainage Plan is not legible and should be provided as
a record drawing. All drawings provided as record drawings must be signed, dated, and
sealed by the professional engineer of record.]
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Response:  The as-built surveys were revised to include the cell corner posts and cell
certification markers, and the descriptions of the benchmarks. Signed and sealed surveys are
attached in Appendix D. The Plan & Profile Entrance Road drawing (PP-1, Sheet 1 of 4) was
included to show the entrance plan changes approved through Pasco County. Sheets 2, 3, and 4
of the set provide details and general notes, and are attached in Appendix F. The As-Built

- Drainage Plan has been reprinted and has been renamed as a Record Drawing, and is signed and

sealed by a registered civil engineer for stormwater, and a registered environmental engineer for
solid waste. Notes regarding the source of the as-built survey data are included.

qQ Appendix E (soil stockpile test results) - [no comments]

r) Appendix F (photos of tie-ins) - /no comments]

s) Appendix G (field test results for tie-ins) - /no comments]

t) Appendix H (test results) - [The note "For information purposes only" appears to

indicate that these test reports are not the official final reports. The official final reports
should be provided. ]

 Response:  The reports provided were copies of the official final reports provided to HAI by

Universal Engineering Sciences.

u) Appendix I (water table elevations) - [4n evaluation of the water elevations should be
provided to demonstrate that there is not a direct connection to the deeper Floridan LS
aquifer and that the wells are adequately placed to monitor the groundwater (both the
surficial and the deeper Floridan LS aquifer), and that the base/floor of each cell will
remain at least 5 feet above the SHWT. Additionally, the location for a piezometer along
the west side of the temporary pond to measure the groundwater fluctuations should be
provided. ]

Response:  Florida Administrative Code Chapter 40C-42 states that the “Seasonal high
groundwater table elevation” means “the highest level of the saturated zone in the soil in a year .
with normal rainfall.” HAI’s estimate of the seasonal high groundwater elevation was based on
historical groundwater elevations for the area during the wet and dry seasons. Rainfall in 2003
was above the normal level and therefore caused the groundwater elevations to rise above the
estimated high levels. Additionally, while drilling in the temporary pond, stormwater was
pumped from the temporary pond, causing standing water around several of the monitor wells.
As a result of the standing water, groundwater elevations in these wells appeared unusually high.
The maximum elevation of water in nearby wells was lower than the base of Cell 1, except for
water in monitor well MW-8. MW-8 is located in an area that conveys stormwater collected east
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of Cell 1 to lower areas east of Cell 16. During high rainfall periods, that area is subjected to
additional infiltration from overland flow. Under normal operations a stormwater pond (Pond 2)
will intercept stormwater and hold it in a lower elevation. Therefore, groundwater levels should
not exceed the elevation of the base of Cell 1. We believe that the hydrographs of those wells
demonstrate that under high rainfall the water table will be below the base of the adjacent cells.
It is only when additional stormwater is routed to surface depressions, rather than correctly
designed stormwater ponds, that the water table exceeded the elevation of the base of Cell 1.

Hydrographs for all current wells and piezometers have been generated and are attached in
Appendix G. During the January 5 meeting, the Department acknowledged that 2003 rainfall
was greater than normal. Based on discussion during the meeting, it appears the landfill base
grades are adequate. Monitor well MW-1B is to the west of the temporary pond and is adequate
to monitor water levels. An additional piezometer is not intended to be installed in Cell 5 due to
likely construction of the landfill cell and operational necessities in the near future.

2) Document entitled Cell 1 and Landfill Site Certification Addendum dated
November 13, 2003:

a) The cover letter page 1 - HAI states that "The boring logs for AS-1 through AS-47
describe the depth from surface of each boring in NGVD." [Related comments are
provided in item 1)I) of this letter.]

Response:  Please see the response to comment 1)1).

b) The cover letter page 2 - HAI states that "borings confirmed areas as limestone surface
lenses underlain by clay and not connected to the limestone aquifer. [The Department
has not reached this same conclusion at this time. This comment does not require a
response. Related comments are provided in items 1)k), 1)), 1)m), and 1)n) of this
letter.] HAI states that FDEP did not stipulate additional borings in Cell 16 [Related
comments are provided in item 1)m) of this letter.]. HAI states that "The data collected
from Cells 15 and 16 provide reasonable assurance of a confining layer below the
temporary pond” [The Department has not reached this same conclusion at this time..
This comment does not require a response. Related comments are provided in items 1)k),
1)l), 1)m), and 1)n) of this letter.], and “water level observations in the temporary pond
show very little percolation, a direct test of confinement” [The basis for this conclusion
should be provided. Related comments are provided in item 1)u) of this letter.], and the
dilution calculation predicts that only iron will exceed DEP groundwater quality criteria
[Related comments are provided in item 4)b) of this letter.] HAI states that "AS-10 and
AS-42 were located in sandy areas that were excavated and replaced with confining unit
material." [Related comments are provided in item 1)m) of this letter.]
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Response:  The statement that “water level observations in the temporary pond show very
little percolation, a direct test of confinement”, applies to the situation where water stands in the
pond without significant change in level in the absence of additional inflow. Because of the
uncertainty of inflows and outflows of water to the pond, that statement was not quantified.
Please see the responses for the other related comments as stated in the body of this comment.

©) The cover letter page 3 - HAI states that "Any intervals that did not meet the minimum

of 31% fines passing, were either identified as non-conforming material in the boring
logs, or located in areas not specified for certification, or had boring intervals below the
failed interval." [Related comments (memorandum dated December 4, 2003, by Mr. John
Morris) are provided as an attachment to this letter.] HAI states that "the locations of
the corner posts that define the area of waste disposal on the floor of Cell 1 were included
in Appendix D, Figures 1 and 38." [Related comments are provided in items 1)k), 1)m),

and 1)p) of this letter]

Response: A revised correlation was discussed during the January 5 meeting that indicated a
requirement of 30% fines passing the No. 200 sieve for appropriate permeability. The same data
were used to develop the previously submitted correlation, however, on the revised graph
permeability was plotted as the dependent variable (on the y-axis), and this changed the resulting
fines content requirement since the standard deviation was based on a different variable. HAI
explained that R” values for these types of trend lines are generally low due to the use of a log
scale (dependent variable varies by orders of magnitude), and that the best visible fit line should
be used to determine the correlation. HAI faxed reference information to the Department prior to
submittal of this addendum for review; however, an additional copy is attached in Appendix H.

d) The cover letter page 4 - HAI states that approval of the ERP is expected. [The ERP
must be issued prior to acceptance of waste. This may be resolved as a condition of
approval for Cell 1.] HALI states that a swale was constructed in the west portion of Cell
1, and a survey of the swale is included in Appendix C. [This survey shows a berm (not a
swale) that appears to divert the stormwater (from beyond the excavated portion of Cell
1) into the temporary pond away from the waste. This design does not appear to be
compatible with the intended function of the temporary pond. The temporary pond was/is
designed to contain the contact water that drains from the partially filled waste disposal
areas only (not to collect stormwater from beyond the excavated disposal areas).
Therefore, capacity calculations should be provided to demonstrate that the temporary
pond will have the capacity to contain both the stormwater from beyond the excavated
disposal areas and the contact water that drains from the partially filled waste disposal
areas. Drainage from Cell:1 must be allowed to flow freely from the cell. Clarification
should be provided. ]
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Response:  The intent of the temporary pond was discussed during the January 5 meeting.
The purpose of the pond is to collect runoff from the excavated areas, and also from other
unexcavated portions of the property. Angelo’s has been informed that the modification to the
stormwater permit will be issued on February 16, 2004. Capacity calculations for the temporary
pond are on file with the Department.

e) - The cover letter pages 4 and 5 - HAI describes several items not yet completed: the
fence, signs, special non-conforming waste containers for batteries .and paint, video
camera, perimeter road, containers for Class I waste, and financial assurance. [These
items must be completed prior to acceptance of waste. This may be resolved as a
condition of approval for Cell 1.]

Response:  All of the items listed in the above comment have been completed since submittal
of the Cell 1 Certification package. Approval of the financial assurance mechanism has. been
received from the FDEP Tallahassee office.

f) Figures 1 and 38 - [Related comments are provided in items 1)k) and 1)m) of this letter.]

Response:  Please see the referenced related responses.

2) Appendix A (estimated effluent concentration) - [Related comments are provided in

item 4)b) of this letter.]

Response:  Please see the referenced related responses.

h) Appendix B, "ST" borings (table of values) - [Related comments are provided in item
1)1) of this letter.]

Response:  Please see the referenced related responses.

i) Appendix C (topographic survey for west side of Cell 1) - [This survey shows a berm
(not a swale). Related comments are provided in item 2)d) of this letter.]

Response:  Please see the referenced related responses.

1) Appendix D (water elevations) - [Related comments are provided in item 1)u) of this
letter.] :

Response:  Please see the referenced related responses.
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To gain a better understanding of the project, the Department has reviewed the original permit
application and Department files, and offers the following comments [comments provided in
italics with cross-references underlined].

3)

Document entitled Enterprise Recycling and Disposal Facility Class III Landfill
Permit Application, November 2000 (with revisions included):

Response:  HAI confirmed that this comment and associated subparts are informational and
do not require a response.

a)

b)

d)

Section 1 (application form, part B.21.) - HAI requested a liner and LCRS exemption
due to acceptance of only Class III waste and the presence of a natural confining layer.
[This has been typical for Class 11l landfill designs.]

Section 3.7 (Engineering Report) - HAI states that the landfill base will be "at least 5
feet above SHWT". [This was/is part of the original design and part of the Department's
basis for approval. Confirmation that the SHWT has been and will be at least 5 feet
below the Cell 1 base/floor should be provided. Related comments are provided in item

1)u) of this letter.]

Section 3.7 (Engineering Report) - HAI states that each cell will be overcut by 50 feet
for truck traffic and stormwater transport from the cell to the temporary pond, and a 6

_feet high berm will prevent stormwater from entering the working face, as shown on

Sheet G-1. [Cell 1 was not overcut for stormwater on the south or the west, and the berm
to divert stormwater and the conveyance for runoff from Cell 1 to the temporary pond do
not appear fo be constructed as designed. Related comments are provided in item 2)d) of
this letter.]

Section 3.8.3 (Engineering Report) - HAI states that each 6-acre cell is expected to last
2 years with two ten-foot lifts per year. [no comments]

Section 3.10.1 (Engineering Report) - HAI states that "Surface water and groundwater
contact with the Class III wastes will be prevented by the proposed facility design."
[Related comments are provided in items 1)u), 2)d) and 3)b) of this letter.]

Section 3.10.1 (Engineering Report) - HAI states that "Since the facility proposes to
accept only those wastes described in 62-701.340(3)(c), FAC, [now described in 62-
701.200(14)] it is not expected to produce a leachate that would pose a threat to public
health or the environment" [The Department has not reached this same conclusion at
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g)

h)

4)

this time. This comment does not require a response.], and "the strict method of
controlling type of wastes disposed of also supports the liner exemption". [Related
comments are provided in item 4)b) of this letter.]

Section 3.15 (Engineering Report) - HAI states that "if the test data from the cell floor
section does not meet the requirements, additional random samples may be tested, and if
the additional testing demonstrates that the hydraulic conductivity meets the
requirements, the cell will be considered acceptable". [The Department agrees that
retests are appropriate in some instances. An explanation should be provided for all
retests (such as an area was reworked and retested, or due to a specifically described
laboratory error).]

Figures 3-6 - 3-12 (Sheets C-1 - C-6, and G-1) - [These drawings should be provided as
record drawings for the initial construction, and should show the SHWT based on more
data, and to show the initial berms and conveyances, and other new features (such as the
locations of gas probes, groundwater monitoring wells, and stormwater ponds).]

Review of correspondence in Department files - #177982-001-SC:

Response: ~ HAI confirmed that this comment and associated subparts are informational and
do not require a response.

a)

b)

5/31/01, HAI response - HAI explains that after dilution from rainfall and not including
dispersion, diffusion, sorption, and biodegradation, only iron will exceed at the ZOD.
[Related comments are provided in item 4)b) of this letter.]

6/28/01, Department memorandum - [A4s indicated during the permit review, the
Department has not considered the dilution equation and associated assumptions as
adequate to describe the potential impacts to groundwater quality, however, other
assurances were provided by the "control of unauthorized wastes, site hydrogeology,
stormwater control, groundwater monitoring, and cell certification.” Due to the variable
geology of the site uncovered during construction that appears to be different than what
was intended as part of permitting, additional assurances should be provided to
demonstrate and confirm adequate environmental protection. Related comments are
provided in item 1)u) of this letter.]

7/25/03 report by HAI - Borings and LS areas are shown on Figure 1 (dated 7/14/03).
[This figure/map is the first topographic survey (with both horizontal and vertical
control) for the Cell 1 base/floor and shows the LS areas, with elevations to the nearest
tenth of a foot. Related comments are provided in items 1)k), and 1)m) of this letter.]
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g)

8/05/03 report by HAI - HAI describes CQA for patching the LS areas, and states that "a
soil liner is not being constructed at this site. The tie-ins are being constructed to ensure
a continuous confining unit at the base of Cell 1." The report includes Figure 3 (not
dated). [This figure/map is the second topographic survey (with both horizontal and
vertical control) for the Cell 1 base/floor and shows the locations for the “AS” (at
surface) borings, with elevations to the nearest hundredth of a foot. Related comments
are provided in items 1)k), and 1)m) of this letter.]

8/12/03, report by HAI - This report includes Figure 6 (not dated). [This figure/map
appears to be incomplete and does not appear to qualify as a topographic survey (with
both horizontal and vertical control) for the Cell 1 base/floor and shows the locations for
some of the “AS” and “SSA” borings, (without elevations) with a note that states that the
“locations are approximate”. Both horizontal and vertical control are essential to the
success of this certification. The intended use of this map should be described and
clarification should be provided for the lack of both horizontal and vertical control.
Related comments are provided in items 1)k), and 1)m) of this letter.]

8/19/03, Department meeting with HAI and Angelo’s (notes in files) - Discussed the
Plan of Action required by specific condition #5 for LS, and that the intended design
wasl/is that the clay layer/confining unit is either at the base/floor and/or at depth below .
the base/floor. Agreed that the top of clay layer/confining unit contour map must show
the clay layer/confining unit to be continuous with at least 3 feet at 1x10-6¢cm/sec, with
no averaging. Discussed the north half of Cell #1 and the concern for demonstrating that
the clay layer/confining unit is at the base/floor due to the west side sandy area that may
have the clay layer/confining unit at depth. [Related comments are provided in item 1)m)
of this letter.] Discussed Cell #15 and the concern that the bottom cannot be observed
due to water. Discussed Cell #16 and the concern with the sandy area at north end, and
the need for acceptable permeability test results in the target clay layer/confining unit.

[Related comments are provided in item 1)m) of this letter.]

9/08/03 Fax from SWFWMD - SWFWMD approves an on-site potable drinking water
supply well (converted from an existing irrigation well). [The operations plan should be
revised to describe the use of this on-site potable drinking water supply well rather than
bottled drinking water, and to describe the plans for its future use or abandonment as
waste disposal progresses to within 500 feet. ]
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Comments from John Morris’ Memo (memo text is in italics with responses inserted as
necessary):

The section of the HAI transmittal letter dated October 8, 2003 entitled “TEMPORARY POND
AREA" includes a sub-heading entitled “Cell 16” (page 6) that indicates the following: “Due
to a conflict of a preliminary correlation between permeability and percent fines with the actual
permeability values obtained from test locations ST-13, ST-14, ST-16, and ST-17 in Cell 16, and
ST-21 in Cell 14, tested by Ardaman (considered as outliers), some of the remaining intact
Shelby tube samples were re-evaluated by UES.” The initial and retest results for the referenced
locations are summarized below:

Sample Depth Perm.
Boring # Cell # Sample # (ft BLS/elevation) % Fines (cm/sec)
B-20 (initial test) 16 ST-13 8§-10/65-67 38.1 53x10°
B-20 (retest) 16 ST-13 8-10/65-67 47.6 4.9x107
B-21 (initial test) 16 ST-14 4-6/69~-71 64.7 26x10°
B-21 (retest) 16 ST-14 - 4-6/69-71 52.3 6.7x10°®
B-22 (initial test) 16 ST—]6 44— 46/29-31 13.3 9.2x10°°
B-22 (retest) 16 ST-16 44—-46/29- 31 57.2 1.9x107
B-23 (initial test) 16 ST-17 2-4/71-73 254 1.3x10°
B-23 (retest) 16 ST-17 2-4/71-73 38.8 6.9x10°
B-28 (initial test) 14 ST-21 32-34/62-64 338 2.1x10°
B-28 (retest) 14 ST-21 32-34/62-64 33.1 7.5x107

The basis for determining that the initial results from these five locations were outliers was not
presented in the certification submittals. The procedure for handling the Shelby tubes to prepare
the samples that were submitted for retesting and the intervals within the Shelby tube submitted
for retesting were not described in the certification submittals. The reasons for the different
results were not presented in the certification submittals. Descriptions of the lithology of the
samples submitted for retesting were not presented in the certification submittals.

Response: It was agreed during the January 5 meeting that Cell 16 would not be certified at
this time. A berm is to be constructed between Cells 15 and 16 until the sandy areas of Cell 16
can be properly “patched” with appropriate confining material.

Samples from ST-13, ST-14, ST-16, ST-17, and ST-21 were re-evaluated by Universal
Engineering Sciences due to the questionable results originally received from Ardaman &
Associates, Inc.
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The section of the HAI transmittal letter dated October 8, 2003 entitled “CELL 1 CQA
TESTING” indicates that the correlation between permeability and percent fines results in
acceptable confining materials containing at least 31% fines, as presented in Appendix B of the
submittal. It appears that the initial testing results from these five locations (“outliers”) were
omitted from the correlation between sample permeability and percent fines. It also appears that
a power function was selected by HAI for thzs correlation for all permeability tests conducted at
the facility excluding the outliers, with an R? value of about 0.54. Alternate correlation #1 was
prepared with the same data points using an exponential function to better fit the data and
resulted in an R® value of about 0.66. Using alternate correlation #1, it is estimated that
acceptable confining materials would be required to contain about 42% fines (see attached plot
entitled “Perms. vs % Fines (Alternate Correlation #1) and attached summary table).

The section of the HAI transmittal letter dated October 8, 2003 entitled “CELL 1 CoA -
TESTING?” describes seven ‘field units” in the soils encountered at the facility, four of which
‘were indicated to be acceptable confining materials (sandy clay, silty clay, clay and clayey sand)
and three of which were indicated to be unacceptable confining materials (silty sand, limestone
marl and limestone). It appears that the clayey sand field unit exhibits a range of percent fine
and permeability values that require further evaluation regarding its suitability as confining
material. Alternate correlation #2 was prepared with only the samples that were described to be
clayey sands to obtain a better solution (“better fit”) for the data points. To be consistent with
the approach taken by HAIL the “outliers” were excluded from alternate correlation #2, and an
exponential function was selected, with an R’ value of about 0.77. Using alternate correlation
#2, it is estimated that acceptable confining materials would be required to contain about 37%
fines (see attached plot entitled “Perms. vs % Fines (Alternate Correlation #2) and attached
summary table).

The differences in the correlation between percent fines and permeability provided by HAI and
the alternate correlations described above appear to be significant when depicting the soil types
that are included as part of the confining unit. It appears appropriate to exclude the clayey sand
field unit from the confining materials based solely on physical description unless the clayey
sand sediments in individual borings have testing data that demonstrates an acceptable % fines
content is present.

Instances where the thickness of the confining unit within Cell 1 as shown on Figure 38 in the
HAI submittal dated October 8, 2003 is subject to revision if acceptable confining materials are
determined by using at least 37% fines and clayey sands are excluded unless supported by a
sieve test are summarized below: .
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- AS-6. a sieve test conducted on the clayey sands encountered at 2 feet BLS indicated the
sample was 31.7% fines, it appears that no acceptable confining materials were
demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38.

- AS-11: it does not appear that a sieve test was conducted on the clayey sands that were
encountered from 2.5-3 feet BLS; it appears that 2.5 feet of acceptable confining
materials were demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38.

- AS-16: it does not appear that a sieve test was conducted on the clayey sands that were
encountered from 0-2 feet BLS; it appears that 1 foot of acceptable confining materials
was demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38; it is unclear
if this boring location was included in the area excavated as part of Test Pit No. 4.

- AS-18: the silty sand sediments encountered from 0-2 feet BLS were indicated to be
unacceptable materials for the confining layer; it appears that the boring was too
shallow to demonstrate the occurrence of 3 feet of acceptable confining materials at this
location. '

- AS-19: it does not appear that a sieve test was conducted on the clayey sands that were
encountered from 0-2 feet BLS; a sieve test conducted on the sandy clay encountered at 2
Jfeet BLS indicated the sample was 34.9% fines; it appears that no acceptable confining
materials were demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38.

- AS-34: it does not appear that a sieve test was conducted on the clayey sands that were
encountered from 0-1 foot below land surface (ft BLS); it appears that 2 feet of
acceptable confining materials were demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet
shown on Figure 38; it is unclear if this boring location is outside the portion of Cell 1
that was intended to be included in the certification.

- AS-37: it does not appear that a sieve test was conducted on the clayey sands that were
encountered from 1.5-1.75 feet BLS; it appears that 1.25 feet of acceptable confining
materials were demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38.

- AS-38: it does not appear that a sieve test was conducted on the clayey sands that were
encountered from 1-1.75 feet BLS; it appears that 1.25 feet of acceptable confining
materials were demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38.

- AS-42: a sieve test conducted on the clayey sands encountered at 2 feet BLS indicated
the sample was 15.8% fines; it appears that no acceptable confining materials were
demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38.
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- AS-44: a sieve test conducted on the clayey sands encountered at 2 feet BLS indicated
the sample was 33.5% fines; it appears that no acceptable confining materials were
demonstrated at this location rather than the 3 feet shown on Figure 38.

- S884-19: it does not appear that sieve tests were conducted on the clayey sands that were
encountered from 0-4 ft BLS and 9-13 ft BLS; it appears that 5 feet of acceptable
confining materials were demonstrated at this location rather than the 13 feet shown on
Figure 38; it is unclear if this boring location is outside the portion of Cell 1 that was
intended to be included in the certification.

- 8S4-20: a sieve test conducted on the clayey sands encountered from 5-10 feet BLS
indicated the sample was 29% fines; it appears that 4 feet of acceptable confining
materials were demonstrated at this location rather than the 18 feet shown on Figure 38;
it is unclear if this boring location is outside the portion of Cell 1 that was intended to be
included in the certification.

Response:  Please see the response to comment 2)c).

Given the importance of determining the occurrence of acceptable confining materials at the
Jacility, it does not seem appropriate to further review the boring logs, contour maps and cross
sections until the questions about the correlation evaluation have been resolved.

Response:  The boring logs, contour maps, and cross-sections have already been reviewed by
Kim Ford, with responses provided to the Department.

““We trust this submittal will allow the Department’s approval for operation of the landfill in
Cell 1. Please call us if you have any questions.
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cc: Dominic Iafrate, Angelo’s
Craig Bryan, Angelo’s
Kim Ford, P.E., FDEP
John Morris, P.G., FDEP
James E. Golden, P.G., HSA Golden
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Cell 1
X Y Top of Clay| Ground Elev | Clay thickness | Boring Symbol)
(ft, NGVD) | (ft, NGVD) (ft, BTOG) No. |for plotting)
613666.21| 145455335 525 | 7500 | 30 | B5 4 |
613499.52| 145348200, 73 | 93.00 10| BT | aa T '
614062.48| 1453624.70 63 93.00 14 B-8 44
613483.64| 145325517 90 110.00 19 L-13 18
613543.36| 1453943.14 87 100.00 21 L-14 18
613937.96| 1453268.36| 815 110.00 7 B-14 44
613991.27| 1452779.82] 125 98.00 5 B-16P 44
613542.01| 1453775.63] 915 100.00 20 DCLO1-8 6
613541.98| 1453253.67] 795 104.00 25 DCLO1-9 6
613549.11| 1452667.25] 92.5 106.00 16.5 DCLO1-11 6
613796.49| 1453780.55] 86.5 95.00 14 DCLO1-12 6
614080.63| 1453809.83 86 91.00 30 MW-7 103
614115.80| 1453252.03] 945 98.00 26.5 MW-8 103
614117.78] 1452752.03] 1075 111.00 215 MW-9 103
613643.87| 1453672.59| 73.27 75.27 13 B-15 44
613885.70| 1453429.42] 80.38 80.38 12 B-16 44
613823.27] 1453217.37] 81.02 81.02 12 B-17 44
613812.84] 1453023.70| 8343 83.43 75 B-18 44
613670.48] 145439754 72.89 74.89 4 B-19 44
613751.91] 1454480.13| 69.23 75.23 6 B-20 44
613904.87| 145447228 7327 75.27 9 B-21 44
613819.30] 1454283.82| 34.18 75.18 4 B-22 44
613672.92] 1454117.22 73 75.00 18 B-23 44
613666.42| 1453994.73| 73.19 75.19 20 B-24 44
613921.87| 1453653.02| 73.62 75.62 20 B-25 44
613791.55] 1454377.08 27 75.00 6 B-26 44
613923.38| 1454065.01| 72.89 74.89 145 B-27 44
613371.99] 1454257.30 64 96.00 8 B-28 44
613731.41| 1454196.56] 72.97 74.97 16 B-29 44
613875.70 1454143.76] 73.12 75.12 11.5 B-30 44
613876.14| 1454383.18] 71.02 75.02 14 B-31 44
' 613777.05| 145443464 6755 | 7505 | 265 |7 B32 | 44 N ) T
613833.12| 1454199.21 73.51 75.51 28 B-33 44
613621.17| 145454279 63.97 75.43 125 B-34 44
613712.21| 1453013.87 95 95.00 24 SSA-13 12
613568.19| 1453478.04 92 92.00 14 SSA-14 12
613572.19] 1453376.67] 915 9150 | 12 SSA-15 12 ) T B I B

N:hydro/tarkin/claythickness XLS 1/14/04



613574.22] 1453273.94 93 93.00 16 SSA-16 12
613577.06| 1453172.90 80 94.00 0 SSA-17 12 |clay at less than 80 feet
613581.01| 1453070.33 97 97.00 18 SSA-18 12
613967.84| 1453035.54| 84.89 84.89 20 SSA-19 12
613975.02] 1453088.72| 79.43 84.43 18 SSA-20 12
613991.18| 145323526 82.77 82.77 16 SSA-21 12
613993.89| 1453400.13| 82.26 82.26 20 SSA-22 12
613980.67| 1453525.38] 80.7 80.70 20 SSA-23 12
613697.65] 1453405.08] 80.11 80.11 20 SSA-24 12
613621.30| 1454052.73] 72.25 74.25 8 SSA-25 12
613719.12| 1454483.28] 72.01 75.01 17 SSA-26 12
613666.10] 1454553.46] 7479 0 SSA-27 12
613789.86| 1454548.77| 70.07 75.07 15 SSA-28 12
613730.34| 1454607.37| 71.77 76.77 15 SSA-29 12
613936.84| 145427958 73.12 75.12 12 SSA-30 12
613813.08] 1453931.81| 73.53 75.53 18 SSA-31 12
613916.19| 1453940.40] 73.03 75.03 18 SSA-32 12
613803.86] 145383852 73.26 75.26 18 SSA-33 12
613828.80| 145362821 72.93 74.93 8 SSA-34 12
613734.96| 1453638.36| 73.27 75.27 8 SSA-35 12
613690.11| 1454299.11] 72.89 74.89 18 SSA-36 12
614054.76| 145313321 98 103.00 13 SSA-37 12
613935.21| 1453029.25| 83.29 83.29 3 AS-1 2
613791.82| 1453057.84| 82.49 82.49 3 AS-2 2
613918.35| 1453187.88| 81.1 81.1 3 AS-6 2
613920.00| 145329265 81.03 81.03 3 AS-7 2
613649.25| 145327324 80.3 80.3 325 AS-9 2
613801.24| 1453368.97| 81.04 81.04 3 AS-11 2
613928.37| 1453406.26] 80.29 80.29 3 AS-12 2
613938.63| 1453110.74| 82.74 8274 3 AS-13 2
613665.68| 1453122.47| 826 82.6 3 AS-15 2
613656.18| 1453234.63] 80.55 80.55 3 AS-16 2
613788.38| 1453227.58| 80.89 80.89 3 AS-17 2
613954.09| 1453351.20| 81.04 81.04 3 AS-19 2
613641.90] 1453337.49] 80.43 80.43 3 AS-21 2
613634.96/ 1453495.09] 79.98 79.98 3 AS-22 2
613767.99] 1453480.20| 79.93 79.93 3 AS-23 2
613944.84| 1453480.30/ 79.88 79.88 3 AS-24 2
613678.58] 1453353.70| 80.31 80.31 3 AS-25 2
614002.73| 1453010.81| 96.25 96.25 3 AS-26 2
614016.46| 1453183.52¢ ‘noclay”| 92.18 0 AS-27 2
614005.07| 1453313.59] 86.57 | 86.57 3 AS-28 2

N:hydro/larkin/claythickness. XLS 1/14/04



614005.78] 1453384.78] 84.98 84.98 3 AS-29 2
614008.96| 1453465.79] 85.03 85.03 3 AS-30 2
614004.88| 1453537.1 84.87 0 AS-31 2
613811.59| 145298889 85.14 85.14 3 AS-32 2
613736.03| 1453035.22| 82.81 82.81 3 AS-34 2
613918.46| 1452093.19| 85.62 85.62 3 AS-35 2
613713.63| 1453475.07| 79.98 79.98 3 AS-36 2
613861.94] 1453476.25| 79.96 79.96 3 AS-37 2
613853.35| 1453403.70| 80.2 80.2 3 AS-38 2
613729.59| 1453396.38| 79.96 79.96 3 AS-39 2
613735.31| 1453306.43| 81.07 81.07 3 AS-40 2
613866.79| 1453316.45| 81.13 81.13 3 AS-41 2
613849.70| 1453132.69| 81.73 81.73 3 AS-43 2
613861.53| 1453079.57| 82.25 82.25 3 AS-44 2
613704.05| 1453194.87| 81.26 81.26 3 AS-45 2
613831.31| 1453199.87| 81.29 81.29 3 AS-47 2
excavated/patched borings

613662.47| 1453078.03| 83.23 83,23 3 AS-3 0 :
613662.93| 1453174.84| 81.49 81.49 3 AS4 0
613812.76| 1453181.39| 809 | 80.9 |~ 3 | As5 0 ) T
613804.95| 1453282.22| 80.64 80.64 3 AS-8 0
613640.78| 1453365.78] 80.33 80.33 3 AS-10 0
613797.95| 145313164 81.77 81.77 3 AS-14 0
613921.27| 145324596| 81.02 81.02 3 AS-18 0
613781.62| 1453341.84| 81.05 81.05 3 AS-20 0
613663.88] 1453050.36| 85.67 85.67 3 AS-33 0
613849.72] 145323257| 81.04 81.04 3 AS-42 0
613836.81] 1453282.73] 81.06 81.06 3 AS-46 0
613743.35| 1453106.69| 82.2 822 6 SSA-1 11
613790.32] 145314495 808 80.8 4 SSA-2 11
613912.99] 1453131.98| 81.8 81.8 7 SSA3 11
613939.92| 1453089.47| 83.0 83.0 7 SSA-4 11
613924.84| 1453114.76, 825 82.5 15 SSA-5 1
613782.12| 145335461| 80.8 80.8 7 SSA-6 11
613696.87| 145313051 82.0 82.0 9 SSA-7 11
613716.93| 1453126.64| 817 817 8 SSA-8 11
613706.02| 1453116.80| 82.1 82.1 14 SSA-9 11
613702.82| 1453175.65] 82.1 821 11 SSA-10 11
613711.86] 1453234.41| 809 80.9 11 SSA-11 11
613671.16] 1453226.89| 80.7 80.7 14 SSA-12 11
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DEP Form #_62-701,.900(2)
Form Title Certification of Construction Completion

Cffective Date May 19, 1994

DEP Application No.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection T @eanyER)

Certification of Construction Completion of a
Solid Waste Management Facility

DEP Construction Permit No: 177982-001-SC County: Pasco

Name of Project: Enterprise Recycling & Disposal Facility

Name of Owner: Angelo's Aggregate Materials, Lid.

Name of Engineer; Hartman & Associates, Inc.

Type of Project: Confining layer certification for Cells 1 and 15, as indicated by survey markers on

Figure 1 of Appendix A of this report.

Cost: Estimate $ 400,000 Actual $ 450,000

Site Design: Quantity: 1500 cy/day ton/day Site Acreage: 9.2 Acres

Deviations from Plans and Application Approved by DEP: Please see the attached summary.

Address and Telephone No. of Site: Enterprise Road, west of Auton Road, Dade C
813-781-6177

JAN 1 5 2004

Jeff Rogers

Name(s) of Site Supervisor: —
: p Southwest UETCt Tampa

Date Site inspection is requested: Pre-arranged inspection on January 21, 2004

This is to certify that, with the exception of any deviation noted above, the construction of the
project has been completed in substantial accordance with the plans authorized by Construct

Permit No._177982-001-SC :Dated: October 5, 2001

Date: 1/14/04

Signature of Profeg

Page 1 of 1
Northwest District Northeast District Central District Southwest District South District Southeast District
160 Governmental Center 7825 Baymeadows Way, Ste. B200 3319 Maguire Bivd., Ste. 232 3804 Coconut Palm Dr. 2295 Victoria Ave., Ste, 364 400 North Congress Ave.
Pensacola, FL 32501-5794 Jacksonville, FL 32256-7590 Orlando, FL 32803-3767 Tampa, FL 33619 Fort Myers, FL 33901-3881 Waest Patm Beach, FL 33401
850-595-8360 904-448-4300 407-894-7555 813-744-6100 941-332-6975 561-681-6600



SUMMARY OF DEVIATIONS FROM FDEP APPROVED PLANS
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING & DISPOSAL FACILITY
DADE CITY, FLORIDA

As-built survey data to confirm the grades in Cell 1 is provided in Appendix D. The survey
shows that the cell grades are in substantial compliance with the requirements of the approved
excavation plan, as required by the specific conditions of the facility construction permit.

Deviations to the original approved plans for Cell 1 are indicated in the as-built survey and
illustrated on the record drawing in Appendix D. The 50-foot overcut and associated berm and
transport swale was not constructed as planned. A berm has been constructed near the western
slope of Cell 1, and an open channel slopes towards the temporary pond. HAI has confirmed that
the open channel is adequate to transport the stormwater runoff from west of the slope to the
temporary pond. A modification to the stormwater permit is pending and is expected to be issued
by February 16, 2004.

The interior side slopes of Cell 1 were constructed steeper than shown on the approved
excavation plan. All side slopes were to be constructed to 6H:1V until immediately prior to
waste placement against the slopes. At this point, the slopes were to be cut back to 2H:1V. The
south and west side slopes of the cell are approximately 3H:1V, and the east slope is
approximately 4H:1V. These steeper slopes will have a higher potential for erosion, so Angelo’s
must implement the erosion controls in the approved plans on an as needed basis, rather than

when the 2H:1V slopes are excavated. '

The north and central portions of the eastern boundary of Cell 1 were excavated beyond the
boundary indicated on the excavation plans, into a portion of the area designated for construction
of Pond 2. Clean soil will need to be placed and compacted into the eastern slope prior to pond
construction. However, the newly placed soil may be inadequate for construction and the pond
may need to be redesigned in the remaining setback area to accommodate the required stormwater
volume. This determination will require a geotechnical evaluation prior to construction. Pond 2
must be designed, constructed, and certified prior to any waste disposal at or above the pre-
construction grade elevation of Cell 1. '

Ditches have been recently constructed north to south near the center of the site, and west to east
across the northeastern portion of the site in order to divert stormwater to an existing borrow pit
in the north-central portion of the site. These ditches have reduced the quantity of stormwater
flowing to the temporary pond, and therefore, will allow for construction of the western leg of the
temporary pond (Cell 14) to be postponed until additional stormwater retention is required. A
stormwater permit modification is currently under review by the Department’s stormwater
sectton.

Pond 1 was modified to accept some drainage from Enterprise Road. This modification was
included in the above referenced stormwater permit modification.

The location of the entrance, scalehouse, scales, and maintenance area have changed, as shown on
the revised drawings.

The six (6) foot chain link fence (post and barbed wire fence in some locations), 12-foot
compacted perimeter road, entrance gate, “No Trespassing” signs, entrance sign, and placement

N/hydro/jld/larkin/deviations.doc



of roll-off containers have been completed. The maintenance area is intended for future use and
therefore is not completed at this time.

A temporary berm has been constructed between Cells 15 and 16 and will remain in place until
Cell 16 is certified.

N/hydro/jld/larkin/deviations.doc
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NOTES:

1. THIS DRAWING 1S NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT A BOUNDARY SURVEY.

2. ELEVATIONS SHOWN HEREON ARE BASED ON THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS
FOR THE ENTERPRISE RECYCLING & DISPOSAL FACILITY AND ENTERPRISE RD.
BENCH MARK USED IS A NAIL & DISK IN A POWER POLE STATION 115+74.55

58.36 LT. ELEVATION = 114.02".

3. THIS SURVEY DRAWING WAS PREPARED FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF THE PARTY
OR PARTIES CERTIFIED TO BELOW FOR THE EXPRESS PURPOSE STATED HEREON
AND/OR CONTAINED IN THE CONTRACT BETWEEN FORESIGHT SURVEYORS, INC. AND
THE CLIENT FOR THIS PROJECT. COPYING, DISTRIBUTING, AND/OR USING THIS
DRAWING, IN WHOLE OR IN PART FOR ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN ORIGINALLY
INTENDED WITHOUT WRITTEN CONSENT FROM FORESIGHT SURVEYORS, INC. IS
STRICTLY PROHIBITED, AND RENDERS THE SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATION,

SIGNATURE AND SEAL HEREON NULL AND VOID.  ANY QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE

&b = 10387 | TOP = 98.00’
T CND = 94.97’ TOP = 90.55' CONTENT OR PURPOSE OF THIS DRAWING SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO FORESIGHT
GND = 87.61 SURVEYORS, INC.
4. THE DEGREE OF ACCURACY IS WITHIN 0.1 OF A FOOT HORIZONTALLY AND
0.05 OF A FOOT VERTICALLY ON ALL WORK PERFORMED,
BOUNDARY LINE LANDFILL
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. THIS DRAWING IS NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT A BOUNDARY SURVEY.
2. ELEVATIONS SHOWN HEREON ARE BASED ON THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS

FOR THE ENTERPRISE RECYCLING & DISPOSAL FACILITY AND ENTERPRISE RD.

BENCH MARK USED IS A NAIL & DISK IN A POWER POLE STATION
58.36 LT. ELEVATION = 114.02".
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SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-1 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 16, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA

APPROX. .

DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 3 83.29|(3) CLAY, Gray, Orange, (mottled), Very Firm, Minor LR fragments 1

n:\hydroMarkin\boring logs\Lithas-1.xls



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-2 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 16, 2003

COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia

WATER DEPTH: NA

APPROX.
DEPTH ELEYV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 2.75 82.49((3) CLAY, Gray, Orange, (mottled), Firm to Very Firm, LS Fragments 1 :
2.75 3 79.49)i(1) SANDY CLAY, Lt Gray & Orange, Firm 2

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\Lithas-2.xls



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-3 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 16, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 2 83.23[(3) CLAY, Lt Gray & Orange, (mottled), Firm to Semi-Firm 1
2 4]  79.23(2) SILTY CLAY, Very Firm 2

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\Lithas-3.xls



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-4 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 16, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 0.75 81.49Ji(1) SANDY CLAY, Lt Gray, Mod Brittle, Semi-Firm to Firm 1
0.75 4 77.49||(5) SILTY SAND, Orange & Tan, Fine to Silt, Soft, Little to no Clay 2

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\Lithas-4.xIs



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-5 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 16, 2003

COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia

WATER DEPTH: NA

APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th N

0 1| 80.90[(2) SILTY CLAY, Orange, Gray, & Dk Brown, (mottled), Very Firm
1 25 78.40[(5) SILTY SAND, Lt Gray, Semi-Firm, Large LR fragment @2.5' 2

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\Lithas-5.x1s



SAMPLE DATE:
COLLECTED BY:
WATER DEPTH:

DEPTH
FROM

TO

SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-6 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

July 16, 2003

Miguel Garcia

NA

APPROX.

ELEV.
(NGVD)

SOIL DESCRIPTION

Sample
No.

Blow Count/ 6"
1st 2nd 3rd 4th N

0

W

81.10

(4) CLAYEY SAND, Lt Gray,Orange, Very Firm, Mod Clay

1

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\Lithas-6.xls



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-7 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 17, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 3 81.03j{(1) SANDY CLAY, Lt Gray & Orange, Very Firm, Minor LS Frag 1

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\Lithas-7.xls



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-8 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 17, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 1.75 80.64((4) CLAYEY SAND, Dk Orange, Gray,(mottled) Med to VF, Soft 1
1.75 3.25 77.39|(4) CLAYEY SAND, Orange & Gray, Brittle, Firm 2

n:\hydroMarkin\boring logs\Lithas-8.xIs



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-9 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 17, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N

0 3.25 80.30[l(2) SILTY CLAY, Lt Gray & Orange, Very Firm, Minor LR frag

1

n:\hydro\arkin\boring logs\Lithas-9.xls



SAMPLE DATE:
COLLECTED BY:
WATER DEPTH:

DEPTH
FROM

TO

SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-10 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

July 17, 2003

Miguel Garcia
NA

APPROX.

ELEV.
(NGVD)

SOIL DESCRIPTION

Sample
No.

Blow Count/ 6"
1st 2nd 3rd 4th N

0

W

80.33

(5) SILTY SAND, Tan-Orange, Fine to Very Fine, Soft

1

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\LITHAS-10.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-11 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 17,2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEYV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 0.5 81.04]l(1) SANDY CLAY, Lt Gray, Orange, (mottled), Very Firm 1
0.5 2.5 78.54][(1) SANDY CLAY, Gray, Brittle, Firm, Minor LS fragments 2
2.5 3 78.04)(4)CLAYEY SAND, Lt Gray, Orange, Firm 3

n:\hydroMarkin\boring logs\LITHAS-11.XLS



SAMPLE DATE:
COLLECTED BY:
WATER DEPTH:

DEPTH
FROM

TO

SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-12 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

July 17, 2003

Miguel Garcia

NA

APPROX.

ELEV.
(NGVD)

SOIL DESCRIPTION

Sample
No.

Blow Count/ 6"
1st 2nd 3rd 4th N

0

w

80.29

(1) SANDY CLAY, Tan & Orange, Very Firm to Semi-Firm

1

n:\hydro\larkin\boring fogs\LITHAS-12.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-13 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 23, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 0.5] 82.74}(1) SANDY CLAY, Lt Gray & Orange,(mottled), Firm 1
0.5 3 79.74((3) CLAY, Lt Gray & Orange,(mottled), Very Firm 2

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\LITHAS-13.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-14 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 23, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 1.5 81.77([(4) CLAYEY SAND, Lt Gray & Orange, (mottled), Very Firm 1
1.5 2 79.77||Hard Limestone Cobble or Boulder, Stopped Boring 2

n:\hydro\Markin\boring logs\LITHAS-14.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-15 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 23, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA

APPROX.

DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION ' No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 82.60|/(4) CLAYEY SAND, Lt Gray & Orange, Very Firm to Firm, 1
Minor LS Fragments @2.5'

(U8

n:\hydro\arkin\boring logs\LITHAS-15.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-16 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 23, 2003

COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia

WATER DEPTH: NA

APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th N

0 2 80.55([(4) CLAYEY SAND, Lt Gray & Orange, (mottled), Firm to V-Firm 1
2 3 77.55[1(2) SILTY CLAY, Orange & Lt Gray, (mottled), Very Firm 2

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\LITHAS-16.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-17 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 23, 2003

COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia

WATER DEPTH: NA

APPROX.
DEPTH ELEYV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 2.5 80.89((4) CLAYEY SAND, Lt Gray, Semi-Firm to Firm 1 s
25 3 77.89]|(3) CLAY, Gray & Black, Massive, Extremely Firm 2

n:\hydroMarkin\boring logs\LITHAS-17.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-18 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 23, 2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 2| 81.02{i(5) SILTY SAND, Lt Gray & Orange, (mottled), Semi-Soft to Firm 1
2 3{ 78.02((2) SILTY CLAY, Lt Gray, Very Firm 2

n:\hydroMarkin\boring logs\LITHAS-18.XLS



SAMPLE DATE:
COLLECTED BY:
WATER DEPTH:

DEPTH
FROM

TO

SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-19 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

July 23, 2003

Miguel Garcia

NA

APPROX.

ELEV.
(NGVD)

SOIL DESCRIPTION

Sample
No.

Blow Count/ 6"
1st 2nd 3rd 4th N

0

[

81.04

(4) CLAYEY SAND, Lt Gray & Orange,(mottled) V-Firm to S-Firm

1

2

w

78.04

(1) SANDY CLAY, Orange & Lt Gray, (mottled) Very Firm

2

n:\hydro\larkin\boring logs\LITHAS-19.XLS



SS BUCKET AUGER BORING AS-20 LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION
ENTERPRISE RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL FACILITY
PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

SAMPLE DATE: July 23,2003
COLLECTED BY: Miguel Garcia
WATER DEPTH: NA
APPROX.
DEPTH ELEV. Sample Blow Count/ 6"
FROM TO (NGVD) SOIL DESCRIPTION No. Ist 2nd 3rd 4th N
0 1.5 81.05}{(2) SILTY CLAY, Lt Gray & Black, Semi-Firm to Very Firm 1
1.5 2.5] 78.55[l(2) SILTY CLAY, Lt<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>