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Ford, Kim

From: Ford, Kim

Sent:  Thursday, June 12, 2003 12:28 PM
To: Pelz, Susan
Subject: met with John Banks about CCSWDC

On June 12, 2003 at 11am | met with John B. to discuss slope stability and crosssections.

| explained that justification for the FS is needed. | provide him with the Reviewer Checklist by Bachus with table 1 and 2 for FS
and friction angles. | asked for the soil specs and CQA for the sideslope swale and intermediate cover and suggested that the soil

should be well ddrained except for a layer on top to prevent satuation or the calculations must provide for complete saturation. |
asked for the critical failure surface to be shown as part of the printouts.

i asked that all design crosssections must match the actual topo so that there will be no need to move waste.

Kim

6/12/2003
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Ford, Kim

From: Ford, Kim

Sent:  Thursday, May 29, 2003 1:53 PM

To: Pelz, Susan; Ross, Lora

Subject: conversation with Paul Wingler (CCSWDC-Sarasota)

On May 29th at 1:45pm | spoke with Paul W. and requested the most recent topo of the active landfill area. Paul
said the landfill was flown in December 2002 so he may have received it in February 2003, and the landfill will be
flown again on June 15th 2003. He said | will have it next week. | suggested he send a copy to John Banks
also. |told him that | want to see where the terrace is to match the proposed cross sections for the drainage.

Kim

5/29/2003
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Ford, Kim

From: Ford, Kim

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2003 11:29 AM

To: Pelz, Susan; Morris, John R.

Subject: FW: Sarasota Landfill Operating Permit Renewal

This morning | spoke with Bob Gardner (SCS) about CCSWDC review timeframe and the unresolved
crosssections which John Banks promised in writing yesterday to be sent by June 13th. | explained to Bob that
because there is clearly missing information to be received later, the 30-day timeclock should not start until
everyhting is received. Bob agreed. This also allows more time for SCS and the Sarasota County to decide on
temporary or permanent drainage pipes and structures, and allows time for further discussion of the 2:1 sidesiope
conveyances and related supporting calculations and material/construction specifications and CQA.

Kim

----- Original Message----- )

From: Robert B. Gardner [mailto:rgardner@scsengineers.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2003 10:51 AM

To: Ford, Kim

Cc: 'jbanks@scsengineers.com'’

Subject: Sarasota Landfill Operating Permit Renewal

Kim,

Per our discussions by telephone today, we understand that the Department is awaiting further
information from SCS relative to questions raised regarding the subject permit renewal application, and
that the Department will not initiate the 30-day review period until this information is received. Please
do not hesitate to give John Banks a call if you have any questions.

Robert B. Gardner, P.E., DEE
Senior Vice President

SCS ENGINEERS

3012 U. S. Highway 301 N, Suite 700
Tampa, Florida 33619

Tele: (813) 621-0080

Mobile: (813) 220-4973

Email: rgardner @scsengineers.com

5/29/2003
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From B. K. Hough, Basic $oils Engineering. Copyright © 1957, The Ronald Press Company, New York.
Note. Within each range, assign lower values if particles are well rounded or if therc is significant 50ft shale or mica
content, higher values for hard, angular particles. Use lower values for high normal pressures than for moderate nermal

pressure,

probieros involving man-made fills, it is difficult 1o either
measure or estimate the friction angle of a sand on the
basis of laboratory tests alome. For thesc reasons,
extensive use is made in practice of correlations between
the friction angle of a sand and the resistance of the
natural sand deposit to penetration.

Figure 11.14 shows an empirical correlation between
the resistance offered to the standard penetration spoon
(Chapter 7) and the friction angle. Inevitably, any such
correlation is crude. The actual friction angle may
deviate by =3° or more from the value given by the curve.
The given relation is intended to apply for depths of over-
burden up to 40 ft, and is conservative for greater depths.

11.6 SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS

I. The strengih of soil can be represenied by a Mohr
cnvelope, which js a plot of =, versus ¢, Generally
the Mohz cnvelope of & granular soil is curved. For
stresses less than 100 psi, the envelope usuelly is
almost straight so that

- ;
‘Ty=oglang
- . - - TOMBM e o L0
where ¢ is the friction angle corresponding to the
peak point of the stress-strain curve.

WO A I Ty

2. The value of ¢ for any soil depends upon ¢, and
upon the amount of interlocking; i.e., the initial
void ratio and o,

3. Where sand is being subjected 1o very large strains,
¢ Should be used in the failure law. Unless the
sand is very loose, ¢, will be less than ¢. Wherc
the sand is sliding over the surface of a structure, the
friction angle will vary from ¢, to ¢,,, depending on
the smoothness of the surlace.

4. A knowledge of the effect of composition helps
guidc the selection of materials to be used in man-
made fills

5. Materials to be used in man-made fills should be
tested wsing the actual range of confining pressures
which will be encountered jn the #ll,

6. For many practical problems, the friction angle of
an i situ sand deposit can be determined by indirect
means, such 33 the standard penetration test.

PROBLEMS
111 Given the following triaxial test data, plot the

resuits (@) in 2 Mohr diagram and (b) in a p—¢ diagram, and
determine ¢ by each method.

05/28/03 18:50 FAX 8136236757 5CS ENGINEERS .
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Ch. 11 Shear Strength of Cohestonless Soil 149
Table 11.3 Summary of Friction Angle Data for Use in Preliminary Design
Friction Angles
At At Peak Strength
Siope Ultimate
Angle of Repose Strength Medium Dense Dense
Slope
Classification i(®) (vert. to lior) (")  tand,, (™ tan ¢ ¢ tan ¢

Silt (nonplastic) 26 lon2 26 0.488 28 0.532 30 0.577

to to to to

30 lon 173 30 0.577 32 0.625 34 0.675
Uniform fine to 26 I on2 26 0.488 30 0.577 32 0.675

nedium sand to to to to

30 I on1.75 30 0.577 34 0.675 36 0.726 é'ﬂ"’;"f
Well-graded sand 30 1on1.75 30 0.577 4 0.675 38 039 » D25

to o to to . b 48

34 1 on 1.50 34 0.675 40 0.839 45 1.030 ;ﬁf 20
Sand and gravel 32 1 on 1.60 32 0.625 36 0.726 40 0.500

to to 10 to

36 1 on 1.40 36 0.726 42 0.900 43 1.110

o
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From B. K. Hough, Basic Soils Engineering. Copyright © 1957, The Ronald Press Compatty, New York.
Note. Within each range, assign lowesr values if particles are wcll rounded or if there is significant soft sbale or mica
content, higher values for hard, angular particles. Use lower values for high normal pressures than for moderate normal

pressure,

probiems involving man-made fills, it is difficult 1o either
measure or estimate the friction angle of a sand on the
basis of laboratory tests alone. For thesc reasons,
extensive use is made in practice of correlations between
the friction angle of a sand and the rcsistance of the
natural sand deposit to penctration,

Figurc 11.14 shows an empirical correlation between
the resistance offered to the standard penetration spoon
(Chaptet 7) and the fnctlon angle. Toevitably, any such
correlation is crude. “The actual friction angle may
deviate by =+3° or more from the value given by the curve.
The given relation is iniended to apply for depths of over-
burden up to 40 ft, and is conservative for greater depths.

11.6 SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS

I. The strength of soil can be represenied by a Mohr
envelope, which is a plot of =, versus oj;. Generally
the Mohr cnvelope of a granular soil is curved. For
stresses less than 100 psi, the envelopc vsually is
ahmost straight 2 that

"7. u_u.~:~n_'>'/
e FAas ,

T = 'Jrr tan ¢
where 95 is the friction angle correspondmg to the
peak point of the stress-strain curve.

. The value of ¢ [or any soil depends upon ¢, and
upon the amount of interlocking; ie., thc initial
void ratio and o, «

. Where sand is being subjected 1o very large strains,
& .. should be used in the failure law. Unless the
sand is very loose, ¢,, will be¢ less than ¢. Wherc
the sand is sliding over the surface of a structnre, the
friction angle will vary from ¢, to ¢, ,, depending on
the smoothaess of the surface.

. A knowledge of the effect of composition helps

guidc the selection of materials to be used in man-

made fills

Materials to be used in man-made fills should be

tested using the actual range of confining pressures

which will be encountered jn the fill.

_U‘\

an a situ sand deposit can be determined by indirect
means, such as the standard penetration test.

PROBLEMS

1.t Given the following triaxial test data, plot the
results (@) in 2 Mehr diagram aud (b) in a p—¢ diagram, and
determine ¢ by each method.

. For many practical problems, the friction angle of

05/28/03 18:50 FAX 813823676 SCS ENGINEERS ' _
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Ch. 11 Shear Strength of Cohesionless Soil 149
Table 11.3 Summary of Friction Angle Data for Use in Preliminary Design '
‘ Friction Angles
At At Peak Strength }U\rf‘
Slope Ultimate T m“""s
Angle of Repose Strength Medium Dense Dense
Slope
Classification i(®) (vert. to hor.)  ¢,(°) tand,, $) tan ¢ (%) tan ¢
\
Silt (nonplastic) 26 lon2 26 0.488 23 0.532 30 0.577
! to to to to
30 1on 1.75 30 0.577 32 0.625 34 0.675
Uniform fine to 26 Ion2 26 0.488 30 0.577 32 0.675
medium sand 10 to to to
30 | on 1.75 30 0.577 34 0.675 36 0.726 | £'4~>
Well-graded sand 30 1on1.75 30 0.577 34 0.675 38 0.839 Sols °
to 4] to to . v 48
34 1 on 1.50 34 0.675 40 0.839 46 1,030 ;5’ 30
Sand and gravel 32 1 on 1.60 32 0.625 36 0.726 40 0.500
to to 1o to '
¥, 36 ! on 140 36 0.726 42 0.900 48 1.110
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Environmental Consultants y 3012 U.S. Highway 301 N 813 621-0080
' Suite 700 FAX 813 623-6757
Tampa, FL 33619-2242

May 28, 2003
File No. 09201024.01

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619

Subject: Sarasota County, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
Operations Permit Renewal, Pending Permit No. 130542-002-SO

Dear Mr. Ford:

At your request we SCS Engineers (SCS) is providing the following documents in suppc;rt of
the referenced permit application:

g:

Replacement page v of the application Table of Contents
Replacement pages L-4, L-5, and L-19 of the Operations Plan
Replacement sheets 3 and 16 of the Operations Drawings
Replacement Drawing E-2

Replacement Drawing F-1

¢ Replacement Drawing L-1

e Additional input data sheets for the berm slope stability calculations

In addition, we recognize that several cross sections contained within the Operations
Drawings, related to the fill sequence plans, may not accurately reflect the revised terrace
swale berm and its proposed elevations. We will evaluate this issue and submit revised
drawings, as needed, by June 13, 2003.

The three scenarios contained in the berm slope stability calculations model the effects of
water infiltration and potential water build up along the low permeability portion of the future
closure cap system. The future closure cap, which will incorporate the same side slopes
(3H:1V maximum), represents the worst-case scenario for veneer slope stability due to the
collection and migration of water along the closure cap interface. During operations prior to
closure, water that has infiltrated should percolate downward through the intermediate and
daily covers and not along a defined failure plane (i.e. such as the interface of the low
permeability interface of the future closure cap).

The soil types, Soil Types 1 and 2, used in the model represent the cover soil and the strength

of the interface between the cover soil and the drainage layer along the closure cap,
respectively. Soil Type 1 represents a sandy soil with a typical internal phi angle of 30

Cffices Mutionwiis 2?3)




Kim Ferd
May 28, 2003
Page 2

degrees and no cohesion. Soil Type 2 represents the interface friction strength between the
cover soil and a drainage geocomposite or between the cover soil and a geomembrane.

The slope stability model scenarios use the same side slope profile and only vary the depth of
saturation above the closure cap. To achieve a short-term slope stability factor of safety equal
to 1.3, the depth of saturation should be keep below 12 inches above the closure cap. The
future closure cap should be designed to either limit the amount of water infiltrating the cover
system or designing the transmissivity of a drainage geocomposite to provide sufficient lateral
drainage to keep the saturation depth below 12 inches. To minimize the amount of infiltration
into the closure cap system, the design could possibly specify sandy soils with clayey fines or
provide considerations for placing low permeability soils along the stormwater berms to
maximum stormwater runoff and collection. .

The specific design requirements for the geosyenthetic materials and final cover soils shall be
Addressed at the time of final closure design and submitted to the Department for approval.
During design of the closure cap, site-specific soils and direct shear test results should be
conducted using the proposed geosynthetic and soil components.

Please let us know if you have any questions with this submittal.

Sincerely,
" [y *W)E/é——’
L 5eP /03 Here
R zIOhﬁ‘A: Binks, P.E. Raymond J. Dever, P.E., DEE
“Ploject Diirector & Vice President

SCS ENGINEERS

¥
-
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Purdue University &f aneo 2
--Slope Stability Analysis— ‘

Simplified Janbu, Simplified Bishop

or Spencer's Method of Slices ( Qw{m Soil e o fé ; ;
- AR TE
. S 3 { rerk
Run By: JHO A, ) /
Input Data Filename:  run.in ‘ L
Output Filename: result.out
Unit: ENGLISH

Plotted Output Filename: result.plt

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION Sarasota County Landfill - Terrace Berm
Stability

BOUNDARY COORDINATES

7 Top Boundaries
17 Total Boundaries

Boundary ~X-Left Y-Left X-Right Y-Right Soil Type

No. (fv) (ft) (f ) Below Bnd

1 0.00 30.00 20.00 30.00 4

2 20.00 30.00 65.00 45.00 1

3 65.00 45.00 85.00 55.00 1

4 85.00 55.00 89.00 53.00 1

5 89.00 53.00 161.00 77.00 1

6 161.00 77.00 181.00 76.00 1

. 7 18100 7600 230.00 9233 1 { x

8 65.00 4500  89.00 53.00 1 > ol ~ \ ¢
9 20.00 30.00 2630  30.00 4 ?”‘» “*‘ -
10 26.30 30.00 161.28 75.00 2 / o

11 161.28 75.00 181.28 74.00 2 !

12 181.28 74.00  230.00 90.23 2 I

13 26.30 30.00 27.12 30.00 4

14 27.12 30.00 161.31 74.75 3

15 161.31 74.75 18131 73.75 3

16 181.31 73.75  230.00 89.98 3

17 27.12 30.00 230.00 30.00 4

ISOTROPIC SOIL PARAMETERS
4 Type(s) of Soil
Soil Total Saturated Cohesion Friction Pore Pressure  Piez.

Type Unit Wt. Unit Wt. Intercept Angle Pressure Constant Surface ... A% LA / Ay LA SWeTom Dhy )
No. (pcf) (pcf) (psf) (deg)  Param. (psf) No. .~ / N

1 1100 1200 0.0 300  0.00 0.0 0 Coven Sof

2 624 624 0.0 300 000 00 O < 5t Lo
3 550  65.0 0.0 300 000 00 0 ot (;;‘/fv/f TG RS
4 1100 1200 0.0 320 000 00 O RTEA A |

Svo L aft
NO PIEZOMETRIC SURFACE(S) HAVE BEEN SPECIFIED
Unit Weight of Water = 62.40

A Critical Failure Surface Searching Method, Using A Random

Technique For Generating Sliding Block Surfaces, Has Been
. Specified.

Page 1




result.out
100 Trial Surfaces Have Been Generated.
2 Boxes Specified For Generation Of Central Block Base

Length Of Line Segments For Active And Passive Portions Of
Sliding Block Is 10.0

Box X-Left Y-Left X-Right Y-Right Height BN

No. (fr) (ft) (ft) () (ft) C/ i p« ,
- L ianic Y3

1 2708 3012 6570 4299 0.3 Nz 1oE allidd

2 89.70 5099 16063 7464 0.3

Following Are Displayed The Ten Most Critical Of The Trial

Failure Surfaces Examined. They Are Ordered - Most Critical

First.

* * Safety Factors Are Calculated By The Modified Janbu Method * *
Failure Surface Specified By 4 Coordinate Points

Point X-Surf  Y-Surf

No.  (f) () S

/J./
1 2850  32.83
2 3304 3218 L e -
3 14617 69.88 L TRy aT iRl
4 14937 7312 :

*+x FS = 1,746 *** (Assumes that the cover soil is completely dry)

Page 2
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result.out
** PCSTABLG6 **
by
Purdue University 4 Srd o 7
--Slope Stability Analysis--
Simplified Janbu, Simplified Bishop . ef 1§ <7
or Spencer's Method of Slices ) Lorin Lév
£
TN Sod f6FsmpEFasn t
Run By: JHO ‘ o / £ ”
Input Data Filename:  run.in o T SRE R )
Output Filename: result.out 4
Unit: ENGLISH

Plotted Output Filename: result.plt

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION Sarasota County Landfill - Terrace Berm
Stability

BOUNDARY COORDINATES

7 Top Boundaries
17 Total Boundaries

Boundary X-Left Y-Left X-Right Y-Right Soil Type

No. (ft) ) (ft) (ft) Below Bnd

1 0.00 30.00 20.00 30.00 4 /

2 20.00 30.00 65.00 45.00 1 /

3 65.00 45.00 85.00 55.00 1 i

4 85.00 55.00 89.00 53.00 1 ]

5 89.00 53.00 161.00 77.00 1 |

6 161.00 77.00 181.00 76.00 1 i\‘

7 181.00 76.00 230.00 92.33 1 Y

8 6500 4500  89.00  53.00 1 N ol Aaolls
9 20.00 30.00 26.30 30.00 4 /’ =t FAop
10 26.30 30.00 161.28 75.00 2 ! '
11 161.28 75.00 181.28 74.00 2 l

12 181.28 74.00  230.00 90.23 2 %

13 26.30 30.00 27.12 30.00 4 i

14 27.12 30.00 161.31 74.75 3 !

15 161.31 7475 181.31 73.75 3 i

16 181.31 73.75  230.00 89.98 3 ;

17 27.12 30.00 230.00 30.00 4 _/

ISOTROPIC SOIL PARAMETERS
4 Type(s) of Soil
Soil  Total Saturated Cohesion Friction Pore Pressure  Piez.

Type Unit Wt. Unit Wt. Intercept Angle Pressure Constant Surface

s . ) /
No. (pch) (pch) (psf) (deg) Param. (psf) No. bun o LevEf

- ;
1 1100 1200 0.0 300 0.0 0.0 1 Covsa Soyf
2 624 624 00 300  0.00 0.0 | e TSom T tacns frail sa7ia /gét
3 550 650 0.0 300 000 00 1 —— L4ndB/ marenin]
4 1100 1200 0.0 320  0.00 0.0 1 — :

Svs 5 /1 »cg T
1 PIEZOMETRIC SURFACE(S) HAVE BEEN SPECIFIED

Unit Weight of Water = 62.40
Piezometric Surface No. 1 Specified by 5 Coordinate Points

Page 1




result.out

Point X-Water Y-Water

No.  (f9) (ft)

1 2000 3000 / (

2 2630 30.00 { , , o 3 ,, [
316128 75.00 ¢ bogrian Lavtf S ioaran ar L] EMAMEL %
4 18128 74.00 o 7

5 230.00 90.23 v /TS AIROT )

A Critical Failure Surface Searching Method, Using A Random
Technique For Generating Sliding Block Surfaces, Has Been
Specified.

100 Trial Surfaces Have Been Generated.

2 Boxes Specified For Generation Of Central Block Base

Length Of Line Segments For Active And Passive Portions Of
Sliding Block Is 10.0

Box X-Left Y-Left X-Right Y-Right Height -
No. (B () &) @& @) :

1 27.08 30.12 6570 4299 0.13
2 89.70  50.99 160.63 74.64 0.13

Following Are Displayed The Ten Most Critical Of The Trial

Failure Surfaces Examined. They Are Ordered - Most Critical

First.

* * Safety Factors Are Calculated By The Modified Janbu Method * *

Failure Surface Specified By 4 Coordinate Points
Point  X-Surf  Y-Surf

No. () (f) N

1 5194 40.65 (,,«"E P ,

2 58.30 40.47 i b f - e foer

3 15895 7410 7 Rileat Jung Yad
4 16124 7699 3

**x%  FS=1685 *** (Piezometric Surface No. 1 - Assumes water at Soil/Geomembrane interface)
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result.out
‘ ** PCSTABLG **
by

Purdue University 3
--Slope Stability Analysis-- S A RAAO

Simplified Janbu, Simplified Bishop
or Spencer's Method of Slices

/ bonTan Lawel 18 ApFOY

Run By: JHO . s . . 1 e
Input gata Filename:  run.in STl ABosE ‘:W%’W’]{ g
Output Filename: result.out v

Unit: ENGLISH i "“/LM £ )

Plotted Output Filename: result.plt

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION - Sarasota County Landfill - Terrace Berm
Stability

BOUNDARY COORDINATES

7 Top Boundaries
17 Total Boundaries

Boundary X-Left Y-Left X-Right Y-Right Soil Type -~

No. (o) @) (f)  Below Bnd ‘1

1 0.00 30.00 20.00 30.00 4 }

2 20.00 30.00 65.00 45.00 1 |

3 65.00 45.00 85.00 55.00 1 ;

4 85.00 55.00 89.00 53.00 1 /

5 89.00 53.00 161.00 77.00 1 §

6 161.00  77.00 181.00  76.00 1 h Soil  Paodfe

' 7 181.00 76.00 230.00 92.33 1 : i

8 65.00 45.00 89.00 53.00 1 i

9 20.00 30.00 26.30 30.00 4

10 26.30 30.00 161.28 75.00 2 ;

11 161.28 75.00 181.28 74.00 2

12 181.28 74.00 230.00 90.23 2 ‘

13 26.30 30.00 27.12 30.00 4 i

14 2712 30.00 161.31 74.75 3

15 161.31 7475 181.31 73.75 3 ]

i6 181.31 73.75  230.00 89.98 3 /

17 27.12 30.00 230.00 30.00 4

ISOTROPIC SOIL PARAMETERS
4 Type(s) of Soil
Soil  Total Saturated Cohesion Friction Pore Pressure Piez.

Type Unit Wt. Unit Wt. Intercept Angle Pressure Constant Surface eren (4 u’ff
No. (pcf) (pch)  (psf) (deg) Param.  (psf) No. /f"“ - ARl G B ”

11100 1200 00 300  0.00 00 17 loven sol )
2 624 624 00 300 000 00 1 et e f50d snrsatiint
3550 650 00 300 000 0.0 A AN A

41100 1200 00 320 0.00 0.0 | e CRRAL MATEA R

1 PIEZOMETRIC SURFACE(S) HAVE BEEN SPECIFIED ’

Unit Weight of Water = 62.40

. Piezometric Surface No. 1 Specified by 6 Coordinate Points

Page 1




result.out
‘ Point X-Water Y-Water
No.  (f) (f0)
12000  30.00 2
2 25. 32 i ) s )
3 3000 308 § waren (tuel paeiift /2~ weh Adie
4 16114 7600 < | T Germrmdanni ) rol
5 18114 75.00 ‘s o
6 23000 9128 < fulad

A Critical Failure Surface Searching Method, Using A Random
Technique For Generating Sliding Block Surfaces, Has Been
Specified.

100 Trial Surfaces Have Been Generated.

2 Boxes Specified For Generation Of Central Block Base

Length Of Line Segments For Active And Passive Portions Of
Sliding Block Is 10.0

Box X-Left Y-Left X-Right Y-Right Height ™
No.  (fo) f) () (ft) (o) o . / y
5:‘ ii:je)fi; 7‘{“; [v 1 \‘;‘)\ éf@/‘/}f/ﬂ?ﬂ‘/{]ﬂ/é: Jﬂf/
1 2708 3012 6570 4299  0.13 D) el AT Alons /
2 89.70  50.99 160.63 74.64 0.13 e 7 {? 6¢
t 14

Following Are Displayed The Ten Most Critical Of The Trial
Failure Surfaces Examined. They Are Ordered - Most Critical
First.

* * Safety Factors Are Calculated By The Modified Janbu Method * *

. Failure Surface Specified By 4 Coordinate Points
Point  X-Surf  Y-Surf
No. (ft) (ft) .
J

1 26.54  32.18 { -

2 29.87  31.00 C FRiieat Sunenin
3 14925  70.84 N ;

4 150.95  73.65 -

*¥** FS= 1.274 *** (Piezometric Surface No. 1 - Assumes cover soil half saturated 12inch above geomembrane)

Page 2




Ford, Kim

From: Ford, Kim

Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2003 11:48 AM

To: Pelz, Susan

Subject: RE: conversation with John Banks about CCSWDC Sarasota

On May 28, 2003 at 11:40am | discussed the following with John Banks:

1. I found the corrected replacement application page 6 from June 2002;

2. | asked for when | would receive the new figures and text as discussed yesterday. John said he could send in today by
3pm except for some cross sections that show elevation 65 instead of 55 for the new terrace swale. | said that he should
explain that in writing in his cover letter when he brings in the other revisions.

3. We discussed (also with J. Oneil) the new terrace swale. | explained that the analysis should describe the soil type to be
used. | asked what could be included in the design to prevent the worst case (hypothetical) saturated condition. They
explained that the design and analysis could be revised for the closure permit design later to include a drainage net and a
clayey top soil to minimize infiltration.

4. | said the current text calls the related letdown pipes as "temporary". John explained that this was already discussed
with the County and decided upon earlier. | said that if their decision changes to provide a permanent design then a permit
modification would be required.

Kim
----- Original Message-----
From: Pelz, Susan
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2003 6:05 AM
To: Ford, Kim

Subject: RE: conversation with John Banks about CCSWDC Sarasota

Good conversation record. This is a good way (and there are other equally good ways) of improving our accountability
and clarifying how we get to where we're going on our permit reviews.

Another note: it appears that most of the requested info is minor, except for CQA, plans & specs & slope stability
calcs. If they're going to try & include permanent letdown construction that with the op permit, we need to send
another RAI. | don't think we should call the appl complete if we don't have those items already. If they don't want to
include it as part of op permit, then we still probably need to send another RAI for slope stability calcs.

From: Ford, Kim

Sent:  Tuesday, May 27, 2003 12:34 PM

To: Pelz, Susan; Morris, John R.

Subject: conversation with John Banks about CCSWDC Sarasota

On May 27, 2003 at 11:30am | discussed the following with John Banks regarding the pending permit supporting
information in response to DEP RAls:

1. Page 6 of the application form B.3. revised to indicate the actual acres lined;

2. Fig. E-2 corrected to match the new Fig. L-1

3. Fig. F-1 corrected to match the new Fig. L-1

4. Ops Plan Section L.9. to correctly list the gas monitoring points

5.Drawing Sheet 3 to match the new terrace swale design;

6.Drawing Sheet 16 to show the inlet detail for each terrace and to note the slope on the terraces to the drain to
the inlets

7.Slope stability printouts requested with all related values for input parameters

8. schedule for constructing the letdown pipes requested. John says the pipes and related inlets should be
installed with the terraces as filling reaches the terrace height, and for now the pipes and related structures should
be considered temporary. | explained that if the CQA, plans and specs are provided then the permanent
installation can be included as part of the ops permit.

9. John said all revised pages with strikethrus can be replaced for final copies.

Kim



. Flori(‘epartment of

Memorandum Environmental Protection

TO: Kim Ford, P.E.

FROM: John R. Morris, P.G. i

DATE: May 20, 2003

SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO
cc: Susan Pelz, P.E.

I have reviewed the responses submitted to the Department’s letter dated October 16, 2002 regarding the permit
renewal application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that were prepared by
SCS Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, dated and received May 2, 2003. My review focused on the
hydrogeologic and environmental monitoring aspects of the permit renewal application. .
This memorandum includes review comment numbers that are consistent with my memoranda dated March 28,
July 24, and October 16, 2002. To facilitate the review process, those review comments that were fully
addressed by previous submittals have been deleted from this memorandum.

SECTION L — LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)
Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, revised Dec. 2, 2002
6. L.9.- Gas Monitoring Program
a. The submittal of revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan that include gas
monitoring locations GM-4 (administration building) and GM-5 (scale house) are noted. It is the
Department’s understanding that gas monitoring to comply with the requirements of Rule 62-701.530,
F.A.C. will be conducted at the following locations:
— Gas probes (4 total): GP-1, GP-2, GP-3 and GP-7
— Gas monitoring locations (6 total): GM-1, GM-2, GM-3, GM-4, GM-5 and GM-7

The reference in the second paragraph of Section L.9 of the Operations Plan to three (3) gas monitoring
locations appears to be inconsistent with the locations listed above. It appears that the text of Section L.9
of the Operations Plan should be revised to reference six (6) gas monitoring locations.

b. The submittal of revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan that include gas
monitoring location GM-7 (electric panel at leachate tank) are noted. The Department does not object to
the justification provided for deleting gas monitoring location GM-6 (control booth). The submittal of
Sheet No. CD-9 to show the location of the control booth is noted. No additional information is
requested.

13. Section 6 — Adequacy of Monitoring Program
a. The submittal of revisions to Figure 4-1 to delete wells MW-6 and MW-7 is noted. No additional
information is requested.

Complete responses were provided to review comment Nos. 6.b. and 13.a., as requested in my previous
memorandum dated October 16, 2002. Provided that a replacement for page L-19 of the Operations Plan is
submitted that addresses review comment No. 6.a., the submitted revisions appear to provide sufficient

information to address the hydrogeologic and monitoring requirements of Rules 62-701.510 and 62-701.530, F.A.C.

jrm
"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.

s_w/jrm/sarasota/corresp/sarasotacentral1.503




WASTE MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL SUPPORT
ROUTING FORM

PERMITTED FACILITIES

To: 'jSOFQfF—
From: %4Af- |
Date: {‘ ¢

Subject: QC{QV) C "S\M_Ad),qu C & QS’){ (D’(-A e"‘}ﬂb\___.
\ ‘

ame: \
ion Number 3 (//) County: f;kﬂﬁﬁowk

Facility Name: d

Type of Facility: ¢t L—-

Permit Number: Issue Date:

Copy of Permit attached:

Document submitted in compliancé with permit condition.
Document subject to permit timeclock. ‘(/_‘_L'j
| Day 1: \/\ll‘\oﬁ

Day 30: 6‘16\.(‘03

PATS'shéet attached:

Enforcement Case/CO/NOV/ associated with this site:

Files and related documents can be found ' -

Piease review and comment on the technical aépects of the . .
attached document as you deem approprlate In order to mailncain

progress with the permlt review, please prov1de comments within
30 days or by VV4¥\ ,'Z@o? .

Comments ! i
- ! .
/ ’

Module

Attachments
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Suite 700 FAX 813 623-6757

3012 U.S. Highway 301 Nort}' 813 621-0080
Tempa, FL 33619-2242

May 2,2003
File No. 09201010.01

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

3804 Coconut Palm Drive
Tampa, Florida 33619-2242

Subject: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Ford:

On behalf of Sarasota County, SCS Engineers (SCS) submits the following responses to your
request for additional information in a letter directed to Mr. Gary Bennett from Mr. Kim Ford,
dated October 16, 2002. For ease of review, each FDEP comment is reiterated in bold type,
followed by our response. As previously communicated to the Department, response to this
request has been delayed until the Department issued a policy statement regarding stormwater
diversion berms placed on 3H:1V side slopes.

The following documents are provided with this submittal:

Revised Section F Landfill Permit General Requirements

Revised Section L Operations Plan

Revised Figure L-1

Revised Drawing Sheet 16

Revised Figure 4-1

Calculations of slope stability for the stormwater berm.

Sheet CD-9 from the original design drawings showing location of control booth.

We have provided revised submittals, or replacement pages to the submittals, using a
strikcethrotgh and underline format, to facilitate review. We have included the revision date as
part of the header/footer for all revised pages and provided four copies of all revised materials.

The following information is needed in support of the solid waste application (Chapter 62-
701, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). Please provide:

1. 62-701.500(2) (f) and (7) (c), and 62-701.600 (5) (e). According to Department
rules, final sideslopes shall not be steeper than three feet horizontal to one foot
vertical to control erosion of the final cover materials. The typical swale detail
shown on Sheet 16 of the Operation Drawings shows 2H:1V sideslopes. Revisions
to Detail B on Sheet 16 are requested to show 1) the 3H:1V waste limits along the
sideslopes and (2) the final cover designed with a 3H:1V maximum sideslope
adjacent to the swale.

Otfices Nationwide @
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Environmental Consultants ‘ 3012 U.S. Highway 301 Norg 813 621-0080

Suite 700 FAX 813 623-6757
Tampa, FL 33619-2242

May 2, 2003
File No. 09201010.01

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Southwest District /lg(/,
3804 Coconut Palm Drive 4 Y,

Tampa, Florida 33619-2242 &
p (30007

Subject: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Ford:

On behalf of Sarasota County, SCS Engineers (SCS) submits the following responses to your
request for additional information in a letter directed to Mr. Gary Bennett from Mr. Kim Ford,
dated October 16, 2002. For ease of review, each FDEP comment is reiterated in bold type,
followed by our response. As previously communicated to the Department, response to this
request has been delayed until the Department issued a policy statement regarding stormwater
diversion berms placed on 3H:1V side slopes.

The following documents are provided with this submittal:

Revised Section F Landfill Permit General Requirements

Revised Section L Operations Plan

Revised Figure L-1

Revised Drawing Sheet 16

Revised Figure 4-1

Calculations of slope stability for the stormwater berm.

Sheet CD-9 from the original design drawings showing location of control booth.

We have provided revised submittals, or replacement pages to the submittals, using a
strikethrough and underline format, to facilitate review. We have included the revision date as
part of the header/footer for all revised pages and provided four copies of all revised materials.

The following information is needed in support of the solid waste application (Chapter 62-
701, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). Please provide:

1. 62-701.500(2) () and (7) (c), and 62-701.600 (5) (e). According to Department
rules, final sideslopes shall not be steeper than three feet horizontal to one foot
vertical to control erosion of the final cover materials. The typical swale detail
shown on Sheet 16 of the Operation Drawings shows 2H:1V sideslopes. Revisions
to Detail B on Sheet 16 are requested to show 1) the 3H:1V waste limits along the
sideslopes and (2) the final cover designed with a 3H:1V maximum sideslope
adjacent to the swale.

Offices Nationwide

e ' ‘ o ﬁ h
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Kim Ford, P.E.
May 2, 2003
Page 2

Response:  Please see the revised Detail B on the enclosed Sheet 16 of the
Drawings. In accordance with recent discussions with the Department, the berm
includes a relatively short distance of 2:1 slope. We have enclosed calculations that
show this design is stable with an acceptable factor of safety using conservative
assumptions and under worst-case scenarios. We evaluated the berm for two failure
modes; 1) a sliding failure of the material that makes up the berm on a 2:1 slope angle
and; 2) along the interface with the geomembrane cap material. Both of these analyses
were performed assuming the soils are in a saturated condition.

2. 62-701.500, .510, and .530. Responses to Mr. John Morris’ October 16, 2002
memorandum (attached) are requested. You may call Mr. Morris at (813) 744-
6100, extension 336 to discuss the items in his memorandum.

Response:  Please see the following responses.
Please provide all responses that relate to engineering required for design and operation,
signed and sealed by a professional engineer. All descriptions of operations procedures
provided as part of responses should be included as revisions to the Operations Plan

(Section L). All replacement pages should be numbered, and with revision date.

Below are our responses to a Memorandum dated October 16, 2002 from John R. Morris to
Kim Ford.

SECTION B — DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.13.: The response that indicates the notation of the special exemption area in the
County land records was not intended to fulfill landfill closure requirements, and
the submittal of revised page 7 of the application form are noted. No additional
information is requested.

Response:  Comment noted.

SECTION L — LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated
Feb.28, 2002

2. L.2.h.(2) — Leachate Management System
a. Collection System — The submittal of Figure L-1A showing the leachate
pump station valve boxes labeled C-1 through C-5 is noted. No additional
information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment noted.




Kim Ford, P.E.
May 2, 2003
Page 3

c. The response verifying that Pond No. 6 is the location that will receive
stormwater retained in the secondary containment of the leachate storage
tank and the revision to Section L.2.h.2 of the Operations Plan are noted.
No additional information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment noted.

S. L.8.b. — Leachate Collection and Removal System: The reference to the response

provided to review comment No. 2.a. is noted. No additional information is
requested.

Response:  Comment noted.

6. L.9. — Gas Monitoring Program
a. The revision to Section L.9 of the Operations Plan describing how the
landfill gas probes will be monitored to be consistent with Rule
62-701.530(2)(b), F.A.C., is noted. However, the Department does not agree
with the response that the issue of landfill gas detected at GP-4, GP-5 and
GP-6 has been resolved. The proposed changes to the gas probes in the
renewal application and subsequent submittals follow:

_ February 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; install proposed GP-
4t at a location south of the borrow stockpile and yard waste compost
areas

- June 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber proposed GP-
4t as proposed GP-4 and relocate it from south of the borrow stockpile
and yard waste compost areas to between the waste tire and C&D
processing facilities

- September 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber
proposed GP-4 as proposed GP-7 to be installed at a location between
the waste tire and C&D processing facilities

It is agreed that the south side of landfill Cells 1 through 5 is a considerable
distance from the property boundary. However, the proposed changes to
eliminate the existing gas probes along the south side of the landfill
footprint and the ambient monitoring locations in the scale house and
administration building do not appear to provide a means to demonstrate
the absence of landfill gas in the subsurface or in structures south of the
landfill footprint. As such, the proposed changes do not appear to meet the




Kim Ford, P.E.

May 2, 2003

Page 4

requirements of Rule 62-701.530(2), F.A.C. At a minimum, the landfill gas
monitoring program must include at least one gas probe located south of
the landfill footprint (existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6 or proposed GP-4t would be
acceptable) or the existing ambient monitoring points at the scale house and
administration building must be maintained. Please submit revisions to
Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan as appropriate to
address this review comment.

Response:  Section L. and Figure L-1 have been revised to include GM-4 and
GM-5 in the LFG Monitoring Plan.

It is agreed that the Department did not issue a permit modification to
include ambient monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 in Specific
Condition No. 19 of permit No. SO58-299180. For the purposes of
clarification, it is noted that the County agreed to add ambient monitoring
location GM-7 (electric panel at leachate tank) to the quarterly landfill gas
monitoring events in response to the Department’s request during a
meeting conducted November 9, 1999. As previously requested, please
provide a site map that shows the location of GM-6 (control booth) and
specifically indicate why it is considered appropriate to cease monitoring
this location. At a minimum, it is considered appropriate to maintain
ambient monitoring location GM-7. Please submit revisions to Section L.9
and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan as appropriate to address this review
comment.

Response:  Section L.9 and Figure L-1 have been revised to include GM-7.
A more detailed site plan is attached to show the location of the control booth.
The control booth should not be routinely monitored because it is rarely
occupied, its foundation is elevated above natural grade, the local groundwater
table is within a few feet of land surface and it is over 3,000 feet from the waste
filling area. The control booth is also located immediately adjacent to the Scale
House where monitoring will be performed.

The response and the revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the
Operations Plan that indicate the proposed gas probe to be located between
the waste tire and C&D processing facilities shall be identified as GP-7 are
noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment noted.




Kim Ford, P.E.

May 2, 2003

Page 5

11.  Section 4 — Water Quality Monitoring Findings

a.

The revisions of Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) to address the
majority of the listed inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota
County are noted. Several of the items need additional review, as follow:

2) The revisions to the ground water quality data summaries for wells
MW-1, MW-9 and MW-10 for the stated parameters/sampling
events are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment noted.

The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters
appears to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for
the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided in Appendix B.
Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:

3) The response that the County will regrade the northwest corner of
the yard waste processing area to redirect stormwater toward the
east and south is noted. No additional information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment noted.

The revisions of Appendix C (Leachate Quality) to address the majority of
the listed inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are
noted. Item No. 4 needs additional review, as follows:

4) The affirmation in the response that the leachate sample collected
during the October 2000 sampling event was reported to contain
nitrate at 0.03 mg/L is noted. No additional information is
requested.

Response: Comment noted.

The acknowledgement of the Department’s intention to prepare Specific
Conditions of the renewal permit to include the proposed parameters in the
routine sampling events and to require their inclusion in the next
monitoring plan evaluation is noted. No additional information is
requested.

Response:  Comment noted.




Kim Ford, P.E.
May 2, 2003
Page 6

12.° Section 5 — Ground Water Levels and Flow

b. Further review of the field sheets included in the reports for the semi-
annual sampling events indicates that three elevations for the top of casing
at well MW-9 (31.90, 34.85 and 35.01 feet NGVD) have been used since
1998. The data available in the Department’s files are not sufficient to
determine which elevation is correct for which sampling event. To resolve
this uncertainty, it is the Department’s intention to require a new survey
(top of casing/land surface elevations and latitude/longitude coordinates) be
submitted for all proposed and existing monitor wells to comply with the
requirements of Rule 62-701.510(3)(d)1, F.A.C. This comment is provided
for informational purposes, no additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment noted.

d. The response that surface water elevations in the retention ponds may be
influenced by short-term rainfall events is noted. No additional
information is requested.

Response:  Comment noted.
13. Section 6 — Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The submittal of Figure 4-1 to show the locations of existing and proposed
monitoring and test sites is noted. It is the Department’s understanding
that wells MW-6 and MW-7 were abandoned and that water levels will be
measured in wells MW-3 and MW-5 during routine sampling events
(response to comment No. 12.d., dated and received June 28,2002). Please
submit a revised Figure 4-1 that indicates the status of these wells.

Response:  Figure 4-1 has been revised as requested. The revised Figure 4-1 is
enclosed.




Kim Ford, P.E.
May 2, 2003
Page 7

If you have any questions about the information provided, please do not hesitate to contact us.

D = .
| (o

Sincerely,

Robert L. Westly John A. Banks, P.E.
Senior Hydrogeologist Project Director
SCS ENGINEERS SCS ENGINEERS
JAB/RID:jlh

Enclosures

cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County

Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
John Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa




SECTIONF

LANDFILL PERMIT GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

F.1 VICINITY MAP

No substantial change in the land use, local zoning, or significant features has occurred in the
vicinity of CCSWDC since the previous Operations Permit Application submittal.

F.2 AIRPORT MAP

No change in airport development within a 5-mile radius of CCSWDC has occurred since the
previous Operations Permit Application submittal.

F3 PLOT PLAN

No substantial change to the CCSWDC plot plan showing landfill dimensions, locations of
proposed and existing water quality monitoring wells, or locations of soil borings has occurred
since the previous Operations Permit Application submittal.

A drawing showing the disposal areas and previously filled waste disposal areas are presented in
Attachment F-1.

F.4 TOPOGRAPHIC PLAN

No substantial change to the CCSWDC drawing showing proposed fill areas, borrow areas,
access roads, grades for drainage, lift cross-sections, fencing, or equipment facilities has
occurred since the previous Operations Permit Application submittal.

No substantial changes to the borrow areas, access roads, drainage, lift cross-sections, or
equipment facilities have occurred at CCSWDC since the previous Operations Permit

Application submittal. Special drainage devices are shown on Sheet 16 of the Operations
Drawings.

F.5 LANDFILL REPORT

F.5.a Current and Projected Population

Current and projected population data is included in the following table.

'//ﬁ ,//7/2’
e o

Sarasota County CCSWDC o s Revised November 25, 2002
Section F

F-1
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. Table F-1. Sarasota County Current & Projected Population Data
1990 348,594
1999 404,106
2000 410,428
2005 440,474
2010 468,261
2015 497,142
2020 527,248

Population data for 1990 is based on information from the U.S. Bureau of Census while 1999
population data & 2000-2020 population projections are based on information from the Bureau

of Economic and Business Research, College of Business Administration at the University of
Florida.

F.5.b Waste Type, Quantity, and Source

CCSWDC is the final depository for municipal solid waste (MSW) in Sarasota County. MSW
waste received at CCSWDC includes residential, commercial, treated biomedical, water
treatment sludge, agricultural, asbestos, construction and demolition debris, shredded/cut tires,
yard trash, industrial, industrial sludge, and domestic sludge wastes. No hazardous waste is
. accepted or deposited at CCSWDC. Sources of these wastes may include, but are not limited to,

Sarasota, Venice, North Port, Longboat Key, and other unincorporated areas in Sarasota County.

The current (2001) quantity of waste requiring landfilling is estimated from total waste receipts
recorded at CCSWDC. The projected future quantity of waste requiring landfilling is estimated
to be a 3-percent increase in volume from the previous year. Long-term estimates of waste
disposal at CCSWDC is including in the following table.

Table F-2. Sarasota County Current & Projected Waste Disposal Data (tons)

Year Waste Year Waste Year Waste Year Waste

2001 267,395 2012 370,137 2023 512,356 2034 709,221
2002 275,417 2013 381,241 2024 527,727 2035 730,498
2003 283,679 2014 392,678 2025 543,559 2036 752,413
2004 292,190 2015 404,459 2026 559,866 2037 774,985
2005 300,955 2016 416,593 2027 576,662 2038 798,235
2006 309,984 2017 429,090 2028 593,962 2039 822,182
2007 319,283 2018 441,963 2029 611,780 2040 846,847
2008 328,862 2019 455,222 2030 630,134 2041 872,253
2009 338,728 2020 468,879 2031 649,038 2042 898,420
2010 348,890 2021 482,945 2032 668,509 2043 925,373

. 2011 359,356 2022 497,433 2033 688,564 2044 953,134
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F.5.¢c Site Life Estimate : 4}/0 9

Based on the proposed final site topography, the site capacity was calculated to be 40,080,000
cubic yards (CY) as submitted in the application for construction. To date, approximately
1,950,000 CY have been consumed. Using the waste projections provided above, and historic-
estimates of in place waste density (approximately 1,100 Ibs per CY) the anticipated life of
CCSWDC is estimated to be 40 years. Attachment F-2 includes the details concerning the site
life calculation.

F.5.d Source and Type of Cover Material

Clean soil used as initial or intermediate cover material at CCSWDC is provided by onsite
borrow pits and stockpiled at various locations at the facility. Initial cover material also may
consist partially of screened construction and demolition material, processed yard waste,
shredded tires, composted yard waste fines mixed with soil, or any other FDEP approved initial
cover material. Another type of initial cover includes the use of tarpaulins, pending weather
conditions.

F.6 APPROVED LABORATORY

Attachment F-3 provides the current Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) approval for the laboratory
. currently performing water quality analysis for CCSWDC. If a different laboratory will be used
in the future, a new QAP approval would be submitted to the Department for that laboratory.

F.7 FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

No substantial change to the financial responsibility requirements for Sarasota County has
occurred since the previous Operations Permit Application submittal.
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. ' SECTION L

OPERATIONS PLAN

L.1 TRAINING

In accordance with Rule 62-701.500(1), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), key supervisory
staff at the CCSWDC Landfill have received Landfill Operator Certification training. The
training plan can be found in Attachment L-1. Sarasota County staff or a qualified landfill
operations contractor will operate the facility. Sarasota County will require the operating entity
to provide at least one trained landfill operator certified in accordance with Chapter 62-
701.320(15), F.A.C. and at least one trained spotter at each working face during operation when
the landfill receives waste to detect unauthorized wastes from each load.

The spotters will be responsible for guiding vehicles and promoting an efficient operation during
normal operating hours. The spotters shall also be responsible for enforcing provisions for
controlling the waste received. These provisions are described in Section L.2.c.

The facility will be operated in compliance with all applicable regulations governing the
operation of solid waste management facilities, and surface water management facilities.
Assurance that these requirements will be met is based on the County's past record of landfill

. operation.

In addition, the equipment operators have sufficient training and knowledge to move waste and
soil, and to develop the site in accordance with the design plans and operational standards.

L.2 LANDFILL OPERATIONS PLAN

L.2.a Designation of Responsible Persons

The Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) is owned by Sarasota County
and operated under the direction of the Sarasota County Solid Waste Operations Unit. Gary
Bennett, Solid Waste Operations Manager will be the designated responsible person for the
operation of the CCSWDC. A list of the landfill personnel is given below:

Sarasota County Revised December 2, 2002
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Onyx Waste Services of Florida, Inc.: Sarasota County:
¢ General Manager (1) e Solid Waste Operations Manager (1)
e Lead Equipment Operator (1) e Engineer (1)
e Equipment Operator (7) e Administrative Coordinator (2)
e Laborer/Spotter (1) e Operations I Supervisor (1)
e Laborer (1) ¢ Environmental Services Inspector (1)
¢ Mechanic (1) o Environmental Specialist (2)
e Equipment Operator III (4)

Consolidated Resource Recovery, Inc.:

e Foreman (1)
e Equipment Operator/Spotter (1)
e Equipment Operator (3)
e Laborer (1)
L.2.b Contingency Operations for Emergencies

L.2.b.1 Emergency Provisions

. Emergency conditions at the landfill site may occur as a result of a natural disaster (hurricane,
tornado, flooding, etc.) or fire. In the event emergency conditions will interrupt operations at the
facility, the contingency plan will be implemented (see Attachment L-2) and as follows: Refuse
is not normally delivered to the site during emergency conditions; however, should a major
storm occur, the following actions shall be taken:

Daily cover shall be applied to all exposed refuse before a major storm arrives, if
possible.

- All landfill equipment shall be parked near any natural wind screens such as
earthen mounds and berms.

- All lightweight signs and equipment shall be secured.

- When operation resumes, work shall commence in dry areas only (up from the
active face). Refuse shall not be deposited in standing water.

- Contract agreements with local contractors, equipment suppliers, or cooperative
lending agreements with other County departments will be pursued for backup
equipment, if necessary.

Small fires on the working face will be controlled by a bulldozer, landfill compactor and a water

wagon and ample cover material to extinguish the fire. On-site stockpiles of soil cover material
. will always be available for suppressing fires. In the event an uncontrollable fire does occur at

the landfill site, the Nokomis Fire Department will be contacted. The Nokomis Fire Department
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presently maintains a fire station at 111 Pavonia Road in Nokomis, approximately 7.5 miles from
the proposed facility. This station has equipment capable of drafting water from surface sources.

The large stormwater retention basins adjacent to the landfill will serve as the water source for
fire fighting purposes. In the event of a fire or other emergency, the landfill operator will notify
the FDEP within twenty-four (24) hours by telephone and within seven (7) days a written report
will be submitted describing the origins of the emergency, actions taken, result of the actions
taken, and an analysis of the success or failure of the actions.

A hot load area will be provided in a location away from the working face to allow vehicles
arriving at the landfill with a fire in their load to dump quickly in an area where the material can
be spread out and quickly covered with soil. The location of the hot load area will change from
time to time with the changing working face locations. Hot loads will not be dumped on the
working face until sufficiently cool to avoid combustion.

As described in Sections L.11.a. and L.11.b., the Contractor will provide adequate equipment
on-site to ensure proper operation of the landfill and for excavating, spreading, compacting and
covering waste. As part of an agreement with a maintenance contractor, the Contractor will
receive loaner equipment within forty-eight (48) hours of equipment breakdown, if required.
These basic emergency procedures should protect the landfill and equipment, and allow re-
activation of the operation in an orderly and timely manner.

L.2.b.2  Wet Weather Operations

Steps to be taken for accommodating wet weather solid waste disposal include: 1) set-aside
elevated tipping areas with limestone or shell approaches or other acceptable base material as
needed to allow uninhibited vehicular movement, 2) set-aside elevated sandy cover material, and
3) drainage and treatment facility inspection and maintenance. During inclement weather,
private parties with small vehicles will be directed to a tipping area where a container for
receiving waste will be placed on a level and stabilized surface. This container will be located
within the lined area of the landfill and will be manned full time with a spotter when vehicles are
allowed to use this location. When not in use, the container will be removed or access will be
prohibited by barricades or other measures. The container shall be emptied at the working face
or covered at the end of each day.

In order to avoid an excessive accumulation of standing water in the area of the working face a
small area of daily cover will be removed by grading to allow direct percolation to the

underlying refuse and leachate collection system. Pumping equipment is available onsite, if
required.

L.2.c Controlling the Type of Waste Received at the Site

The CCSWDC will only accept wastes which are permitted for Class I landfills as provided in
Chapter 62-701, F.A.C. Hazardous or untreated biomedical waste, as defined by the U.S. EPA
and FDEP, will not be accepted at the site for disposal. All materials entering the facility must
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pass through the scale facility. At this point the nature of the material must be disclosed for
proper charging and direction to the correct receiving facility.

A trained spotter at the working face will visually inspect the waste as it is deposited. If
unauthorized special waste (i.e., lead-acid batteries, used oil, yard trash, white goods, and whole
tires) is found at the working face, as part of routine operations, the waste would be segregated
and removed for recycling or other processing in accordance with FDEP regulations.

Unauthorized special wastes such as white goods and recyclable materials shall be stored in
designated areas as shown on Figure L-1 in Attachment L-3. Refrigerated units will be stored in
an upright position until all liquids, CFCs and freon are removed. Small quantity household
hazardous waste such as lead acid batteries, fluorescent tubes, pesticides, solvents, cadmium
batteries, and thermometers, which are discovered at the working face, will be removed and
stored in a designated 30-foot x 45-foot covered concrete pad area adjacent to the Contractor’s
maintenance building located as shown in Figure L-1. This facility is only for temporary storage
of material removed from the working face and is not a designated public household hazardous
waste disposal facility or transfer station. These wastes will be placed on a 4-drum spill pallet.
These pallets will be made up of 100 percent polyethylene with UV inhibitors and have spill
reservoirs which meet the uniform fire code capacity requirements. Two pallets will be placed in
the designated area. These materials will be collected each month by hazardous materials
disposal companies or removed for alternate disposal.

Sarasota County will accept contaminated soil for the purpose of landfilling (disposal) at
CCSWDC in accordance with the criteria included in Attachment L-4. Waste tires removed
from the working face will be stored in the area designated for waste tire processing facility
within the CCSWDC. The location of the waste tire processing facility is shown on Figure L-1.

At least one trained spotter will be at each working face when wastes are received at the landfill.
The spotters will be trained in accordance with Rule 62-701.320(15) and in accordance with the
training plan described in Attachment L-1 to recognize unauthorized waste. Each load of waste
will be visually inspected by the spotter as well as the equipment operators spreading the waste.
The spotters and equipment operators will look for containers and other indicators of
unauthorized waste. Upon detection of unauthorized waste the spotters will require the hauler to
remove the material for disposal at a proper facility. If the hauler has departed, the spotter will
remove the material from the working face for temporary storage at the maintenance building
and ultimate removal from the site for proper disposal.

If any hazardous waste is detected in the load, the hauler shall be informed immediately of the
violation. In the event of discovery of hazardous materials, the procedures outlined in Subparts
3,4, 5, and 6 of Section L.6 will be followed if any prohibited wastes are discovered.

If unauthorized waste (i.e., hazardous, PCBs, untreated biomedical, or free liquid) are found at
the landfill working face, the waste would be isolated and the landfill supervisor would be
promptly notified. The landfill supervisor is trained in the proper procedure to follow including
notification to the FDEP. Similarly, if suspect waste is found, the waste would be isolated,
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identified if possible, and the landfill supervisor notified. The supervisor would prepare a
suspect waste report and ensure that the waste is properly disposed. The waste load inspection
form contained in Attachment L-5 is used for this purpose. Hazardous waste would be isolated
and restricted from access until it is removed and properly disposed of from the CCSWDC
Landfill by a licensed hazardous waste contractor. Hazardous wastes would be removed from
the site within 48 hours.

Special waste such as asbestos will be accepted and managed in accordance with the
requirements of 62-701.520(3), F.A.C. The asbestos waste haulers will be required to notify the
Jandfill operator in advance and provide information on the estimated volume and delivery date
of the asbestos. All incoming asbestos material will be required to comply with all applicable
permit conditions and be wet down and double bagged. Any deliveries that do not meet these
specifications will not be accepted for disposal. If adverse weather conditions prohibit access to
the asbestos disposal area, then incoming asbestos deliveries will not be accepted for disposal.
The asbestos material will be covered with a minimum 6-inch layer of cover material upon
disposal. If additional asbestos deliveries are scheduled on the same day, the asbestos may
remain uncovered until the end of the work day. The disposal location will be recorded in
accordance with 40 C.F.R., Part 61.154, and a record of the asbestos location will be maintained.

Waste oil that is collected for the purpose of recycling is accepted at the CCSWDC near the main
entrance. Waste oil is stored in a secure container until removed from the site for recycling
purposes.

Lawn mowers are accepted at the CCSWDC, as long as they drained of all fluids, and are
managed as white goods. After inspection for fluids, lawn mowers are stored in the white goods

area until collected by the scrap metal vendor who collects the white goods.

L.2.d Weighing Or Measuring Incoming Wastes

All waste entering the landfill site will be weighed. A minimum of three (3) electronic 50-ton
scales are installed at the entrance facility. An Information Management System (IMS) is linked
to the scales to facilitate accurate data collection and measurement of incoming materials.

L.2.e Vehicle Traffic Control and Unloading

Directional signs will be placed to safely direct vehicles to the current waste unloading area.
These signs will have large legible letters and will be cleaned when necessary. Signs will be
strategically placed so that the route is clear to the drivers. Speed limit, safety, and prohibitive
practice signs will be placed as necessary to encourage a safe, clean operating area.

Unloading will be permitted only at the designated working face. On the fill area, temporary
signs, barricades and flagged stakes will be used to direct vehicles to the proper tipping area.
Haulers will be responsible for unloading their own vehicles. Wastes requiring special handling
will be coordinated with and unloaded under the direct supervision of landfill personnel.
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L.2.f Method And Sequence Of Filling Waste

The overall phasing plan for the facilities is depicted on Sheet 4 of the Operations Drawings
included in Attachment L-3. The layout for the Cells (designated disposal units) comprising
Phase I of the Class I landfill is shown on Sheet 1. A detailed staging plan for the fill sequencing
is provided on Sheets 5 through 11. The typical height for each lift is 10-15 feet. The temporary
roads and swales for access and surface water drainage will be phased in as the Phase I area is
filled. The maximum width of the working face will be 200 feet. However, the landfill
operations may be conducted with a working face width of less than 200 feet.

Filling in New Cell

Solid waste shall be deposited in each new cell (designated disposal unit) beginning at the south
end of the landfill cell. A temporary rain cell cover composed of a reinforced flexible plastic
membrane and designed for landfill applications shall be deployed over portions of the landfill
cell to collect rainwater separate from the leachate. A portable “trash pump” will be used at the
north end (low end) of the cell to pump accumulated rainwater from off the top of the new cell
cover to the stormwater system or to the adjacent unused landfill cell.

The first lift will start at the southern end of the cell. The lift will progress to the north across the
entire width of the landfill cell. The working face will primarily move in an east/west direction
across the width of the landfill cell. Selected solid waste loads consisting of solid waste
containing no rigid objects will be used for the first lift, and it will be filled to an elevation of
approximately 37.0.

The method of waste disposal for each lift is described as follows. All incoming solid waste will
be directed to the working face and placed against the side slope of the previous day’s refuse.
The first row of waste in a new lift will be placed against the toe of a containment berm to
provide a guide for the placement of refuse for the remaining rows. A slope of not more than 3
to 1 will be maintained.. The working face shall be less than 200 ft. wide. A maneuvering area
shall be provided for large private and commercial vehicles.

Solid waste will be placed at the working face and spread in 2-foot layers. The solid waste will
be compacted with a minimum of three to five passes of a compactor. The spreading of refuse
will be a continuous operation.

In compliance with 62-701.500(10), F.A.C., the stormwater management systems will be
operated and maintained as necessary to meet applicable standards of Chapters 62-701, 62-302,
and 62-25, F.A.C. The stormwater management system at CCSWDC Class I landfill is designed
to avoid mixing of stormwater with leachate. Stormwater or other surface water which comes
into contact with the landfilled solid waste or mixes with leachate will be considered leachate
and subjected to applicable requirements.

The filling of each lined cell within the Phase I area will follow the sequence outlined below:
(Refer to Sheet 3 of the Operation Drawings, Attachment L-3)

Sarasota County Revised December 2, 2002
CCSWDC Operations Plan



The cell area initially will be filled with an 8 to 15 ft. lift to bring the cover grade 1-2 feet higher
than the cell's lined external containment berms to promote stormwater runoff.

Filling of each cell shall generally progress from the south end of the cell to the north end while
providing a slope on the cover towards the side of the lift closest to the external perimeter of the

landfill operation. Only select waste containing no rigid materials shall be used the first 4-ft. of
the initial lift in a cell.

Subsequent lifts shall be added to the extent possible before removing the rain cover to open new
cell area.

New cell areas shall be opened once insufficient room exists for the next lift. A minimum of 200
ft. width should be provided for a working lift area.

The surface runoff from unused portions of cells shall be directed away from solid waste by
grading and using temporary cell covers.

Areas on the top and sides of each lift shall be adequately covered and stabilized to maximize
surface runoff away from the bermed, sloped working area and towards the stormwater drainage
areas to minimize leachate generation. Intermediate cover shall be applied to internal top and
side slopes and completed external slopes within seven (7) days if the area will not receive more
waste within 180 days. A two percent minimum slope shall be used on top of a lift when
additional waste will not be placed within one year. Intermediate covered areas that will not be
landfilled or covered with final cover within 6 months will be sodded (external slopes) or seeded
and mulched (internal and top slopes) to avoid slope erosion. The areas inside the bermed
working area will be contained as leachate. Efficient use of these techniques will decrease
leachate volumes.

L.2.g Waste Compaction And Application Of Cover

Cover material for daily operations of the landfills will be obtained from designated stockpile
area and compost generated from yard waste recycling. This material will be deposited in the
stockpile area location shown on Figure L-1. The designated stockpile area will result in a
stockpile no higher than 25-feet with 3:1 side slopes in order to minimize erosion. Additional
borrow areas will be excavated and placed within the stockpile limits during the operational life
of the facility. A silt fence will be installed at the toe of the stockpile area and side slopes
grassed to further reduce and control erosion.

Waste shall be spread in layers of approximately two feet thick on the working face and
compacted to approximately one foot in thickness before application of the next layer.

Initial, intermediate and final cover will be applied as detailed in SectionsL.2.f, L.7.f, L.7.g and
L.7.h., of this operations plan.
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L.2.h Operations Of Gas, Leachate, And Stormwater Controls

L.2.h.1  Landfill Gas System

The CCSWDC is located near the center of a 6,000-acre site. The minimum distance from the
Class I landfill to the nearest property line is 1,800 feet. This distance represent a substantial
buffer to allow for dispersion of odors normally associated with MSW landfill operations.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that collection of landfill gas will be necessary for odor control.
The landfill gas monitoring plan is described in Section L.9 - Gas Monitoring Program.

In order to comply with air quality requirements, a Non-Methane Organic Compound (NMOC)
emission report will be submitted to the implementing authority on an annual basis following the
requirements of New Source Performance Standards (NSPS). Within twelve (12) months after
reporting NMOC emission greater than or equal to 50 Mg/year (megagram per year), a detailed
landfill gas collection and control system design plan submittal shall be made to the NSPS
implementing agency. Within eighteen (18) months after this submittal, the installation of the
landfill gas collection and control system shall be completed. Based on Tier 2 sampling and
model projections, this landfill is not expected to exceed the threshold until after 2005 when a
new Tier 2 analysis will be required. At a minimum, a landfill gas management system design
will be developed to coincide with the initial closure construction for Phase I of the landfill.

Separate from the requirements of the NSPS, passive flares may be utilized on site to combust
landfill gas from leachate collection and removal system cleanouts and pump stations, or passive
vents installed within the waste mass. The flares will include a solar-powered ignition system
that provides a spark at regular intervals. The flares shall be Landfill Service Corporation
(formerly Landfill Technologies, Inc.) model CF-5, or similar. The flares are intended to
minimize the potential for odors by combusting landfill gas that may accumulate in leachate
collection and removal system pipes, or vent from passive vents. Figure L-5 provides a typical
detail for installation of a passive flare connected to a leachate collection system cleanout.

L.2.h.2  Leachate Management System

Collection System

The Class I landfill leachate collection system consists of a geonet drainage layer and perforated
collection pipe above the liner system to collect and convey leachate. The leachate conveyed to
sumps will be pumped to a leachate holding tank onsite. The leachate collection piping system
consists of 8-inch perforated polyethylene pipe sloped in such a manner that leachate flowing
through the solid waste of the landfill will be collected and transported by gravity to a sump and
leachate pump. The discharge line from the sump pump connects to a HDPE header line via a
valve vault. Provisions for sampling the leachate as well as monitoring flows and pressure are
provided in the valve vault (as shown in Attachment L-3). Any stormwater accumulated in an
un-used cell will be pumped out from the collection system to the stormwater system prior to
receiving solid wastes by using the valves provided. Immediately prior to solid waste being

deposited into a new landfill cell, the related valve from its leachate pump to the stormwater
system shall be closed.
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7
2
Leachate Disposal System: General Description 2003

Leachate that is generated from the landfill cells will be pumped via the submersible sump
pumps located in each cell to a 1,800,000 gallon storage tank. The leachate accumulating in the
storage tank will be removed using leachate transfer pumps and discharged to tanker trucks for
transport to an off-site wastewater treatment plant (WWTP).

The primary disposal location for CCSWDC leachate is the Bee Ridge WWTP and secondary
disposal location is the Central County Utilities Water Reclamation (for facility commitment
letter see Attachment L-6). CCSWDC may use other off-site secondary facilities for the
treatment or disposal of leachate however will notify FDEP of the change prior to use. Another
potential future leachate disposal option includes the installation of a leachate discharge pipeline
from CCSWDC to a WWTP or disposal facility. In accordance with FDEP requirements, a
construction permit would be obtained prior to implementing this option.

The following information provides a description of the above ground leachate storage tank in
accordance with the requirements of 62-701.400(6)(c).

The leachate storage tank has a total capacity of 1.8 million gallons. The exposed plan area of
the secondary containment system surrounding the leachate storage tank is 5,419 square feet.
This will allow only 27,000 gallons of water to accumulate after an 8-inch rainfall event. All
liquid accumulating in the secondary containment system will be tested for specific conductance.
Specific conductance of the stormwater in the secondary containment shall not be more than 50-
percent above the specific conductance of water in the nearest downstream stormwater pond
(Stormwater Pond No. 6) or shall not exceed 1,275 pmhos/cm, whichever is greater. If the
specific conductance is greater than these criteria or if a visible sheen is present, then the
stormwater will be pumped directly into the leachate storage tanks and managed as leachate.

A log of discharges from the secondary containment system will be maintained. The date,
specific conductance measurements and visual sheen observations shall be recorded.

An electronic water level sensor will automatically determine when the storage tank reaches
capacity. The level sensor will activate an electric actuated shutoff valve in the fill line to
prevent overfilling the tank. The electric actuated shutoff valve will be tested by inducing a false
signal from the level sensor and confirming proper operation on a weekly schedule. The
exposed tank exterior will be inspected weekly by visual observation. The inspection will
include looking for leaks, corrosion or other maintenance deficiencies. This will be
accomplished by inspection from platforms at the top of the 20-foot high secondary containment
wall, positioned 120° apart around the circumference of the tank. The tank interior will be
inspected annually when the tank is empty or at least once every three years. If any failures are
detected, the tank construction company shall be contacted immediately and appropriate repairs
conducted based on the nature of the problem. Reports of the above inspections will be
maintained by the County (the most recent inspection report is included as Attachment L-7).
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Leachate Monitoring

A detailed plan for leachate monitoring is provided in Section M of this Permit Application.
L.2.h.3  Stormwater System

The stormwater management system for this project consists of a series of swales, culverts and

detention ponds. The system is designed to comply with all of the requirements of both Chapters
62-25 F.A.C. and 40 D-4 F.A.C.

All stormwater runoff will be conveyed via a perimeter drainage ditch to detention facilities.
Ditch blocks located in the perimeter ditch at strategic locations act as sediment traps and will
require periodic maintenance.

The ultimate discharge of the detention facilities will be to the old slough or isolated wetlands
through fixed control weirs and spreader swales.

As the filling of the waste progresses, temporary stormwater letdown structures will be installed
to facilitate drainage without erosion. Temporary stormwater containment/diversion berms shall
be installed around the top perimeter of each lift and connected to the temporary letdown
structures. The temporary letdowns shall be located, in the approximate locations as shown on
Sheet 2 of the Operations Drawings to achieve this obj ective. Ponding will be deterred within
these containment berms by pumping the water if left standing for more than one day. See detail
of letdown structure in Attachment L-3, Operations Drawings.

Sediment collection provided by perimeter ditches and ditch blocks will minimize siltation of
the main retention areas. In addition, the active fill area(s) will be surrounded by berms to
capture stormwater that comes in contact with waste and to prevent run-on and mixing with the
stormwater from outside the active fill area. Stormwater collected within the berms surrounding
the active fill area(s) will be allowed to percolate into the landfill for collection by the leachate
collection system. Prolonged ponding of water in contained areas may be minimized by
pumping the water to the sand drainage layer or to a leachate collection pipe cleanout.

Operation and Maintenance Procedures

The stormwater management system for the CCSWDC consists of a variety of treatment and
conveyance methods. The treatment system for the main solid waste handling and disposal areas
includes seven wet detention basins. Conveyance to these ponds is through a series of letdown
structures, perimeter ditches and swales, and culverts. Stormwater collection along the entrance
road is provided by the roadside swales. All portions of the stormwater system will be visually
inspected weekly and immediately following a storm event of 0.5 inch or greater. The
inspections will identify buildup of debris, surface sheen, erosion and sedimentation, overgrown
or exotic vegetation, and structural problems. Any problems identified by these inspections will
be corrected within three (3) days. The wet detention basins will be inspected to estimate
quantities of sediment within each pond. If the sediment occupies 30 percent of the volume
below the normal pool elevation, the sediment will be removed and disposed of in the landfill.
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Vegetation in all portions of the conveyance systems will be removed on an as needed basis to
prevent blockage.

L.2.i Groundwater Monitoring Plan

The groundwater monitoring network and the results of the background water sampling are
discussed in Section M of this application. The proposed long term monitoring network for the
site is also presented in Section M of this application. This plan complies with Chapter 62-701
F.A.C. Monitoring well locations are shown on Figure L-1.

L.2.j Maintaining and Cleaning Leachate Collection System

Leachate collection system maintenance will include daily inspection of all leachate pump
control panels. All running data will be recorded and checked for irregularities. Pumps are
pulled and checked for operational parameters at least once every two years. An example
leachate pump data form is provided in Attachment L-8. The leachate collection system will be
cleaned and inspected as described in part L.8.h of this Operations Plan.

L.3 LANDFILL OPERATION RECORD

The Administrative office located adjacent to the scale facilities at the entrance of the CCSWDC
is shown onFigure L-1. The office will include facilities for employees including a
training/meeting room, sanitary facilities, and first aid equipment. Similar additional facilities
are located at the Equipment Maintenance building. Files will be located in the Administrative
office to contain the operating record for the facilities as required by regulatory agencies/permits.
The Laboratory Certification are included in the plan as Attachment L-9. Items which shall be
stored in the operation record include:

e This Operations Plan.
e All Permits for the facility.
e All Records and drawings used for developing permit applications.

e All monitoring information calibration and maintenance records copies of reports
required by permit (maintained for at least 10 years).

e Background water quality records.

e Annual estimates of the remaining life of the constructed landfill and other
permitted landfill areas.

e All Monthly waste records which shall include tonnages received for Class I,
C&D, yard waste and recyclables.

e Asbestos location records.
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e All Monitoring reports for groundwater, stormwater, leachate and landfill gas.
e Waste tire processing records.

e Copies of all notifications required by 62-701 F.A.C.

e On-site precipitation record.

e DEP inspection reports.

¢ Load checking reports.

e Leachate storage tank inspection reports

e All Training verifications.

e All Other reports related to the design, operation, monitoring or permitting for the
facilities.

L.4 LANDFILL WASTE REPORTS

Each month, a summary report of waste tonnage received for Class I Waste , C&D debris, yard
waste, and recyclables will be compiled. Copies of the monthly report will be submitted to
FDEP quarterly or upon request.

L.5 EFFECTIVE BARRIER/ACCESS CONTROL

Access control at CCSWDC includes a perimeter fence with a locking access gate at the
scalehouse, which is the only entrance/exit for the facility. The access gate normally will be kept
open during hours of operations and an attendant will be at the scalehouse during those times.
When CCSWDC is not in operation, this access gate normally will be kept closed and locked.

L.6 LOAD CHECKING PROGRAM

At least three random loads of Class I Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) delivered to the landfill
each week will be examined in accordance with the following procedure:
Mechanism For Inspections

(1 Specific locations within the active landfill cell are to be dedicated to load
examination. The areas should be relatively free from extraneous debris and
capable of maintaining isolation of the material for one calendar week.

2) The inspection of the load shall be controlled by a Contract Operator employee.
Training of contract personnel shall continue on an ongoing basis.
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"(3)  The inspection form (see Attachment L-5) shall be filled out and signed off by the
Contract Operator. It shall be the County's responsibility to file/store/distribute
the reports.

(4)  The Sarasota County Solid Waste Operations Unit or the Solid Waste's Hazardous
Waste Section will investigate violations found during the inspection process. The
Contract Operator will attempt to remove or clean-up the disposed materials. If
Contract Operator is unsuccessful, Solid Waste will remove or clean-up the
disposed materials.

(5)  Violations involving hazardous waste dumping shall be handled by the Solid
Waste's Hazardous Waste Section. Every attempt shall be exhausted to place
responsibility on the generator relative to having the hazardous waste in question
removed from the landfill at the expense of the generator. In the event that
generator responsibility cannot be determined and that the waste appears to be
from a commercial source, it shall be the County's responsibility to segregate and
secure the waste and pay all costs relative to safely disposing of said waste.

(6) A list of offenders shall be compiled by the Solid Waste's Hazardous Waste
Section and the list shall be provided to the County with updates on a periodic

basis.
L7 PROCEDURES FOR SPREADING AND COMPACTING WASTE AT THE
LANDFILL
L.7.a Waste Layer Thickness and Compaction Frequencies

Waste shall be spread in layers of approximately two feet thick on the working face and
compacted to approximately one foot in thickness before application of the next layer. The solid
waste will be compacted with a minimum of three to five passes of a compactor.

L.7.b First Laver of Waste

Selected solid waste loads consisting of solid waste containing no large rigid objects shall be
used for at least the first four feet of the first lift of a new cell in order to protect the liner and
leachate collection system. This first lift must be a minimum of four feet thickness and be filled
to an elevation of approximately 37.0 NGVD in order to promote shedding of stormwater.
Waste shall be deposited at the inside toe of the cell’s lined external containment berm on the
south end of the cell and spread to the north. No solid waste shall be placed beyond the litter
fences. For the initial lift, hauling vehicles will reach the working face by traveling on top of the
previously deposited waste and depositing the loads at the top of the working face. The fill will
be spread and compacted “down slope” to prevent vehicles from traveling on the protective sand
layer. Also see Section L.2.f. in this Operations Plan.

Sarasota County Revised December 2, 2002
CCSWDC Operations Plan

L-13



L.7.c Slopes, Side Grades and Lift Height

The typical height for each lift is 10-15 feet. All incoming solid waste will be directed to the
working face and placed against the toe of the side slope of the previous day’s refuse. The first
row of waste in a new lift will be placed against the toe of the containment berm to provide a
guide for the placement of refuse for the remaining rows. A maximum slope of 3 to 1 will be
maintained on the working face. Covered top slope areas shall maximize surface runoff away
from the working face and to the stormwater drainage areas to minimize leachate generation
using a 2 percent minimum slope. All areas which promote stormwater runoff will receive
sufficient cover and stabilization so that stormwater discharge from the facility will meet the
requirements of 62-3 and 62-302, F.A.C.

L.7.d Maximum Width of Working Face

Maximum width of the working face will be 200 feet. This will provide a sufficient area for
maneuvering large private and commercial vehicles, as well as minimize the exposed area and
unnecessary use of cover material.

L.7.e Initial Cover

For the Class I landfill, a minimum of six inches of initial cover consisting of native sandy soils,
top soil, soil, yard waste compost mixture, shredded tires, or other FDEP approved initial cover
will be applied to the top of the lift and to the working face at the end of each day. Attachment
L-10 provides a description and specification for initial cover materials previously approved for
this facility. A 2-inch layer of shredded yard waste may be applied when needed to the initial
cover to promote clean stormwater runoff and minimize erosion during rainy weather. The
application of initial cover over the landfilled waste will assure control of disease vector
breeding/animal attraction, odors, waste combustion (fire), blowing litter, and moisture
infiltration.

L.7f Application of Initial Cover

Initial cover will be applied at the end of each working day, except when solid waste will be
placed on the working face within 18 hours, and a temporary cover such as a tarpaulin is used to
cover the working face.

L.7.g Intermediate Cover

Intermediate cover consisting of at least 1 foot of compacted native sandy soils or composted
yard trash screened through %-inch mesh mixed within 25 percent soil, by volume, will be
applied within 7 days if final cover or an additional lift is not to be applied within 180 days.
Intermediate covered areas that will not be landfilled or covered with final cover within 6 months
will be sodded (external slopes) or seeded and mulched (internal and top slopes) to avoid slope
erosion. Also see Section L.2.f. in this Operation Plan.
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L.7.h - Final Cover

Following the receipt of a closure permit, final cover will be applied to the Class I landfill on the
completed portions of Phase 1 of the landfill operation. The perimeter sides of all completed
cells will have a slope of 3:1.

The cap and final cover will consist of a geomembrane layer that complies with Department
rules and 24 inches of local common soil of which upper 6-inches will be capable of supporting

vegetative cover.

L.7.1 Scavenging and Salvaging Control Devices

Scavenging and salvaging is not allowed on the working face at CCSWDC. In the event spotters
working in this area observe scavenging or salvaging activities on the working face, the landfill
manager will be notified.

L.7.j Litter Control Devices

Litter will be controlled by requiring covered loads, efficient unloading and cover operations,
litter fences, perimeter fencing, and by routine clean-up. Litter outside the working area will be
picked up within twenty-four (24) hours.

A small litter fence will be placed at the limit of each landfill cell area as shown in Figure L-2 for
the full length of the active working area of the cell.

L.7.k Erosion Control Procedures

Erosion control procedures at CCSWDC mainly consist of stormwater management for active
cell areas and in areas surrounding the landfill cells. Stormwater management for unused
portions of active cells is achieved by applying rain covers to the cell to divert stormwater from
these unused areas away from the working face. Stormwater management for used portions of
active cells, whereby initial cover or intermediate over the waste has been placed in accordance
with FDEP requirements, is achieved by:

e Grading the waste-in-place and initial cover material to divert stormwater away from
the working face.

e Use of terraces and letdown pipes.
e Maintaining internal and external berms.

Of critical importance will be maintaining the stormwater management system during the filling
sequence. As each lift is constructed, two sets of temporary diversion berms will be constructed.
One set will isolate the working face from the remaining covered areas. Stormwater which
accumulates in the area of the working face will be retained and allowed to percolate into the
landfill where it will eventually be collected in the leachate collection system. The second set of
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berms will serve as erosion and sediment traps on the newly covered landfilled areas. This set of
berms will be placed around the perimeter of each lift to control runoff down the side slopes.
These external berms will be sodded to prevent erosion and will be directly connected to the
temporary letdown structures to facilitate proper management of stormwater runoff. Sediments
which reach the perimeter ditch (shown on Sheet 3 of the Operation Drawings, Attachment L-3)
will collect behind the ditch blocks and will require periodic removal. Prior to application of
final cover, and after final grades are reached, sod shall be applied to the external slopes that
have intermediate cover to reduce erosion. As filling progresses above the first terrace, the first
set of temporary letdown structures will be constructed as shown on Sheet 5 of 16 of the
Operations Drawings. This operating procedure will minimize the amount of erosion and
sediment accumulation that must periodically be removed from the perimeter ditches.

Prolonged ponding of water behind the stormwater containment berm shall be prevented by
pumping excess water to the sand drainage layer above the leachate collection system. If there
are no areas of exposed sand drainage layer in an active cell, the water shall be pumped directly
into a leachate collection pipe cleanout.

L.8 PROCEDURE FOR LEACHATE MANAGEMENT

L.8.a Leachate Monitoring, Sampling and Analysis

The sump pumps located in Cells 1 through 5 will operate in an automatic mode based on the
liquid level in the sump. Figure L-3 shows the operation levels for the sump pumps. The
pressure transducer located at the end of the pump housing accurately measures the level of
liquid in the sump and provides a digital readout of this level at the control panel mounted on the
valve box at the top of the each cell’s lined external containment berm. As shown on FigureL-3,
the high water alarm will result if leachate levels rise to cause 12 inches of head on the liner
system adjacent to the sump area.

Two additional pump units will be provided for backup. This allows for removal of each pump
on a regularly scheduled basis to perform preventative maintenance. When a sump pump is
removed for scheduled maintenance, a spare pump will be reinstalled immediately while the
maintenance is being performed. Each pump will receive preventive maintenance in accordance
with the manufacturer's recommendations at a frequency based on run time.

Additional details on leachate sampling location, sampling and analysis schedule, and data
submission is provided in the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum, Section M.

L.8.b Leachate Collection and Removal System

The Class I landfill leachate collection system consists of a geonet drainage layer and perforated
collection pipe above the liner system to collect and convey leachate. The leachate conveyed to
sumps will be pumped to a leachate holding tank onsite. The leachate collection piping system
consists of 8-inch perforated polyethylene pipe sloped in such a manner that leachate flowing
through the solid waste of the landfill will be collected and transported by gravity to a sump and
leachate pump. The discharge line from the sump pump connects to a HDPE header line via a
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valve vault. Provisions for sampling the leachate as well as monitoring flows and pressure are
provided in the valve vault (see Sheet 14, Attachment L-3). Any stormwater accumulated in a
landfill cell will be pumped from the collection system to the stormwater system prior to
receiving solid wastes by opening the stormwater valve in the valve box located at each landfill
cell puimp station. Immediately prior to solid waste being deposited into a new cell, the valve
from its leachate pump to the stormwater system shall be closed.

Leachate generated within the landfill cells will be pumped via the submersible sump pumps
located in each cell to a 1,800,000 gallon storage tank. Leachate that accumulates in the storage
tank will be transferred, to tanker trucks using leachate transfer pumps and transported to an
offsite wastewater treatment plant (WWTP).

L.8.c If Leachate Becomes Regulated As Hazardous Waste

Sarasota County will evaluate options for pretreating the leachate and alternate disposal if it
becomes regulated as a hazardous waste.

L.8.d Off-site Treatment of Leachate

The primary disposal location for CCSWDC leachate and alternate disposal is the Bee Ridge
WWTP with secondary disposal location at the Central County Utilities Water Reclamation (see
Attachment L-6 for facility commitment letter). CCSWDC may use other secondary facilities
for the offsite treatment or disposal of leachate; however, the County will notify FDEP of the
change prior to use.

The CCSWDC will dispose of leachate at the primary treatment location provided the leachate
meets the disposal quality requirements. Should leachate quality change such that it is no longer

acceptable at the primary treatment location, the CCSWDC will dispose of leachate at the
secondary facility.

L.S.e Contingency Plan for Leachate Management

Should one of the following events occur, the leachate contingency management plan shall be
implemented.

e Any mechanical failure of the leachate management system that would prevent
operation of the landfill leachate collection system pumps or the leachate transfer
pumps for more than three (3) consecutive days.

e Liquid accumulation in the holding tank leak detection system in amounts greater
than expected from rainfall.

e Rise of leachate levels inside the holding tank greater than 52.6 (high water alarm
elevation represented by 31 foot mark on the external tank gauge).

Implementation of the contingency plan includes the following actions.
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(D The landfill manager shall notify the FDEP (within twenty-four (24) hours) and
leachate disposal facilities of the emergency event.

(2)  Ifthe problem is excess leachate in the detection system of the holding tank,
remedial measures shall be taken immediately to eliminate the leak. Additional
tractor trailer tanker unit or units and operators shall be called to the site to
expedite transport of leachate to the receiving wastewater treatment plant.  The
primary holding tank shall be emptied completely, if required, to facilitate repairs.

(3)  Ifthe problem is excessive levels of leachate in the holding tank (elevation
exceeds 52.6), the maximum amount of leachate shall be diverted from the tank
by increasing the number or frequency or tanker trucks hauling leachate to the
primary or secondary WWTPs.

(4)  Once the problem causing the implementation of the contingency plan has been
resolved to an acceptable degree, the landfill manager shall notify FDEP (within
three (3) days) that the facility is ready to return to normal operating conditions.

L.8S.f Recording Quantities of Leachate Generated

A control panel for each sump pump in Cell Nos. 1 through 5 is mounted on the valve box at the
top of each cell’s lined external containment berm. Each control panel will be equipped with a
pump hour meter.

The following information will be recorded once per day from each cell sump pump location.

Cell No.

Flow Meter Reading
Hour Meter Reading
Sump Liquid Level

The above information is recorded on the form provided as Attachment L-8.

L.8.g Precipitation and Leachate Generation Rates

Rainfall for each 24-hour period measured at an official gauge located onsite will be recorded
and entered onto a spreadsheet (format included in Attachment L-11) to compare precipitation to
leachate generation.

L.8.h Leachate Collection System Inspection and Cleaning

CCSWDC will conduct a video inspection of the leachate collection system at least once every
five years in accordance with Rule 62-701.500 F.A.C. requirements, and cleaned as necessary.
The most recent inspection of the leachate collection system at CCSWDC was completed on
June 14, 2001.
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Leachate pumps at CCSWDC will be inspected for operation failures at least daily. Control %/}@
panels will be inspected and operational data recorded as described in L.8.1. &é)

: <
L.9 GAS MONITORING PROGRAM s %

A gas monitoring program will be implemented to prevent explosions and fires and to minimize
off-site odors and damage to vegetation. The landfill gas monitoring program for CCSWDC will
include monitoring of the landfill perimeter at the monitoring locations shown on Figure L-1, as
well as, inside the Contractor’s maintenance building, the County’s Maintenance Building, and
all enclosed structures at the C&D recycling facility. Monitoring shall be conducted on a
quarterly basis. The outside monitoring locations (gas monitoring probes) shall consist ofa
monitor probe as shown on Figure L-4.

The gas monitoring locations shall include four (4) gas monitoring probes as described above
and numbered GP-1 through GP-3 and GP-7 and three (3) gas monitoring locations GM-1
through GM-5 and GM-7 in structures as shown on Figure L-1. Low areas, base boards, floor
drains, and floor mounted cabinets shall be monitored inside the structures. Other structures on
the site are not monitored because the great distance from the landfill (over 3,400 feet), and the
shallow groundwater table (5-7 feet below surface) at the site would cause any migrating gas, if
it existed, to purge to the atmosphere before it would travel to these structures through the
ground. Also, there are no connections via conduit pipes, etc. between these structures and the
landfill area.

The monitoring will be conducted for the Lower Explosive Limit (LEL) of methane. A Scott
Aviation Gas Tester Model G15 or an equivalent unit will be used. No purging of the probe
shall be allowed. Once the meter is connected to the sampling port, the valve shall be opened
and the meter pump shall be engaged and meter reading observed. The highest valve observed is
recorded as well as the steady state value observed.

If the LEL is greater than 25 percent inside any monitor location probe, a temporary monitor
probe shall be established 50 feet from the monitor location in the opposite direction from the
landfill. The temporary monitor probe shall be of the design as shown in Figure L-4. The
temporary monitor probe will be monitored on a monthly basis for at least one quarter and until
the temporary monitor station records zero percent LEL and the monitor location probe records
less than 25 percent LEL. If the LEL is greater than 25 percent inside the structures, or equal to,
or greater than 100 percent at any monitor probe, the landfill operator will submit to the FDEP
within seven (7) days a remediation plan detailing the nature and extent of the problem and the
proposed remedy. The remedy will be completed/ implemented within sixty (60) days of the
detection unless otherwise approved by the FDEP.

L.10 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The landfill stormwater management system for CCSWDC is discussed in Section L.2.h.(3) -
Stormwater System.
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L.11 ©~ EQUIPMENT AND OPERATION FEATURE REQUIREMENTS

L.11.a Adequate In-Service Equipment

Equipment proposed for the CCSWDC will include the equipment listed in Table L-1. The exact
equipment complement may vary from time to time and additional equipment will be acquired if

needed. Two roll-off containers will be placed in the yard waste compost area and the other at
the Class I landfill area.

TABLE L-1. EQUIPMENT USED AT THE CCSWDC

NUMBER EQUIPMENT
Bulldozers
Compactors
Dump Truck
Front-end Loader
Graders
Hydraulic Excavator
Water Truck
Fuel Truck
Pick-up Truck
UD Gators
Roll-off Containers
Compressor
Pressure Washer
Welder

i [y [ R O O | f= | — [ | | = DO |

Emergency Electrical Generation Equipment is of adequate size to assure complete operation of
the Leachate Disposal and Collection Systems.

L.11.b Reserve Equipment

Cooperative lending agreements with the Contract Operator’s company and standing
agreements with local equipment suppliers will provide a means for procuring additional back-up
equipment. '

L.11.c Communication Facilities

A telephone will be available at the scale house and the maintenance/ administration building.
Radios and other communication devices will be in select landfill equipment to provide safe
conditions for landfill personnel.

Sarasota County Revised December 2, 2002
CCSWDC Operations Plan

L-20




L.11d Dust Control Methods

Dust from unpaved haul roads and construction areas within the Class I landfill area will be
controlled through the use of a water spray truck. An alternate dust control measure that may be
used in active cells of the Class I landfill area is leachate reuse (see Attachment L-12 for FDEP
approval letter). This reuse of leachate involves spraying small quantities of leachate from a
spray bar mounted on the rear of a tank truck onto active fill areas of the landfill. The landfill
operation crew will monitor the rate of leachate application, soil moisture conditions, and the
specific landfill areas used to prevent the generation of leachate runoff. Leachate will only be
applied under the following conditions.

e Leachate may only be sprayed on active, bermed fill areas, including the working
face, and areas with the required six (6) inches of initial cover.

¢ Leachate may not be sprayed on areas with intermediate or final cover.

e Atall times areas receiving leachate must be controlled to prevent run-off from
entering the stormwater system.

e Leachate may not be sprayed when the application area is in a saturated condition.

e The application rate of leachate should be such that leachate does not accumulate on
the landfill surface, and infiltrates quickly into the covered refuse.

e Leachate should not be sprayed at the end of the day on the initial cover of the
working face or other areas. Spraying should be done early in the morning after any
dew evaporates and continue until early afternoon or until all available areas have
been utilized.

The Site Manager will record daily the gallons of leachate sprayed per this method.
If needed, dust masks will be available to personnel working in excessively dusty areas.

L.11.e Fire Protection And Fire Fighting Facilities

Small fires on the working face will be controlled by use of dump trucks, a landfill compactor,
and a bulldozer to move earth cover material over hot areas. Additionally, the water truck will
be available to apply water to any fires. In the event that an uncontrollable fire does occur at the
CCSWDC site, the Nokomis Fire Department will be contacted immediately. The Nokomis Fire
Department is equipped with pumper trucks capable of drafting water from surface sources. In
the event of a fire, the landfill operator will notify the FDEP within twenty-four (24) hours.
Within seven (7) days, a full written report on the fire will be submitted to FDEP describing the
origins of the fire, the actions that were taken to deal with it, the results of the actions taken and
an analysis of the success or failure of the actions.

Sarasota County Revised December 2, 2002
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A hot load area will be provided in a location away from the working face to allow vehicles
arriving at the landfill with a fire in their load to dump quickly in an area where the material can
be spread out and quickly covered with soil. The location of the hot load area will change from
time to time with the changing working face locations. Hot loads will not be dumped on the
working face until sufficiently cool to avoid combustion.

L.11.f Litter Control Devices

See Section 7.i. in this Operations Plan.

L.1l.g Signs Indicating Name Of Operating Authority, Traffic Flow, Hours Of
Operation, And Charges For Disposal

There is a permanent sign at the south property line along the access road to the facility
identifying the Sarasota County Central County Solid Waste Disposal Facility and indicating
hours of operation and charges for different types of loads. The sign indicates materials that are
not accepted for disposal in the landfill. ~Signs indicating approach and exit routes and one-way
roads are strategically placed so traffic at the landfill will move smoothly and efficiently to and
from the working face area.

L.12 ALL WEATHER ACCESS ROADS

A paved entrance from Knights Trail Road terminates at the landfill perimeter roadway. In
addition, paved perimeter roads around the landfill areas are shown on Sheet L-1. All
weather access roads will be constructed within the Class I area to route traffic to the active
working face. The all weather access roads will be constructed of earth, ground shingles,
crushed rock, shell or any other stabilizing material, as appropriate.

L.13 ADDITIONAL RECORD KEEPING AND REPORTING

See Section L.3 of this Operations Plan.
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ATTACHMENT L-1

TRAINING PLAN

As stated in 62-701.500, F.A.C., all Class I landfills shall have at least one trained operator at the
landfill during all times when the landfill receives waste. The operator training includes a 24
hour initial course and 16 hours of continuing education every 3 years. Spotter training includes
an 8 hour initial course and 4 hours of continuing education every 3 years.

In accordance with Rule 62-701.320(15), the owner or operator of a landfill, or other solid waste
management facility required by this chapter to have trained operators or spotters, shall not
employ a person to perform, nor may any person perform, the duties of an operator or spotter at
such a facility unless that person is a trained operator or trained spotter, or an interim operator or
interim spotter.

Operator and spotter training courses are available at the University of Florida Center for

Training, Research and Education for Environmental Occupations (UF/TREEO) and through

other sources. A listing of the current year training courses available through TREEO follows.

A listing of the County’s current trained operators and their continuing education needs is also

provided. In addition, several of the contract operators personnel have had spotter training, and
. the following Sarasota County personnel are trained spotters:

Personnel Date Training Received
Gary Bennett 11/9/00

Mark Rhoades 11/9/00

Dan McAllister 5/3/01

Sarasota County
CCSWDC Operations Plan
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SAFETY
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The program shall consist of the following parts:

Training - General training of all employees will be required to develop the skills of
emergency first aid and CPR. General training includes:

Red Cross Multimedia certification is required initially upon employment and
subsequently re-certification on a three-year schedule is required.

Red Cross Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation Basic Life Support Course certification
initially upon employment and subsequently on an annual basis thereafter is required.

All employees shall be trained in the job-specific aspects of their position. This training
will be provided by and is the responsibility of the employee’s immediate supervisor.

Special training shall be required for each employee on a job-specific basis. Each
operator of a. piece of equipment shall be trained in the operation of that piece of
equipment by the immediate supervisor. This training shall be given in accordance with
the manufacturer’s recommendations and operating manuals. This training will be
provided by and is the responsibility or the immediate supervisor in charge of the
employee.

Equipment - This section shall outline the basic safety equipment to be provided to the
employees of this Division.

Uniforms shall be furnished for and shall be worn by all employees except office
personnel. Special exemption from this requirement may be granted by the Director of
Solid Waste Operations Division on a case-by-case basis.

Special safety equipment such as rain gear including rubber boots, boots having steel
toes and stainless steel puncture resistant soles, work gloves, goggles, dust masks,
protective eye glasses, rubber gloves, face guards, hearing protection, and rubber aprons
shall be utilized as part of the day-to-day operational procedures of this Division. It
shall be the responsibility of each individual employee and the immediate supervisor to
assure that proper safety equipment is in use. Standard operating procedures will be
developed and included as a part of this program. Development of these procedures will
be the responsibility of all supervisory personnel.

All employees will be required to wear safety shoes or boots when working in an
environment dictating the need for such equipment. Generally, safety shoes will be
required except when working in the scalehouse or office. Safety shoes will be issued to
all employees whose duties require the wearing of safety shoes.

Special Procedures - Special procedures shall consist of operational plans, which shall be

prepared by the supervisor in charge of each separate operation within the Solid Waste
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Operations Division. Operational plans shall be prepared for the following separate functions
within the Solid Waste Operations Division - office, landfill, transfer station, hazardous wastes
and infectious wastes.

Safety Meetings - Safety meetings shall be held as deemed necessary by the Solid Waste
Operations Division Safety Officer but no less than one meeting shall be held every other
month.

Safety meetings shall be the responsibility of the Solid Waste Operations Division Safety
Officer.

Safety meeting topics shall include a discussion of all incidents, which have occurred within the
Division since the last safety meeting was held, along with topics of current importance and
interest.

Safety Officer - the Manager of the Solid Waste Operations Division shall appoint the Solid
Waste Operations Division Safety Officer. The Solid Waste Operations Division Safety Officer
is Terry Foxworthy. The Solid Waste Operations Division Manager is Gary Bennet.

The-position of solid -Waste Operations Division Safety Officer shall be held in conjunction
with the regular duties of the position for which the person was hired. However, the Solid
Waste Operations Division Safety Officer shall be given time during the regular working hours
to perform the duties of the Solid Waste Operations Division Safety Officer.



EMERGENCY AND FIRE SAFETY
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This section provides the standard operating procedure for all personnel in the event of an
emergency or fire of any nature that may take place within the boundaries of landfill or transfer
station.

Notification: CALL 911 as in any emergency, the first thing to do is to immediately notify the
proper emergency response team. In the case of FIRE, immediately notify the Fire Department
through the emergency phone number 911. Remember, if you are calling from a phone, which
is connected to the County switchboard, you must dial 4911 to reach the emergency operator.

If the office or one of the scalehouses is open, you can contact them by radio for your
emergency, and they will be able to place the necessary phone call.

Be sure to SPEAK SLOWLY, DISTINCTLY, DELIBERATELY, and remain as calm as
possible. Briefly tell the person to whom you are reporting the emergency the following:

e the nature of the emergency;
e any injuries or persons involved; and
e where the emergency is located.

If there are injuries, you should render whatever assistance you can without endangering
yourself. Use the First Aid and/or CPR training you have learned to assist where necessary. if
possible, evacuate any person or equipment that may be endangered.

In the event of small fires, the use of a fire extinguisher may be sufficient to contain the fire
until the arrival of the Emergency Responders. Fire extinguishers are found in every Solid
Waste Operations Division vehicle and on every machine. In the event of larger fires, a 4000-
gallon water tanker and the pressure washer trailer is available for fighting fires.

Upon arrival of the Emergency Responders, you should take whatever steps necessary to assist.

In the event of fire in the landfill, it may be necessary to smother the fire using available dirt
from the dirt stockpiles located at the landfill. In this case, the Manager of the landfill shall
make immediate provisions to provide that earth cover. Also, the procedures described in
Section L.11.e of the Operations Plan shall be followed.

Used Tire Storage Area Special Rules - In the event there is a fire or other emergency in the
used tire storage area, the following special rules shall apply:

e After following the emergency procedure outline above, the Manager shall insure that
the dike around the waste tire pile is intact and that the valve of the drainpipe through
the berm is closed. This shall be accomplished by patrolling the exterior of the dike and
by adding earth to the dike wherever necessary to assure that no oily material generated
by the combustion of the tires escapes the immediate area.

e The State of Florida, Department of Environmental Regulation, shall be immediately
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notified by calling the Tampa office at 813\744-6100 if fire, or another emergency,
poses an unanticipated threat to the public health or environment. Within two weeks of
any emergency involving potential off-site impact, a report shall be submitted to the
Department including information on the emergency, the results of the action taken, and
an analysis of the success or failure of the actions.

e In addition, any special conditions as set forth by the Sarasota county Fire Department
shall be net.

List of Emergency Response Equipment - In the event of a fire emergency, the following
equipment is available at the landfill and may be used as the situation dictates in the evolution
of responding to a fire emergency, such as repair of dikes, smothering with earth and materials,
and then use of water in extinguishing fires:

(2) D-6N bulldozers 4000-gallon water tanker
623-B Excavator 8-inch Mac Pump w/diesel engine
950 Endloaders Pressure washer trailer

Tt should be noted that from time to time the equipment available for fire emergency use may
be changed, and it should be the responsibility of the persons in charge at the facility to be
aware of those changes and respond accordingly with the appropriate equipment in the event of
a fire emergency.

Dry hydrant connections are available as shown on the drawings for the purpose of supplying
water in the event of a fire or other emergency.

Also available at the site is an 8-inch Mac pump with hose and discharge pipe to be used and
for filling the 4000-gallon tanker. Upon arrival of the fire department, this pump and water
supply will be used under the direction of the officer in charge from the fire department.

Fire extinguishers are available in every vehicle and piece of equipment on the site. Although
fire extinguishers are very ineffective against a large fire, it may be possible through their use to

control the fire until larger equipment is brought to bar the fire.

List of Emergency Responses Persons:

Home Phone Number
Gary Bennett (941)497-3191
Don Shaulis (941)921-2674

Procedure to be Followed for Cleanup - Any residual from a fire at the tire storage area shall
be removed for proper disposal by County personnel. The County will provide all cleanup
services and equipment required. All debris and contaminated soil will be placed in the landfill
and all liquids will be pumped into a hauling truck for proper disposal.




CONTINGENCY PLAN
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In the event an emergency should occur that would interrupt operations at the landfill, the
emergency provision of Section L.2.b.1 of the Operations Plan shall be followed and the
following procedures shall be implemented:

1. The waste collection entities operating within the County shall be notified of the
operational interruption and approximate time when operations will be restored.

2. Ifitis anticipated that the interruption of operations will be no longer than 48 hours, an
alternate disposal site shall be determined. The following alternate disposal sites are
available and listed in order of preference. Should one facility also not be available the
next facility on the list shall be contacted.

a. Manatee County Lena Road Landfill
b. Charlotte County Zemel Road Landfill
c. Waste Management Landfill in Okeechobee County

Sarasota County will develop agreements with the first three facilities listed above to
provide disposal capacity on an emergency basis.
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SCS ENGINEERS
Sheet 1 of _2 ]
Client Project Job No.
SARASOTA SARASOTA CENTRAL LANDFILL 9201010.04
Subject By Date
STORMWATER BERM SIDESLOPE STABILITY CALCULATIONS JHO 3/28/03
Checked

Dates,/ /Zf /@

OBJECTIVE:

SOLUTION:

- Closure cap consists the following layers:
1) 2 feet of cover soil
2) Textured 40-mil geomembrane;
3) Subgrade soil

Model Inputs: Layer 1 - Cover Soil
Layer 2 - Geomembrane/Soi! interface
Layer 3 - Waste Mound
Layer 4 - Subgrade
( Refer to Model Input for layer properties - Sheet 1 & 2, Attachment A)

Refer to Attachment A for PCSTABL Model Results

SCENARIO 1:

- The closure cap system is completely dry (L.e. no water or seepage forces are present),
- The failure plane would be a along the 3(h} to 1{v) slope in Layer 2.

RESULTS: PCSTABL estimates a factor of safety of 1.7

SCENARIO 2:
- The closure cap system is moist at the geoemembrane/soil interface only
- The failure plane would be a along the 3(h) to 1{v) slope in Layer 2.

RESULTS: PCSTABL estimates a factor of safety of 1.7

SCENARIO 3:

- The closure cap system is wet to approximately 1 foot above the geoemembrane/soil interface
- The failure plane would be a along the 3(h} to 1({v} slope in Layer 2.

RESULTS: PCSTABL estimates a factor of safety of 1.3

LTS:

saturation.

Determine the factor of safety concerning the slope stability of a stormwater berm with a 2 (horizontal) to 1 (vertical)
sidelsope atop a 3 (horizontal) to 1 (vertical) landfill side slope (see the Figure on Sheet 2 of 2).

- Model the permitted sideslope and berm configuration {as shown on Figure 1 on Sheet 2 of ) using PCSTABL.
- Use PCSTABL to model various water levels in the closure cap system {(water above the geomembrane)
- A Block analysis will be used to simulate failure along the geomembrane/soil interface

(Refer to Attachment A
Sheet 3)

(Refer to Attachment A
Sheet 4)

(Refer to Attachment A
Sheet 5 )

If only the water level in the cover system can be kept below 1 foot in depth, then a F.S. of 1.3 is acceptable for short term
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Sarasota County Landfill
Sarasota County, Florida

PROFIL
Sarasota County Landfill - Terrace Berm Stability
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SARASOTA COUNTY

“Dedicated to Quality Service”

March 31, 2003

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection :
Southwest District T lREST UIS‘IH!C‘," _5
3804 Coconut Palm Drive T
Tampa, Florida 33619

Re:  Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC)
Landfill Gas Passive Flares
Pending Permit No. 130542-002-SO

Dear Mr. Ford:
The eight passive flares have been installed and we have completed our test period.

Enclosed are two copies of the construction certification form and record drawings which are
signed and sealed for your files.

The units are performing well and are relieving the development of landfill gas.
If you have any questions, please contact me directly at (941) 861-1578.

Sincerely,
Yo ‘ {
C (’[ &UW\ {,\@\
Paul A. Wingler,'P.E.
Interim Solid Waste Operations Manager

Enclosures

cc: John A. Banks, P.E., SCS Engineers — Tampa
Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP - Tampa
David H. Penoyer, P.E., SCS Engineers — Tampa

T:\projects\Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex\FDEP\Ford - Passive Flares - March 31, 2003.doc

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, Solid Waste Operations « 4000 Knighté Trail Road, Nokomis, FL 34275
Tel 941-861-1570 » Fax 941-486-2620

&5 Recycled Paper



DEP Form # 62-701.900(2)
Form Title Cgrtiﬁcaie of Construction Completion
_ May 79,1998

— @ - ¢
Effective Date

Florida Department of Environmental Protection [°=Awicatonto o,
Twin Towers Office Bldg. e 2600 Blair Stone Road e Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Certification of Construction Completion of a
Solid Waste Management Facility

DEP Construction Permit No.:  S0O58-299180 County:  Sarasota

Name of Project: Landfill Gas Passive Flares at Leachate Collection System Cleanouts

Name of Owner:  Sarasota County o

Name of Engineer: SCS Engineers | Aon T s

Type of Project: Installation of Passive Flares ) o g Nm ’
S s v ;

Cost: Estimate$ 25,000 Actual § 25000 i

Site Design: Quantity: N/A Ton/day  Site Acreage: N/A T Acres

Deviations from Plans and Application Approved by DEP

No significant deviations.

Address and Telephone No. of Site: 4000 Knights Trail Road, Nokomis, FL 34275

(941) 486-2600

Name(s) of Site Supervisor:
Gary Bennett

Date Site inspection is requested: December 30, 2002

This is to certify that, with the exception of any deviation noted above, the construction of the i
project has been completed in substantial accordance with the plans authorlzgd by ‘Comstruction -

Permit No. S058-299180 Dated: Septem ’er30,2002

Date: V¢/29(0n 204 phy—F
Signature of Professional Engineer .~
”,"\v"",’),; ’

Page 1 of 1
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Ford, Kim

From: Tedder, Richard

Sent: Friday, February 21, 2003 12:23 PM

To: Krumbholz, Bill; Morgan, Steve; Ford, Kim; Boesch, Julia; Cheryan, George; Prusa, Rick;
Bradner, James; Lurix, Joe; Minhaj, Ghousuddin; Nogas, Mary; Pelz, Susan; Seymore,
Marshall; Barbaccia, Phil; Bostwick, William; Fitzsimmons, Michael; Goddard, Charlie;
Kamath, Vivek; Kutash, William

Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee

Subject: New Solid Waste Memos

Just wanted you to know the attached memos have been signed. A hard copy is in the mail to you.
| have attached the pdf versions which will also be posted on our solid waste web page. Thanks for
your help on the side slopes memo for landfill closures. We appreciated it. |f you have any
questions, just let me know. Thanks. - RT |

SWM-04-33.pdf

SWM-04-34.pdf
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Florida Department of
Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: District Waste Program Administrators
District Solid Waste Engineers
FROM: Richard B. Tedder, Program Administrator

Solid Waste Section

Chris McGuire, Senior Assistant General Counsel
Office of General Counsel

DATE: February 18, 2003

SUBJECT: Side Slopes for Landfill Closures
Memo # SWM-04.34

We have been asked whether the requirements in Chapter 62-701, Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.) which require three-to-one side slopes on aboveground
disposal units apply to stormwater control structures built on top of the side slopes. In
other words, if an applicant proposed to add stormwater benches on top of the final
cover the sides of which are steeper than three-to-one, would that be prohibited by our
rules'. The answer is a qualified no.

Rule 62-701.600(5)(e), F.A.C., which describes the final side slope design
requirements for landfill closures, states in part.

Side slopes of aboveground disposal units shall not be steeper than three
feet horizontal to one foot vertical rise to control erosion of the final cover
material. Such units shall incorporate reverse sloping benches or terraces
into the side slopes of the landfill and shall contain down slope drainage
ways with water flow energy dissipaters.

For purposes of our rules generally, a solid waste disposal unit would include
stormwater conveyances built into or on top of the unit. In this case, however, we have
concluded that the rule was never intended to prohibit the addition of benches or
conveyances on top of the final cover, even if these additions would include areas with
greater than a three-to-one slope. We have also had some limited experience with
stormwater benches being constructed on top of the final cover which shows that, if

' Normally for these designs extra soil is placed over the final cover to construct the benches at regular
intervals up the side slopes of the disposal unit. If the final cover is constructed at a 3:1 slope, then the
slope of the bench will need to be steeper than 3-1 to intersect the final cover slope further down the hill.
For example, some proposed designs show a four-foot wide bench at a 2:1 slope rising to a peak 24
inches above the final cover followed by a 20-foot decline of the bench at a 2:1 slope from the bench
peak to the final cover. When terraces are used, wastes are normally placed in the disposal unit to form
terraces at regular intervals in elevation. These terraces have the appearance of being "cut" into the side
slopes of the waste disposal unit and are normally constructed so the slopes of the final cover are not
greater than the 3:1 maximum at any location.




MEMORANDUM |
February 18, 2003

Page 2 of 3

engineered, constructed, and maintained properly, such structures are expected to

remain stable and help to control erosion. See Figure 1 for a typical bench design over
the final cover of a landfill.

Part of the confusion in interpreting this rule is the requirement for "reverse
sloping benches or terraces into the side slopes of the landfill" and how this language
should be understood in terms of the maximum allowed slope of three-to-one. Our
research indicates that "reverse sloping” is intended to refer to both the benches and
the terraces and that "into the side slopes of the landfill" is only intended to clarify the
direction of the reverse slope, i.e., towards the landfill. This phrase does not require
that benches or terraces be excavated into the side slopes of the landfill, and should not
be read to prohibit the construction of benches or terraces on top of the final cover.

Generally speaking, benches built on top of the side slopes will require greater -
engineering effort and expertise than terraces excavated into the side slopes of the
landfill. This is particularly true when a geomembrane is used in the final barrier layer
because of the possibility that the bench may contribute to a side slope failure if its
slope is too steep or the run too long, or if the proper materials are not used in the
design. In either case, when designing and constructing the final side slopes, including
the benches or terraces, the owner/operator must consider the following:

1. Whether benches or terraces are used, as required by Rule 62-
701.600(5)(g), F.A.C., the applicant must provide reasonable assurance that the
proposed final cover design will be stable. This must include a slope stability
analysis of the final cover system with supporting calculations.

2. According to Rules 62-701.600(5)(c) and (7)(b)3., F.A.C., portions of the
landfill that have reached their design dimensions and elevations and will not
receive additional wastes or be mined must receive final cover, i.e. close-as-you-
go. If benches are used, they must be installed over the final cover in these
portions of the landfill during the facility's active life, rather than waiting until
closure of the entire landfill, to control erosion of the final cover.

Rule 62-701.730(9)(b), F.A.C., requires that side slopes of above-grade
construction and demolition debris disposal units be no greater than three-to-one. The
same logic applies to these facilities as to landfills. While a design including stormwater
benches with slopes greater than three-to-one will be more difficult to construct and
maintain than a design with terraces built into the side slopes, it is not prohibited by our
rules.

In closing, we must stress that a closure design which incorporates stormwater
benches with slopes steeper than three-to-one is not automatically authorized under our
rules. A permit applicant proposing such a design bears the burden of providing
reasonable assurance that these benches can and will be constructed and maintained
to minimize erosion of the side slopes. In many cases, excavating terraces into the side



MEMORANDUM
February 18, 2003 -

Page 3 of 3

slopes will be the preferred method of stormwater control, especially if the permittee and
engineer have little experience in this area. The intent of this memo is simply to clarify
that the three-to-one limitation in the rules applies to the waste pile and the final cover,
not to stormwater conveyances built on top of the final cover.

Caveat

This guidance memorandum does not constitute policy or rule of the Department.
It is intended solely as internal guidance to District permit review staff, and is not
intended to create additional requirements for the regulated community or to affect the
rights of substantially affected parties to any agency decision. Please do not cite any
part if this memorandum as though it were a standard, rule, or requirement.

;— SwALE

40-Mil, PE (TEXTURED)

COVER GEOCOMPOSITE

Figure 1 — Typical Bench Design Constructed Over the Landfill Final Cover



Ford, Kim . | .

From: Pelz, Susan

Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2003 7:30 AM

To: Tedder, Richard; Ford, Kim

Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee

Subject: RE: 3:1 Closure Slopes and 2:1 Stormwater Swales

We can wait to discuss this at the teleconference.

thanks for your quick reply

Susan
----- Original Message-----
From: Tedder, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2003 5:49 PM
To: Ford, Kim
Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee; Pelz, Susan
Subject: RE: 3:1 Closure Slopes and 2:1 Stormwater Swales
Kim,

| believe you have correctly stated what we talked about during the December teleconference.
However, we have continued to evaluate this issue since then, and I'm now thinking we may want
to consider a different approach. Chris and | are working on a draft policy memo that hopefully
will clarify this matter. | imagine we will try to discuss this during the next teleconference on 2/13.
Can you wait until then to resolve this? If not, let me know and we will come up with a different
plan. Thanks. - RT

From: Ford, Kim

Sent:  Tuesday, February 04, 2003 4:13 PM

To: Tedder, Richard

Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee; Pelz, Susan
Subject: 3:1 Closure Slopes and 2:1 Stormwater Swales

Richard:

| know you are busy, but as you know | have 2 projects proposihg 2:1 Stormwater swales on
the side of 3:1 Closed Sideslopes - one for a C&D disposal facility and the other for a Class |
landfill.

The Class | landfill permit application has been in-house for 340 days and this issue is about
all that remains to be resolved. My last RAI said the 2:1 swale on the 3:1 slope does not
comply with 62-701.600(5)(e) and asked for revisions to comply with the requirement for
"reverse sloping benches or terraces into the side slopes of the landfill" and John Banks called
you. He said you said that a policy is coming soon, so he has not made the requested
revisions.

As | recall from our December 12, 2002 teleconference, a number of concerns must be
addressed to exceed 3:1 on any sideslope or sideslope swale and alternate procedures would
be appropriate until we have a policy. And also from that teleconference some comments were
made that C&Ds would not be allowed to exceed the 3:1 criteria.

Please advise as to what procedures or policy you would like us to follow if different from what
1




we are saying in our R/. .

Thanks.

Kim




Ford, Kim . .

From: Tedder, Richard

Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2003 5:49 PM

To: Ford, Kim

Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee; Pelz, Susan

Subiject: RE: 3:1 Closure Slopes and 2:1 Stormwater Swales
Kim,

| believe you have correctly stated what we talked about during the December teleconference.
However, we have continued to evaluate this issue since then, and I'm now thinking we may want to
consider a different approach. Chris and | are working on a draft policy memo that hopefully will
clarify this matter. |imagine we will try to discuss this during the next teleconference on 2/13. Can

you wait until then to resolve this? If not, let me know and we will come up with a different plan.
Thanks. - RT

From: Ford, Kim

Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2003 4:13 PM

To: Tedder, Richard

Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee; Pelz, Susan
Subject: 3:1 Closure Slopes and 2:1 Stormwater Swales
Richard:

| know you are busy, but as you know | have 2 projects proposing 2:1 Stormwater swales on the
side of 3:1 Closed Sideslopes - one for a C&D disposal facility and the other for a Class | landfill.

The Class | landfill permit application has been in-house for 340 days and this issue is about all
that remains to be resolved. My last RAI said the 2:1 swale on the 3:1 slope does not comply with
62-701.600(5)(e) and asked for revisions to comply with the requirement for "reverse sloping
benches or terraces into the side slopes of the landfill" and John Banks called you. He said you
said that a policy is coming soon, so he has not made the requested revisions.

As | recall from our December 12, 2002 teleconference, a number of concerns must be
addressed to exceed 3:1 on any sideslope or sideslope swale and alternate procedures would be
appropriate until we have a policy. And also from that teleconference some comments were made
that C&Ds would not be allowed to exceed the 3:1 criteria.

Please advise as to what procedures or policy you would like us to follow if different from what we
are saying in our RAls.

Thanks.

Kim
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Ford, Kim

From: Ford, Kim

Sent: Tuesday, February 04, 2003 4:13 PM

To: Tedder, Richard

Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee; Pelz, Susan
Subject: 3:1 Closure Slopes and 2:1 Stormwater Swales
Richard:

| know you are busy, but as you know | have 2 projects proposing 2:1 Stormwater swales on the side of 3:1 Closed
Sideslopes - one for a C&D disposal facility and the other for a Class | landfill.

The Class | landfill permit application has been in-house for 340 days and this issue is about all that remains to be
resolved. My last RAI said the 2:1 swale on the 3:1 slope does not comply with 62-701.600(5)(e) and asked for revisions
to comply with the requirement for "reverse sloping benches or terraces into the side slopes of the landfill" and John Banks
called you. He said you said that a policy is coming soon, so he has not made the requested revisions.

As | recall from our December 12, 2002 teleconference, a number of concerns must be addressed to exceed 3:1 on any
sideslope or sideslope swale and alternate procedures would be appropriate until we have a policy. And also from that
teleconference some comments were made that C&Ds would not be allowed to exceed the 3:1 criteria.

Please advise as to what procedures or policy you would like us to follow if different from what we are saying in our RAls.
Thanks.

Kim
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Ford, Kim
To: Tedder, Richard 4 il ” $‘..M"'1,
Cc: McGuire, Chris; Martin, Lee; Pelz, Susan \‘/-‘k‘ \/
Subject: 3:1 Closure Slopes and 2:1 Stormwater Swales 2
X =g
Richard:

I know you are busy, but as you know | have 2 projects proposing 2:1 Stormwater swales on the side of 3:1 Closed
Sideslopes - one for a C&D disposal facility and the other for a Class I landfill.

The Class | landfill permit application has been in-house for 340 days and this issue is about all that remains to be
resolved. My last RAI said the 2:1 swale on the 3:1 slope does not comply with 62-701.600(5)(e) and asked for revisions
to comply with the requirement for "reverse sloping benches or terraces into the side slopes of the landfili* and John Banks
called you. He said you said that a policy is coming soon, so he has not made the requested revisions.

As | recall from our December 12, 2002 teleconference, a number of concerns must be addressed to exceed 3:1 on any
sideslope or sideslope swale and alternate procedures would be appropriate until we have a policy. And also from that
teleconference some comments were made that C&Ds would not be allowed to exceed the 3:1 criteria.

Please advise as to what procedures or policy you would like us to follow if different from what we are saying in our RAls.
Thanks.

Kim



Environmental Consultants i 3012 U.S. Highway 301 Nc' 813 621-0080
Suite 700 FAX 813 623-6757

Tempa, FL 33619-2242

November 15, 2002 P T R
File No. 09201024.01 NEGCEIVIE mx
Kim Ford, P.E. ONOV 52000 / ?
Florida Department of Environmental Protection ‘ v "
Southwest District SOUT e
3804 Coconut Palm Drive jJHWES_TLNij"Q_T_
Tampa, Florida 33619

Subject: Sarasota County, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex

Operations Permit Renewal, Pending Permit No. 130542-002-SO

Dear Mr. Ford:

Sarasota County has received your requests for additional information (RFI) dated October
16, 2002 for the above referenced permit application. SCS Engineers is assisting the County
with the responses to your requests.

As you know, we have been working with the Tallahassee FDEP office on the issue of rule
interpretation regarding the slope of the terrace swale berm. We have not received a
definitive answer on this issue to date. Once we receive direction on this issue we anticipate
submittal of a complete response within 7 days.

Please let us know immediately if this proposed schedule is not acceptable to the Department.

Sincerely,

/’ %% _ )./4/“""“ " ﬂfwﬂ/z/ 1";@"”‘/

~~ "John A. Banks, P.E. Raymond J. Dever, P.E., DEE
Project Director Vice President
SCS ENGINEERS SCS ENGINEERS

cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County

Offices Nationwide @
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SCS ENGINEERS
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Tampa, FL 33619
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor s Tampa, Florida 33619 _ Secretary

October 16, 2002

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Bennett:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the additional information in support of
your permit renewal application, received September 16, 2002, to continue
to operate a class I landfill and related facilities.

This letter constitutes notice that a permit will be required for your
project pursuant to Chapter(s) 403, Florida Statutes.

Your application for a permit remains incomplete. This is the Department’s
3rd request for additional information. Please provide the information
listed below promptly. Evaluation of your proposed project will be delayed
until all requested information has been received.

The following information is needed in support of the solid waste
application [Chapter 62-701, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.)]. Please
provide:

1. 62-701.500(2)(f) and (7)(c), and 62-701.600(5) (e). According to
Department rules, final sideslopes shall not be steeper than three
feet horizontal to one foot vertical to control erosion of the final
cover materials. The typical swale detail shown on Sheet 16 of the
Operation Drawings shows 2H:1V sideslopes. Revisions to Detail B on
Sheet 16 are requested to show 1) the 3H:1V waste limits along the
sideslopes and (2) the final cover designed with a 3H:1V maximum
sideslope adjacent to the swale.

2. 62-701.500, .510, and .530. Responses to Mr. John Morris’ October 16,
2002 memorandum (attached) are requested. You may call Mr. Morris at
(813) 744-6100, extension 336 to discuss the items in his memorandum.

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Gary Bennett October 16, 2002
Sarasota County Page Two

Please provide all responses that relate to engineering required for design
and operation, sigyned and sealed by a professional engineer. All descriptions
of operational procedures provided as part of responses should be included as
revisions to the Operations Plan (Section L). All replacement pages should be
numbered, and with revision date. To expedite the review process, on one set
of the revisions to the narrative reports, deletions may be struckthrough

(struckthrough) and additions may be shaded (shaded) or similar notation
method may be used.

"NOTICE! Pursuant to the provisions of Section 120.600, F.S., if the
Department does not receive a response to this request for information within
90 days of the date of this letter, the Department may issue a final order
denying your application. You need to respond within 30 days after you
receive this letter, responding to as many of the information requests as
possible and indicating when a response to any unanswered questions will be
submitted. If the response will require longer than 30 days to develop, you
should develop a specific time table for the submission of the requested
information for Department review and consideration. Failure to comply with a
time table accepted by the Department will be grounds for the Department to
issue a Final Order of Denial for lack of timely response. A denial for lack
of information or response will be unbiased as to the merits of the

application. The applicant can reapply as soon as the requested information
is available."

Please submit your response to this letter as one complete package with an
original and two copies of all correspondence (with one copy sent to

Ms. Susan Pelz). If you have any questions you may call me at (813) 744-
6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,

Jé\/\ i

Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab
Attachment

cc: John Banks, P.E., SCS
Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
John Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa
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Memorandum Environmental Protection

TO: Kim Ford, P.E. &+

FROM: John R. Morris. P.G. 34|

DATE: October 16, 2002

SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO

cc: Susan Pelz, P.E./

I have reviewed the responses submitted to the Department’s letter dated July 24, 2002 regarding the permit
renewal application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that were prepared by

SCS Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, dated and received September 20, 2002. My review focused on the
hydrogeologic and environmental monitoring aspects of the renewal application. Please have the applicant address
all review comments that do not include the phrase “No additional information is requested”. The information
requests have been referenced to sections of the permit application and also to the sections of the supporting
document where appropriate, and are consistent with the comment numbers included in my memoranda dated
March 28, and July 24, 2002. To assist your review, those review comments that were indicated in my July 24,
2002 memorandum to have been fully addressed are omitted and the outstanding review comments follow:

SECTION B - DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.13.: The response that indicates the notation of the special exemption area in the County land records was
not intended to fulfill landfill closure requirements, and the submittal of revised page 7 of the application form are
noted. No additional information is requested.

SECTION L - LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC., prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002

2. L.2.h.(2) - Leachate Management System
a. Collection System - The submittal of Figure L-1A showing the leachate pump station valve boxes labeled
C-1 through C-5 is noted. No additional information is requested.

c. The response verifying that Pond No. 6 is the location that will receive stormwater retained in the
secondary containment of the leachate storage tank and the revision to Section L.2.h.2 of the Operations Plan
are noted. No additional information is requested.

5 L.8.b. - Leachate Collection and Removal System: The reference to the response provided to review
comment No. 2.a. is noted. No additional information is requested.

6. L.9. - Gas Monitoring Program
a. The revision to Section L.9 of the Operations Plan describing how the landfill gas probes will be
monitored to be consistent with Rule 62-701.530(2)(b), F.A.C., is noted. However, the Department does not
agree with the response that the issue of landfill gas detected at GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6 has been resolved. The
proposed changes to the gas probes in the renewal application and subsequent submittals follow:

- February 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; install proposed GP-4tata location south of the
borrow stockpile and yard waste compost areas

- June 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber proposed GP-4t as proposed GP-4 and relocate
it from south of the borrow stockpile and yard waste compost areas to between the waste tire and
C&D processing facilities

- September 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber proposed GP-4 as proposed GP-7 to be
installed at a location between the waste tire and C&D processing facilities

"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”
Printed on recycled puper.
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Central County Solid Wasgisposal Complex, Sarasota County . October 16, 2002
Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO Page 2 of 3
Environmental Monitoring Issues

11.

It is agreed that the south side of landfill Cells 1 through 5 is a considerable distance from the property
boundary. However, the proposed changes to eliminate the existing gas probes along the south side of the
landfill footprint and the ambient monitoring locations in the scale house and administration building do not
appear to provide a means to demonstrate the absence of landfill gas in the subsurface or in structures south
of the landfill footprint. As such. the proposedchanges do not appear to meet the requirements of Rule
62-701.530(2), F.A.C. Ata minimum, the landfill gas monitoring program must include at least one gas
probe located south of the landfill footprint (existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6 or proposed GP-4t would be
acceptable) or the existing ambient monitoring points at the scale house and administration building must be
maintained. Please submit revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan as appropriate to
address this review comment.

b. It is agreed that the Department did not issue a permit modification to include ambient monitoring
locations GM-6 and GM-7 in Specific Condition No. 19 of permit No. SO58-299180. For the purposes
of clarification, it is noted that the County agreed to add ambient monitoring location GM-7 (electric
panel at leachate tank) to the quarterly landfill gas monitoring events in response to the Department’s
request during a meeting conducted November 9, 1999. As previously requested, please provide a site
map that shows the location of GM-6 (control booth) and specifically indicate why it is considered
appropriate to cease monitoring this location. At a minimum, it is considered appropriate to maintain
ambient monitoring location GM-7. Please submit revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the
Operations Plan as appropriate to address this review comment.

c. The response and the revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan that indicate the
proposed gas probe to be located between the waste tire and C&D processing facilities shall be identified
as GP-7 are noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 4 — Water Quality Monitoring Findings
a. The revisions of Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) to address the majority of the listed
inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Several of the items need
additional review, as follow:
2)  The revisions to the ground water quality data summaries for wells MW-1, MW-9 and
MW-10 for the stated parameters/sampling events are noted. No additional information is
requested.

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent with
the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided in
Appendix B. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as appropriate:
3)  The response that the County will regrade the northwest corner of the yard waste processing
area to redirect stormwater toward the east and south is noted. No additional information is
requested. ‘

d. The revisions of Appendix C (Leachate Quality) to address the majority of the listed inconsistencies
with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Item No. 4 needs additional review, as follows:
4)  The affirmation in the response that the leachate sample collected during the October 2000
sampling event was reported to contain nitrate at 0.03 mg/L is noted. No additional
information is requested.

e. The acknowledgement of the Department’s intention to prepare Specific Conditions of the renewal

permit to include the proposed parameters in the routine sampling events and to require their inclusion in
the next monitoring plan evaluation is noted. No additional information is requested.

Printed on recyveled paper
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12.

13.

jrm

Section 5 - Ground Water Levels and Flow

b. Further review of the field sheets included in the reports for the semi-annual sampling events indicates
that three elevations for the top of casing at well MW-9 (31.90, 34.85 and 35.01 feet NGVD) have been
used since 1998. The data available in the Department’s files are not sufficient to determine which
elevation is correct for which sampling event. To resolve this uncertainty, it is the Department’s
intention to require a new survey (top of casing/land surface elevations and latitude/longitude
coordinates) be submitted for all proposed and existing monitor wells to comply with the requirements of
Rule 62-701.510¢3)(d)1, F.A.C. This comment is provided for informational purposes, no additional
information is requested.

d. The response that surface water elevations in the retention ponds may be influenced by short-term
rainfall events is noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 6 — Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The submittal of Figure 4-1 to show the locations of existing and proposed monitoring and test sites is
noted. It is the Department’s understanding that wells MW-6 and MW-7 were abandoned and that water
levels will be measured in wells MW-3 and MW-5 during routine sampling events (response to comment
No. 12.d., dated and received June 28, 2002). Please submit a revised Figure 4-1 that indicates the
status of these wells.

Printed on recycled paper.
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor = Tampa, Florida 33619 ‘ Secretary

October 16, 2002

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Bennett:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the additional information in support of
your permit renewal application, received September 16, 2002, to continue
to operate a class I landfill and related facilities.

This letter constitutes notice that a permit will be required for your
project pursuant to Chapter(s) 403, Florida Statutes.

Your application for a permit remains incomplete. This is the Department’s
BFd request for additional information. Please provide the information
listed below promptly. Evaluation of your proposed project will be delayed

until all requested information has been received.

The following information is needed in support of the solid waste
application [Chapter 62-701, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.)]. Please
provide:

1. 62-701.500(2) (f) and (7)(c), and 62-701.600(5)(e). According to
Department rules, final sideslopes shall not be steeper than three
feet horizontal to one foot vertical to control erosion of the final
cover materials. The typical swale detail shown on Sheet 16 of the
Operation Drawings shows 2H:1V sideslopes. Revisions to Detail B on
Sheet 16 are requested to show 1) the 3H:1V waste limits along the
sideslopes and (2) the final cover designed with a 3H:1V maximum
sideslope adjacent to the swale.

2. 62-701.500, .510, and .530. Responses to Mr. John Morris’ October 16,
2002 memorandum (attached) are requested. You may call Mr. Morris at
(813) 744-6100, extension 336 to discuss the items in his memorandum.

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Gary Bennett October 16, 2002
Sarasota County Page Two

Please provide all responses that relate to engineering required for design
and operation, signed and sealed by a professional engineer. All descriptions
of operational procedures provided as part of responses should be included as
revisions to the Operations Plan (Section L). All replacement pages should be
numbered, and with revision date. To expedite the review process, on one set
of the revisions to the narrative reports, deletions may be struckthrough

(struekthrough) and additions may be shaded (shaded) or similar notation
method may be used.

"NOTICE! Pursuant to the provisions of Section 120.600, F.S., if the
Department does not receive a response to this request for information within
90 days of the date of this letter, the Department may issue a final order
denying your application. You need to respond within 30 days after you
receive this letter, responding to as many of the information requests as
possible and indicating when a response to any unanswered questions will be
submitted. If the response will require longer than 30 days to develop, you
should develop a specific time table for the submission of the requested
information for Department review and consideration. Failure to comply with a
time table accepted by the Department will be grounds for the Department to
issue a Final Order of Denial for lack of timely response. A denial for lack
of information or response will be unbiased as to the merits of the

application. The applicant can reapply as soon as the requested information
is available."

Please submit your response to this letter as one complete package with an
original and two copies of all correspondence (with one copy sent to

Ms. Susan Pelz). If you have any questions you may call me at (813) 744-
6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,

%N’\ 1

Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab
Attachment

cc: John Banks, P.E., SCS
Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
John Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa




. Flor’a Department of
Memorandum Environmental Protection

TO: Kim Ford, P.E. € v™

FROM: John R. Morris, P.G. JF#{

DATE: . October 16, 2002

SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County
Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO

cc: Susan Pelz, P.E./

I have reviewed the responses submitted to the Department’s letter dated July 24, 2002 regarding the permit
renewal application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that were prepared by
SCS Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, dated and received September 20, 2002. My review focused on the
hydrogeologic and environmental monitoring aspects of the renewal application. Please have the applicant address
all review comments that do not include the phrase “No additional information is requested”. The information
requests have been referenced to sections of the permit application and also to the sections of the supporting
document where appropriate, and are consistent with the comment numbers included in my memoranda dated

March 28, and July 24, 2002. To assist your review, those review comments that were indicated in my July 24,
2002 memorandum to have been fully addressed are omitted and the outstanding review comments follow:

SECTION B - DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.13.: The response that indicates the notation of the special exemption area in the County land records was
not intended to fulfill landfill closure requirements, and the submittal of revised page 7 of the application form are
noted. No additional information is requested.

SECTION L - LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002

2.  L.2.h.(2) - Leachate Management System
a. Collection System - The submittal of Figure L-1A showing the leachate pump station valve boxes labeled
C-1 through C-5 is noted. No additional information is requested.

c. The response verifying that Pond No. 6 is the location that will receive stormwater retained in the
secondary containment of the leachate storage tank and the revision to Section L.2.h.2 of the Operations Plan
are noted. No additional information is requested.

5. L.8.b. - Leachate Collection and Removal System: The reference to the response provided to review
comment No. 2.a. is noted. No additional information is requested.

6. L.9. - Gas Monitoring Program
a. The revision to Section L.9 of the Operations Plan describing how the landfill gas probes will be
monitored to be consistent with Rule 62-701.530(2)(b), F.A.C., is noted. However, the Department does not
agree with the response that the issue of landfill gas detected at GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6 has been resolved. The
proposed changes to the gas probes in the renewal application and subsequent submittals follow:

- February 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; install proposed GP-4t at a location south of the
borrow stockpile and yard waste compost areas

- June 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber proposed GP-4t as proposed GP-4 and relocate
it from south of the borrow stockpile and yard waste compost areas (o between the waste tire and
C&D processing facilities

- September 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber proposed GP-4 as proposed GP-7 to be
installed at a location between the waste tire and C&D processing facilities

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”
Printed on recycled paper.
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Central County Solid Waste’sposal Complex, Sarasota County ‘ October 16, 2002

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO Page 2 of 3
Environmental Monitoring Issues

11.

It is agreed that the south side of landfill Cells 1 through 5 is a considerable distance from the property
boundary. However, the proposed changes to eliminate the existing gas probes along the south side of the
landfill footprint and the ambient monitoring locations in the scale house and administration building do not
appear to provide a means to demonstrate the absence of landfill gas in the subsurface or in structures south
of the landfill footprint. As such, the proposed changes do not appear to meet the requirements of Rule
62-701.530(2), F.A.C. At a minimum, the landfill gas monitoring program must include at least one gas
probe located south of the landfill footprint (existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6 or proposed GP-4t would be
acceptable) or the existing ambient monitoring points at the scale house and administration building must be
maintained. Please submit revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan as appropriate to
address this review comment.

b. It is agreed that the Department did not issue a permit modification to include ambient monitoring
locations GM-6 and GM-7 in Specific Condition No. 19 of permit No. S$058-299180. For the purposes
of clarification, it is noted that the County agreed to add ambient monitoring location GM-7 (electric
panel at leachate tank) to the quarterly landfill gas monitoring events in response to the Department’s
request during a meeting conducted November 9, 1999. As previously requested, please provide a site
map that shows the location of GM-6 (control booth) and specifically indicate why it is considered
appropriate to cease monitoring this location. Ata minimum, it is considered appropriate to maintain
ambient monitoring location GM-7. Please submit revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the
Operations Plan as appropriate to address this review comment.

c. The response and the revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan that indicate the
proposed gas probe to be located between the waste tire and C&D processing facilities shall be identified
as GP-7 are noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 4 — Water Quality Monitoring Findings
a. The revisions of Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) to address the majority of the listed
inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Several of the items need
additional review, as follow:
2)  The revisions to the ground water quality data summaries for wells MW-1, MW-9 and
MW-10 for the stated parameters/sampling events are noted. No additional information is
requested.

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent with
the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided in
Appendix B. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as appropriate:
3)  The response that the County will regrade the northwest corner of the yard waste processing
area to redirect stormwater toward the east and south is noted. No additional information is
requested.

d. The revisions of Appendix C (Leachate Quality) to address the majority of the listed inconsistencies
with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Item No. 4 needs additional review, as follows:
4)  The affirmation in the response that the leachate sample collected during the October 2000
sampling event was reported to contain nitrate at 0.03 mg/L is noted. No additional
information is requested.

e. The acknowledgement of the Department’s intention to prepare Specific Conditions of the renewal

permit to include the proposed parameters in the routine sampling events and to require their inclusion in
the next monitoring plan evaluation is noted. No additional information is requested.

Printed on recvcled paper.
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Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO Page 3 of 3
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12.

13.
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Section 5 - Ground Water Levels and Flow _

b. Further review of the field sheets included in the reports for the semi-annual sampling events indicates
that three elevations for the top of casing at well MW-9 (31.90, 34.85 and 35.01 feet NGVD) have been
used since 1998. The data available in the Department’s files are not sufficient to determine which
elevation is correct for which sampling event. To resolve this uncertainty, it is the Department’s
intention to require a new survey (top of casing/land surface elevations and latitude/longitude
coordinates) be submitted for all proposed and existing monitor wells to comply with the requirements of
Rule 62-701.510(3)(d)1, F.A.C. This comment is provided for informational purposes, no additional
information is requested.

d. The response that surface water elevations in the retention ponds may be influenced by short-term
rainfall events is noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 6 - Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The submittal of Figure 4-1 to show the locations of existing and proposed monitoring and test sites is
noted. It is the Department’s understanding that wells MW-6 and MW-7 were abandoned and that water
levels will be measured in wells MW-3 and MW-5 during routine sampling events (response to comment
No. 12.d., dated and received June 28, 2002). Please submit a revised Figure 4-1 that indicates the
status of these wells.

Printed on recycled paper.



’ Florida Department of
Memorandum | Environmental Protection

TO: Kim Ford, P.E. é_(( v

FROM: John R. Morris, P.G. - TFit{

DATE: October 16, 2002

SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO
cc: Susan Pelz, P.E. / ]:

I have reviewed the responses submitted to the Department’s letter dated July 24, 2002 regarding the permit
renewal application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that were prepared by

SCS Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, dated and received September 20, 2002. My review focused on the
hydrogeologic and environmental monitoring aspects of the renewal application. Please have the applicant address
all review comments that do not include the phrase “No additional information is requested”. The information
requests have been referenced to sections of the permit application and also to the sections of the supporting
document where appropriate, and are consistent with the comment numbers included in my memoranda dated
March 28, and July 24, 2002. To assist your review, those review comments that were indicated in my July 24,
2002 memorandum to have been fully addressed are omitted and the outstanding review comments follow:

SECTION B — DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.13.: The response that indicates the notation of the special exemption area in the County land records was
not intended to fulfill landfill closure requirements, and the submittal of revised page 7 of the application form are
noted. No additional information is requested.

SECTION L - LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002

2.  L.2.h.(2) - Leachate Management System
a. Collection System - The submittal of Figure L-1A showing the leachate pump station valve boxes labeled
C-1 through C-5 is noted. No additional information is requested.

c. The response verifying that Pond No. 6 is the location that will receive stormwater retained in the
secondary containment of the leachate storage tank and the revision to Section L.2.h.2 of the Operations Plan
are noted. No additional information is requested.

5. L.8.b. - Leachate Collection and Removal System: The reference to the response provided to review
comment No. 2.a. is noted. No additional information is requested.

6. L.9. - Gas Monitoring Program
a. The revision to Section L.9 of the Operations Plan describing how the landfill gas probes will be
monitored to be consistent with Rule 62-701.530(2)(b), F.A.C., is noted. However, the Department does not
agree with the response that the issue of landfill gas detected at GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6 has been resolved. The
proposed changes to the gas probes in the renewal application and subsequent submittals follow:

- February 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; install proposed GP-4t at a location south of the
borrow stockpile and yard waste compost areas ,

- June 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber proposed GP-4t as proposed GP-4 and relocate
it from south of the borrow stockpile and yard waste compost areas to between the waste tire and
Cé&D processing facilities

- September 2002: abandon existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6; renumber proposed GP-4 as proposed GP-7 to be
installed at a location between the waste tire and C&D processing facilities

"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”
Printed on recycled paper.
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11.

It is agreed that the south side of landfill Cells 1 through 5 is a considerable distance from the property
boundary. However, the proposed changes to eliminate the existing gas probes along the south side of the
landfill footprint and the ambient monitoring locations in the scale house and administration building do not
appear to provide a means to demonstrate the absence of landfill gas in the subsurface or in structures south
of the landfill footprint. As such, the proposed changes do not appear to meet the requirements of Rule
62-701.530(2), F.A.C. At a minimum, the landfill gas monitoring program must include at least one gas
probe located south of the landfill footprint (existing GP-4/GP-5/GP-6 or proposed GP-4t would be
acceptable) or the existing ambient monitoring points at the scale house and administration building must be
maintained. Please submit revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan as appropriate to
address this review comment.

b. It is agreed that the Department did not issue a permit modification to include ambient monitoring
locations GM-6 and GM-7 in Specific Condition No. 19 of permit No. SO58-299180. For the purposes
of clarification, it is noted that the County agreed to add ambient monitoring location GM-7 (electric
panel at leachate tank) to the quarterly landfill gas monitoring events in response to the Department’s
request during a meeting conducted November 9, 1999. As previously requested, please provide a site
map that shows the location of GM-6 (control booth) and specifically indicate why it is considered
appropriate to cease monitoring this location. At a minimum, it is considered appropriate to maintain
ambient monitoring location GM-7. Please submit revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the
Operations Plan as appropriate to address this review comment.

c. The response and the revisions to Section L.9 and Figure L-1 of the Operations Plan that indicate the
proposed gas probe to be located between the waste tire and C&D processing facilities shall be identified
as GP-7 are noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 4 - Water Quality Monitoring Findings
a. The revisions of Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) to address the majority of the listed
inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Several of the items need
additional review, as follow: '
2)  The revisions to the ground water quality data summaries for wells MW-1, MW-9 and
MW-10 for the stated parameters/sampling events are noted. No additional information is
requested.

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent with
the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided in
Appendix B. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as appropriate:
3)  The response that the County will regrade the northwest corner of the yard waste processing
area to redirect stormwater toward the east and south is noted. No additional information is
requested.

d. The revisions of Appendix C (Leachate Quality) to address the majority of the listed inconsistencies
with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Item No. 4 needs additional review, as follows:
4)  The affirmation in the response that the leachate sample collected during the October 2000
sampling event was reported to contain nitrate at 0.03 mg/L is noted. No additional
information is requested.

e. The acknowledgement of the Department’s intention to prepare Specific Conditions of the renewal

permit to include the proposed parameters in the routine sampling events and to require their inclusion in
the next monitoring plan evaluation is noted. No additional information is requested.

Printed on recycled paper.
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Section 5 - Ground Water Levels and Flow

b. Further review of the field sheets included in the reports for the semi-annual sampling events indicates
that three elevations for the top of casing at well MW-9 (31.90, 34.85 and 35.01 feet NGVD) have been
used since 1998. The data available in the Department’s files are not sufficient to determine which
elevation is correct for which sampling event. To resolve this uncertainty, it is the Department’s
intention to require a new survey (top of casing/land surface elevations and latitude/longitude
coordinates) be submitted for all proposed and existing monitor wells to comply with the requirements of
Rule 62-701.510(3)(d)1, F.A.C. This comment is provided for informational purposes, no additional
information is requested.

d. The response that surface water elevations in the retention ponds may be influenced by short-term
rainfall events is noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 6 — Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The submittal of Figure 4-1 to show the locations of existing and proposed monitoring and test sites is
noted. It is the Department’s understanding that wells MW-6 and MW-7 were abandoned and that water
levels will be measured in wells MW-3 and MW-5 during routine sampling events (response to comment
No. 12.d., dated and received June 28, 2002). Please submit a revised Figure 4-1 that indicates the
status of these wells.

Printed on recycled paper.
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Envwonmental Protectlon

Southwest District

'Jeb Bush ' ' 3804 Coconut Palm Drive * David B. Struhs . -

Governor - Tampa, Florida 33619 ' Secretary

September 30, 2002

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

Solid Waste Operations
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: andf111 Gas Passive Flares
Permit # SO58-299180, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The Department has no objection to the installation and operation of
the flares as described in SCS’s September 20, 2002 letter and the
drawing- Figure L-5 (attached). Upon completion, please provide the
completed Certification of Construction Completion Form #62- ‘
701.900(2) attached.

On all future correspondenceiplease include Ms. Susan Pelz on
distribution. If you have any gquestions you may call me at (813)
744-6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,

Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab
Attachments

John Banks, P.E., SCS Engineers
Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa

o T

“More Protection, Less Process”-

- " - Printed on recycled paper.

I)ePal'tment of | ‘ sl 4,
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- File No. 09201010.09 - - 6S$M :

i T’:'O.ffi.c.es-'Noﬁonwider .

‘Florida Department of Erivironmental Protection
- Southwest District '
3804 Coconut Palm Drive

_— 3012 U.S. Highway 3
S i Suite'700 -

7 Tompa, FL'33619-2242 T LT

o .. "FAX 8136236

Mr. Kim Ford, P.E.

Tampa, Florida 33619
Subject: Proposed Landfill Gas Passive Flares at Leachate Collection System Cleanouts

' Sarasota County, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex .
Operations Permit Renewal,.Penc'lir.xg Permit No. 130542-002-SO

- Dear Mr. Ford£

As we previously discussed, Sarasota Couhty wishes to install passive landfill gas (LFG)
flares at the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) and include the

~ operation of these flares in the facility’s pending solid waste operation permit. These flares

will be installed at eight of the cleanouts for the leachate collection and removal system
(LCRS) asa proactive measure to collect and combust LFG that accumulates in the LCRS.

The propoeed flares will be cormected to eight of the LCRS cleanouts for the landfill areas -
that currently have waste in place. The flares have a solar-powered ignition system that -

" provides a spark at the flare tip at regular intervals to ensure combustion of the venting gas. ~ ~

To incorporate the inclusion of the operation of the flares into the facility’s solid waste
operation permit, SCS Engineers (SCS) and the County request that the following text be
added to the end of SectionL.2.h.1 of the pending Operations Plan dated June 28, 2002:

“Separate from the requirements of the NSPS, passive flares may be utilized on site to
combust landfill gas from leachate collection and removal system cleanouts and pump
stations, or passive vents installed within the waste mass. The flares will include a
solar-powered ignition system that provides a spark at regular intervals. The flares - -
shall be Landfill Service Corporation (formerly Landfill Technologies, Inc.) model
CF-5, or similar. The flares are intended to combust landfill gas that may accumulate -
in Ieachate collection and removal system pipes. Figure L-5 provides a typical detail
for installation of a passive flare connected to a leachate collection system cleanout.”

The detail referenced above, Figure L-5, is included as an attachment to this letter, and is
intended to become part of the pending Operations Plan. o ’

Please note that under separate cover, SCS has sent you a copy. of the submittal requested by .o
Mr. David Zell of the FDEP Division of Air Resources Management. Aswe discussed .- . -

earlier, SCS understands that the proposed installation of the passive flares does not requirea -~~~

significant modification of the facility’s Title V air operation permit.
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- September 20,2002° % ¢ 7T
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Please cdntapt 'us if you have émy questions or need additional information.

Sincerely;

=2
: David H. Penoyer, P.E.
Senior Project Engineer

John A. Ba_nks, PE. .
Project Director
SCS ENGINEERS

attachment .

cc: . Susan Pelz, FDEP L
~ Gary Bennett, Sarasota County

e o .- -
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~ Florida Department of Environmental Protection | e aiien v, -
* Twin Towers Office Bldg. ‘® 2600 Blair Stone Road ® Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400 : :

DEP Form # _62.701,900(2)

: R L ) r » \ Form Title Certification of Construction Completion
- : : ) Effective Date May 19, 1994 - 2

© - .. (Filldby DEP) -

 Certification of Construction .C.ompletion of a
Solid Waste Management Facility -

DEP Construction Permit No:

Name of Project:

County:

Name of Owner:_

Name of Engineer:

“Type of Prbject:

Cost:

Site Desigri: | Quantity:

Deviations from Plans and Application Apprové:d by DEP:

Estimate $

Actual $

ton/day Site Acreage: - _ Acres

Address and Telephone No. of Site:

Name(s) of Site Supervisor: .

Date Site inspection is requested:

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 Construction -

Fl

Permit No.:

Date:

Northwest District

- 160 Governmental Center
Pensacala, FL 32501.5794

:.904-444.8360

Dated:

~
‘
Signature of Professional Engineer
~ Page 1 of 1
A - Northeast Distrlct_ Central Distrlct "* . solthwest District - South District o . Southeast District =
. 7825 Baymeadows Way, Sta. B200 . ~ 3319 Maguire Bivd., Ste. 232 3804 Coconut Palm D¢, - 2295 Victorla Ave,, Sta. 364 -~ - 400 North Congress Av‘e.
T Jacksonville, FL 32256-75690 . - - ** Orlando, FL 32803-3767 Tampa, FL 33619 . “ < Fort Myers, FL 33901-3881 West Palm Beach, FL 33401 .

- . .904.448:4300 - -

407-894.7555 . B13.7446100 © - 9413326975 .. - _ - §61-681-6600 "<




Ford, Kim

From: Zell, David

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2002 3:47 PM

To: Ford, Kim

Subiject: Cleanout Flares at Sarasota County Central Landfill

In response to you voice-mail message, we have received and reviewed the Aug. 20, 2002 letter from SCS Engineers
regarding the eight proposed passive flares on the leachate collection and removal system cleanouts on the Central
County Solid Waste Disposal Complex in Sarasota County. As stated in the letter the NMOC emission rate from this
landfill does not yet require a NSPS LFG collection and control system so these flares are not subject to any specific air
requirements. The level of the air emissions from these flares makes them "insignificant emissions sources" and exempt
from air construction permitting. Once they are installed and operational we will include them on the list of insignificant
emission sources in the Title V air operation permit for this facility when we have an opportunity to open the permit
(revision, renewal or perhaps as an Administrative Correction).

Since we have no additional information requests on this, we will respond with a letter notifying them of our determination
concurring with their request that they be considered as insignificant air emission sources for the Title V permit purposes,
and that no air construction permitting is required. We will also request that they notify us when the flares are operational
so we can include a reference to them the Title V operation permit. 1 plan on doing this letter in the next few weeks

David Zell

FDEP SWD Air Permit Engineer
Tampa, FL

(813) 744-8100 ext. 118
david.zell@dep.state.fl.us
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— Environmenfo| Consultants . 3012 U.S. Highway 301 N' 813 621-0080

Suite 700

FAX 813 623-6757
Tampa, FL 33619-2242- - )

3y

September 20, 2002 2. Rapm

File No. 09201010.09 T 7 A
00 W ot

Mr. Kim Ford, P.E. Lo

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619

Subject: Proposed Landfill Gas Passive Flares at Leachate Collection System Cleanouts
Sarasota County, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
Operations Permit Renewal, Pending Permit No. 130542-002-SO

Dear Mr. Ford;

As we previously discussed, Sarasota County wishes to install passive landfill gas (LFG)
flares at the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) and include the
operation of these flares in the facility’s pending solid waste operation permit. These flares
will be installed at eight of the cleanouts for the leachate collection and removal system
(LCRS) as a proactive measure to collect and combust LFG that accumulates in the LCRS.

The proposed flares will be connected to eight of the LCRS cleanouts for the landfill areas
that currently have waste in place. The flares have a solar-powered ignition system that
provides a spark at the flare tip at regular intervals to ensure combustion of the venting gas.

To incorporate the inclusion of the operation of the flares into the facility’s solid waste
operation permit, SCS Engineers (SCS) and the County request that the following text be
added to the end of Section L.2.h.1 of the pending Operations Plan dated June 28, 2002:

“Separate from the requirements of the NSPS, passive flares may be utilized on site to
combust landfill gas from leachate collection and removal system cleanouts and pump
stations, or passive vents installed within the waste mass. The flares will include a
solar-powered ignition system that provides a spark at regular intervals. The flares
shall be Landfill Service Corporation (formerly Landfill Technologies, Inc.) model
CF-5, or similar. The flares are intended to combust landfill gas that may accumulate
in leachate collection and removal system pipes. Figure L-5 provides a typical detail
for installation of a passive flare connected to a leachate collection system cleanout.”

The detail referenced above, Figure L-5, is included as an attachment to this letter, and is
intended to become part of the pending Operations Plan.

Please note that under separate cover, SCS has sent you a copy of the submittal requested by
Mr. David Zell of the FDEP Division of Air Resources Management. As we discussed
earlier, SCS understands that the proposed installation of the passive flares does not require a
significant modification of the facility’s Title V air operation permit.

Offices Nationwide » ] | ﬁ



Mr. Kim Ford, P.E.
September 20, 2002
Page 2

Please contact us if you have any questions or need additional information.
Sincerely,

David H. Penoyer, P.E.

Senior Project Engineer

John A. Banks, P.E.
Project Director
SCS ENGINEERS

attachment

cc: Susan Pelz, FDEP :
Gary Bennett, Sarasota County
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*, Environmental Consultants . 3012 U.S. Highway 301 Nggh 7 813321-00£0‘
Suite 700 b : FAX 813 623-6757

Tampa, FL 33619- 2242

- August 20, 2002
File No. 09201010.09

f
Mr. David Zell /
Florida Department of Environmental Protection /
Division of Air Resource Management
3804 Coconut Palm Drive ’
Tampa, Florida 33619

Subject: Proposed Passive Landfill Gas Flares at Leachate Collection System Cleanouts
Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County L :
FDEP Title V Permit No. 1150089-001-AV

Dear David:

This letter is to confirm our previous conversation, and to providé you a drawing depicting the
proposed passive flares at the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) in
Sarasota County. As we previously discussed, Sarasota County is proposing to install passive
flares at eight of the leachate collection and removal system cleanouts at the landfill. This is
being done as a proactive step to collect and combust landfill gas (LFG) from the leachate
collection system.

As you know, the CCSWDC is regulated by the federal New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS) for municipal solid waste landfills, and therefore the County was required to obtain a

Part 70 (i.e., Title V) permlt for the facility. However, because the site’s non-methane organic
compound (NMOC) emission rate, as determined using the applicable methods outlined in the
permit and the NSPS regulation, is below 50 megagrams per year, a comprehensive landﬁll gas ;
(LFG) collection and control system is not required at this time. The proposed passive ﬂares
are not intended to serve as a NSPS-compliant LFG collection and control system. "

The flares will be connected to leachate cleanouts and will flare LFG that accumulates within
the leachate collection system pipes. The flares have a solar-powered ignition system that
provides a continuous spark at the flare tip to ensure combustion of the venting gas. The
enclosed drawing provides a site map and typical detail for the installation of the flares.

‘Consistent with our earlier discussion, SCS Engineers and Sarasota County request that the
‘eight proposed pass1ve flares be considered insignificant emission sources with respect to the
facility’s Title V air permit.

SCS understands that this letter is sufficient for the Florida Department of Environmental ‘
Protection’s (FDEP) consideration of this matter from an air permitting standpoint. However, o
please notify us if you have any questions or would like additional information. Also, please ‘
note that as a courtesy and to facilitate review by the FDEP Solid Waste Section, SCS is

sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Kim Ford, P.E. Additional information pertinent to

Offices Nationwide 7 . - . ‘ @ .
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Mr. Dav1d Zell
~ September 20, 2002
Page 2

modifying the facility’s solid waste operation plan to incorporate the flares will be submitted to
the Solid Waste Section under separate cover.

SCS appreciates your consideration of this matter. Please contact us if you need additional
information. ’

Sincerely,

| ‘4 o
David H. Penoyer, P.E. , : |
~ Senior Project Engineer = -

John A. Banks, P.E.
Project Director
SCS ENGINEERS
attachment

cc:  Gary Bennett "_Sarasota County
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. Environmental Consultants ‘ 3012 U.S. Highway 307 N‘ 813 621-0080
Suite 700 FAX 813 623-6757

Tampa, FL 33619-2242
September 20, 2002
File No. 09201010.01

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619-2242

Subject: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Ford:

On behalf of Sarasota County, SCS Engineers (SCS) submits the following responses to your
request for additional information in a letter directed to Mr. Gary Bennett from Mr. Kim Ford,
dated July 24, 2002. For ease of review, each FDEP comment is reiterated in bold type,
followed by our response. The following documents are enclosed with this letter as revisions to
the previously submitted information as a result of the responses to the following comments:

o Permit Application form page 7 e Figure L-1A (new)

) Pages v and vi of the Table of Contents e Figure L-5 (new)

o Section G e Operation Drawings

o Section J e Figure 4-1 of the Monitoring Plan

. Section N Addendum, Section M

. Section O e Calculations in support of using 18-inch
o Section M, Appendix A diameter drainage pipes.

o Section L e Drawing E-4

. Figure L-1

The following information is needed in support of the solid waste application (Chapter 62-
701, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). provide:

1. 62-701.320(7)(d)3. The table of contents should be revised to list each related

attachment.

4 Response: A revised table of contents is provided herein. Please note that
Attachment E-1 contains the boundary survey and legal description of the site. Please
disregard any previous references to Attachment E-3.

\/i. 62-701.320(10). Revisions requested as follows: a) Section 0 to delete references to
previous Operation permit Application; b) Section J to include references to each
valid geotechnical report; c) Section N to include procedures for management of

o used oil and lawn mowers, and to delete references to previous Operation Permit

Application; d) Section 0.2 to reference the gas monitoring plan described in
Section L.9.

Otfices Nationwide
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Kim Ford, P.E.
September 20, 2002
Page 2

<

Response:  Please see the enclosed revised Sections G, J, N, and O.

3. 62-701.500(1). Revisions to Section LA and Attachment L-1 are requested to
/‘ include training for spotters also.

Response:  Please see the revised Section L and Attachment L-1.

v 4. 62-701.500(2). Revisions to the Operations Plan are requested as follows:

\/a) Section L.2.c. — to include procedures for managing used oil and lawn
mowers;

\/b) Section L.2.j — to include reference to Section L.8.h. for cleaning; |
|

) Section L.6. — to include clarification identifying the County rather than
the ‘landfill’ as a responsible entity;

x/d) Section L.9. — to include the location of all gas monitoring inside

structures;
\/é) Attachment L.2. — to include reference to Sections L.1l.e for fire control
and L.2.b.1 for emergency procedures;
v ) Attachment L-3 — Sheet 3 to show 3 to 1 external sideslopes;
o 2) Attachment ta-4 — to describe the disposal of contaminated soil only

“within the bermed working area’; and
'/ h) Attachment L-13 — to include the recycling of used oil and lawn mowers.
Response:  Please see the revised Section L.
5. 62-701.5002)(f).

a) The referenced drawings for the sequence of filling should be confirmed
/ still valid or revised, and provided as part of the operations plan.

Response:  Please see the revised sequence of filling drawing included with
the operations plans.

b) One full sized set of plans and one reduced set (for use as an attachment to
the operations plan) with all revisions are requested.

/ Response:  Please see the enclosed plans.
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¢) . Plan views showing grades required for proper drainage along terrace
swales are requested.

Response:  Please see the enclosed plans, Sheet No. 16.

d) Typical details for all temporary and permahent drainage devices (letdown
structures, terraces, berms and swales) to convey stormwater from the top
and sides of filled areas without erosion are requested.

Response:  Please see Sheet No. 16 of the enclosed plans.

62-701.500(7)(g). confirmation of conformance to designed dimensions and details
for filled portions of Phase I including references to specific plan sheets and details
is requested. '

Response:  SCS Engineers has reviewed as-built surveys and performed site
inspections at the CCSWDC. SCS finds that the construction of the landfill is in
compliance with the operations plans as previously approved and as clarified herein.
The drainage structures currently in place are adequate for current needs as described
below. As the landfill height increases additional drainage structures will be required as
discussed below. Drawing E-4 is provided showing the as-constructed configuration of
the landfill. The side slopes, letdown pipes and swales are in conformance to the details
as provided on Sheet 16 of the Operation Drawings.

62-701.500(7)(j). clarification regarding erosion control. Typical details on a
drawing for each type of erosion control and stormwater management control are
requested.

Response:  Please see the revised Sheet 16 of the Operation Drawings. The plans
provide for 18-inch diameter letdown pipes until final cap and cover are applied at
which time the permanent 24-inch and 30-inch diameter pipes are required. Please see
the attached calculations supporting the 18-inch pipes for temporary stormwater
conveyance.

62-701.500, .510, and .530. Responses and required supporting information in
response to Mr. John Morris’ July 24, 2002 memorandum (attached). You may
call Mr. Morris at (813) 744-6100, extension 336 to discuss the items in his
memorandum.

Response:  Please see the following responses.

SECTION B — DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1.

B.13.: Please note that this review comment in my memorandum dated March 28,
2002 incorrectly referenced application form item No. B.12 instead of item No.
B.13. It is indicated in the response that the legal description of the special
exception area was provided in Attachment E-3; please verify that the referenced
information was provided in Attachment E-1. It appears that the legal description
information that was submitted does not meet the requirements of Rule 62-
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701.610(5), F.A.C., that are associated with closure of the facility. Please submit a
revised permit application form (page 7 of 40) that indicates a “No” response to
item No. B.13.

Response:  The legal description of the special exception area was in fact provided
as a supplement to Attachment E-1. The special exception area is a designation in the
Sarasota County Land Development Code that allows for a landfill as well as other
uses. The information presented in support of this designation indicates the intended
purpose of the special exception area, as being for a landfill. This information is
included in the County’s Land Records. However, based on information provided by
John Morris, we understand this section of the permit application form refers to closure
requirements. Therefore, the proper response on the form is no. We have enclosed
revised page 7 of the application form reflecting this change.

SECTION L — LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated

Feb.28, 2002

2. L.2.h.(2) — Leachate Management System

a. Collection System — The revision of this section to refer to the Figure L-3

does not address the intent of the review comment. Please submit a revised
site plan similar to Sheet No. 1 that shows each of the leachate pump station
valve boxes with unique identification numbers that will allow the leachate
samples to be referenced to individual landfill cells. Please submit revisions
to this section that reference the requested figure.

Response:  Figure L-1A is attached, with the leachate pump station valve
boxes shown on the figure and labeled C-1 to C-5.

b. The revisions of this section that indicate stormwater retained in the
secondary containment of the leachate storage tank will be managed as
leachate if a visible sheen is present are noted. No additional information is
requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

c. It is noted that the response indicates that stormwater retained in the
secondary containment of the leachate storage tank will be released to
Stormwater Pond No. 4 but Figure L-1 indicates Stormwater Pond No. 6 as
the receiving pond. Please review this apparent inconsistency and submit
revisions to the text or Figure L-1 as appropriate.

Response:  Pond No. 6 is correctly shown as the reviewing pond and the text
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d. The revisions of this section that indicate a log will be maintained to track
releases of stormwater retained in the secondary containment of the
leachate storage tank are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

e. Leachate Monitoring — The revisions of this section that reference the
leachate monitoring plan submitted in Section M of the permit application
are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

L.2.i. — Ground Water Monitoring System: The revisions of this section that
reference the ground water monitoring plan submitted in Section M of the permit
application are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

L.8.a. — Leachate Monitoring, Sampling and Analysis: The revisions of this section
that reference the leachate monitoring plan submitted in Section M of the permit
application are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

L.8.b. — Leachate Collection and Removal System: The revisions of this section
that refer to Sheet No. 14 (Leachate pump station — Detail 5) are noted, however
the reference to Figure L-3 does not address the intent of the review comment.
Please submit a revised site plan similar to Sheet No. 1 that shows each of the
leachate pump station valve boxes with unique identification numbers that will
allow the leachate samples to be referenced to individual landfill cells.

Response:  Please see response L.2.h.(2) a.
L.9. — Gas Monitoring Program

a. The response that describes how existing gas probes GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6
will be abandoned is noted. However, it is noted that several quarterly gas
monitoring events (1998Q3, 1998Q4, 1999Q1, 1999Q2, and 1999Q3)
indicated gas measurements greater than 100% of the LEL for methane
were reported for at least one of these three gas probes. Please provide the
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technical basis that supports the decision to abandon gas probes GP-4, GP-
5 and GP-6, and provide a revised Figure L-1 if it is determined that these
gas probes will be maintained. Please also submit revisions to this section of
the Operations Plan that include a detailed description of the procedure
and equipment that will be used to conduct the quarterly gas monitoring
events to meet the requirements of Rule 62-701.530(2)(b), F.A.C.,
specifically including how pre-purging measurements will be recorded at
the gas probes and describing the physical locations at each gas monitoring
location.

Response: The issue of landfill gas detected in GP-4, GP-5, GP-6 was
previously resolved with the Department. It was determined that the gas was
naturally occurring. After several sampling events and purging of the wells, no
gas has been detected in these probes. Recent sampling of the probes has been
conducted without purging and no gas has been detected. Section L.9 has been
revised to include the additional detail requested.

The response that gas monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 were “never
proposed or referenced” is inconsistent with the quarterly gas monitoring
reports submitted by Sarasota County. It is noted that GM-6 (control
booth) and GM-7 (electric panel at leachate tank) have been included in
the gas monitoring events since 1998Q3 and 1999Q4, respectively. The
information provided in this section of the Operations Plan that structures
other than those at GM-1, GM-2 and GM-3 will not be monitored due to
their distance from the landfill, shallow water table and lack of subsurface
connections to the landfill were considered sufficient to support the deletion
of GM-4 (administration building) and GM-5 (scale house). However this
information is considered to be insufficient to support the deletion of GM-6
and GM-7. Please provide a site map that shows the locations of existing
gas monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 and indicate why it is considered
appropriate that these locations no longer be monitored. Please include
these locations on Figure L-1 if these gas monitoring locations will be
maintained.

Response:  Gas monitor locations GM-6 and GM-7 were added by County
staff for general information purposes; however, these sites were not added to
the monitoring program through an official permit modification. The County
does not desire to include these locations in the LFG Monitoring Program as
these locations are over 3,000 feet from the landfill cell and would serve no
purpose in monitoring for LFG migration.
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c. The response that the proposed gas probe located between the waste tire
and C&D processing facilities shall be identified as GP-4 is unacceptable as
that identification number is currently assigned to an existing gas probe.
Please provide a unique identification number for this proposed gas probe
and submit a revised Figure L-1 that includes this change.

Response:  Figure L-1 has been modified to change the GP-4 identifier to
GP-7.

The revisions of this section regarding the preparation of a gas remediation
plan are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.
Attachment L-2 — Contaminated Soil Acceptance Criteria: The revisions in the
Contaminated Soil Acceptance Criteria (renumbered as Attachment L-4) that
precludes the stockpiling of this material unless authorized in writing by the

Department are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

SECTION M - WATER QUALITY AND LEACHATE MONITORING

REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.)

8.

M.1.a. through M.1.h.(2): The submittal of pages 32 and 33 of DEP Form No. 62-
701.900(1) referring to Section M of the supporting information and the document
entitled Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste
Disposal Complex, Sarasota County, Florida (GWMPE) are noted. No additional
information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Appendix A — Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste

Disposal Complex, Sarasota County, Florida, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28,

2002, revised June 28, 2002.

9.

Section 2 — Summary of the Ground Water, Surface Water, and Leachate
Monitoring Program

a. The information provided in Notes 2 and 3 of revised Table 2-2 regarding
the source of monitor well construction details are noted. No additional
information is requested.
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10.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

The revisions of Section 2 in Section M that describe the semi-
annual/annual sampling events and the procedure for collecting composite
samples for inorganics are noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

The revisions of Section 2 in the GWMPE and Section 2 in Section M that
indicate leachate samples will be annually analyzed for the parameters
listed in 40 CFR Part 258, Appendix II are noted. No additional
information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

Section 3 — Previous Land Use Effects on Ground Water at the CCSWDC

The response indicates that an investigation will be conducted of potential
soil impacts related to former cattle ranching activities and related effects
on leachate and ground water quality. Please note that such an
investigation is typically conducted during the hydrogeological investigation
(Rule 62-701.410, F.A.C.) and is considered to be outside the scope of
routine water quality and leachate monitoring (Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.).

As such, the Department does not intend to include a Specific Condition in
the permit renewal that requires the implementation of a soil sampling
program. No additional information is requested.

The basis for the assertions presented in the response regarding the
comparisons provided for ground water quality data collected “pre-
landfill” and “post-landfill” seems to be inadequate for the following
reasons:

The ground water sampling event conducted during September 1998 at
wells MW-8 and MW-9 did not report field turbidity measurements due to
equipment failure; it cannot be determined if the elevated metals results are
representative of site conditions or were affected by elevated sample
turbidity (potentially affected by well design, well installation/development,
or sample collection).

The ground water sampling events conducted at wells P-1 through P-14D
did not report field turbidity measurements; it cannot be determined if the
elevated metals results reported for selected wells are representative of site
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conditions or were affected by elevated sample turbidity.

The most conservative ground water velocity using site-specific variables is
considered to be about 85 feet/year (see comment No. 12.a.); potential
impacts to ground water quality at well MW-8 from landfilling operations
cannot be ruled out.

The potential ground water impacts from activities in the yard waste
composting area have not been previously indicated; if surface drainage
from the composting area that is directed toward wells MW-8 and MW-9
has affected ground water quality at these downgradient wells, the ability to
distinguish potential impacts from the landfill cells appears to be limited
(see comment No. 11.c.3)).

Based on the response provided to comment No. 11.e., the Department
expects that the next ground water monitoring plan evaluation will provide
additional characterization of ground water/leachate quality trends at the
facility.

The importance of collecting ground water samples that are representative
of site conditions cannot be over-emphasized. Please note that the
Department’s SOP regarding ground water sampling (adopted April 9,
2002) provides several new criteria regarding well purging and the
measurements of field parameters prior to sample collection that will be
included in the review of results provided for future sampling events. A
copy of this SOP may be viewed on the Department’s web page at:
ftp://ftp.dep.state.fl.us/pub/labs/assessment/soppdf/fs2200.pdf. Please note
that the Department may consider future sampling events that report field
measurements that do not meet the criteria in SOP FS 2212 (turbidity less
than 20 NTU and dissolved oxygen less than 20% saturation) as not
representative of site conditions, and may result in the requirement to
resample. These comments are provided for informational purposes and do
not require a response. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comments acknowledged.

11.  Section 4 — Water Quality Monitoring Findings

a.

The revisions of Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) to address the
majority of the listed inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota
County are noted. Several of the items need additional review, as follow:
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1)

2)

3)

No additional information is requested.
Response:  Comment acknowledged.

MW-1: Turbidity for April 2001 (previous comment referenced
incorrect date) at 7.9 NTU

MW-9: Conductivity for November 1999 at 2140 pnMHOs/cm
MW-10: Turbidity for October 2000 at 18.9 NTU

Response:  Acknowledged. Appendix A is attached, (Groundwater
Quality Data) and has been revised to reflect the changes referenced
above.

No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

The discussion of regulatory exceedances for some of the parameters
appears to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for
the semi-annual sampling events and the summary tables provided in
Appendix A. Please review the results for the following parameters and
revise as appropriate:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Refer to comment No. 10.b. No additional information is requested.
Response:  Comment acknowledged.

The response that indicates the relation between turbidity and
metals concentrations was intended as a general observation and
some measurements may not show this relationship is noted. No
additional information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Refer to comment No. 10.b. No additional information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

The revisions of this section regarding the sodium concentrations
reported at detection well MW-11 are noted. No additional
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information is requested.
Response:  Comment acknowledged.

5) The response that TDS in the vicinity of well MW-1 is variable based
on the ground water conductivity data collected on May 8, 2002 is
noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

6) The revisions to this section regarding vanadium concentrations are
noted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters
appears to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for
the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided in Appendix B.
Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:

1) The occurrence of ammonia in ground water samples collected over
time at the detection wells remains unclear. Further investigation of
ground water/leachate quality as indicated in comment No. 11.e.
appears to be warranted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

2) The potential occurrence/source of mineralized water in the vicinity
of well MW-1 remains unclear. Further investigation of ground
water/leachate quality as indicated in comment No. 11.e. appears to
be warranted. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

3) The response that iron was reported above the ground water
standard at well MW-10 before the construction of the landfill (May
1994) is noted, however iron was also reported below the ground
water standard (0.0202 mg/L in October 1997) before the landfill
was constructed. Please indicate how drainage from the yard waste
composting area will be controlled to minimize potential impacts to
ground water quality in areas downgradient from the landfill cells.
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Response:  Stormwater currently accumulates in the area of MW-9.
The County will regrade this area in the northwest corner of the yard
waste processing area to direct runoff to the east and to the south from
this area. This will be accomplished through the addition of fill at the
northwest corner of the yard waste area.

The revisions of Appendix C (Leachate Quality) to address the majority of
the listed inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are
noted. Item No. 4 needs additional review, as follows:
1) No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.
2) No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.
3) No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

4) October 2000 sampling event reported nitrate at 0.03 mg/L.

Response:  The nitrate value of 0.03 mg/1 is the correct value for the
October 2000 sampling event as listed in Appendix C (Leachate

Quality).

The response that proposes the collection of supplemental parameters to
assist in the evaluation of the relationship between ground water and
leachate quality is noted. It is the Department’s intention to prepare
Specific Conditions of the renewal permit to include the proposed
parameters in the routine sampling events and to require their inclusion in
the next monitoring plan evaluation.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.
The revisions to renumbered Appendix E (Surface Water Quality) to

address the listed inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota
County are noted. No additional information is requested.
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Response:  Comment acknowledged.
12. Section 5 — Ground Water Levels and Flow

a. It is the Department’s intention to use the most conservative site-specific
information available for the calculation of ground water velocity. As such,
using the arithmetic mean of all 10 slug tests (23.2 ft/day), hydraulic
gradient of 0.002 ft/ft, and effective porosity of 0.2, ground water velocity is
calculated to be about 85 ft/year. It is considered appropriate to continue
routine ground water sampling events at a semi-annual frequency using this
worst case ground water flow velocity. No additional information is
requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

b. The response indicates that a math error was found for the November 1999
water levels, however the data provided in Appendix F (renumbered)
appear to be unchanged from the March 2002 submittal. Please review and
revise as appropriate.

Response:  The math error was in the semi-annual report. The Appendix F
(renumbers) data is correct.

c. The response that the surficial aquifer ground water elevations collected
upon installation of the proposed replacement wells will be used as a check
of the previous contour maps is noted. No additional information is
requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

d. The response that existing monitor wells MW-3 and MW-5 are available to
be included in routine ground water level measurements is noted. Please
indicate if including surface water elevations for the staff gauges located on
Figure 2-1 would help to further characterize ground water flow in the
surficial aquifer.

Response:  Including the surface water elevations at the staff gauges may
help but the data could potentially be influenced by short-term rainfall events, if

gauges are read during or immediately following the event.

13.  Section 6 — Adequacy of Monitoring Program
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a. The response that wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12 will be

replaced to minimize submergence of the wells screen is noted. Please
provide a revised site map (similar to Figure 2-1) that shows the location
and unique identification number for the replacement wells for use as a
permit attachment (no larger than 11 x 17 inches).

Response:  Locations of Existing and Proposed Monitoring and Test Sites,
are shown on attached Figure 4-1 for inclusion in Section M - "Groundwater
Monitoring Plan Addendum." The figure shows the proposed locations of MW-
IR, MW-2R, MW-4R, MW-11R, and MW-12R.

The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding well MW-2 purging
dry during the April 2001 sampling event are noted. No additional
information is requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

The response that construction details for the proposed replacement well
are presented in Table 4-1 of Section M is noted. Please note that the well
screen and sand pack materials must be adequately sized to the formation
encountered at each well location to minimize sample turbidity. No
additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding ground water
velocity and sampling frequency are noted. As indicated in comment No.
12.a., it is considered appropriate to continue routine ground water
sampling events at a semi-annual frequency using the worst case ground
water flow velocity. No additional information is requested.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding surface water
monitoring at stations B2 and B4R are noted. No additional information is
requested.

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding supplemental

leachate characterization are noted. No additional information is
requested.
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Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.
14.  Section 7 — Landfill Design and Operation Effectiveness: The revisions to this
section of the GWMPE regarding the proposed changes to the monitoring plan are
noted. No additional information is requested.

Response: =~ Comment acknowledged.

If you have any questions about the information provided, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely, ‘ .
/Zé«é,/f/? . AA&}’" % “
Robert L. Westly John A. Banks, P.E.
Senior Hydrogeologist Project Director

SCS ENGINEERS SCS ENGINEERS
JAB/RID:jlh

Enclosures

cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County
Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
John Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa
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SCS ENGINEERS

Client WMI | ]Project Sarasota Fill Sequencing JobNo. 3650101 01
Suiet  summary of Drainage Calculations % MMM [P 9716/02
s ZS Checlggfd,Jpate 1
Rainfall: SCS, Type lll
25-yr, 24-hr. Rainfall = 9.5 in.
Peak flow at outfall = 19.0 cfs
Basin Drainage Slope Curve Time of Peak
Name Area, A Condition Number| Concentration Flow
{(acres) (hr.) (cfs)
[DA-1 3.70 enerally Flat, 2-4 74 0.45 15.0
DA-2 0.11 Steep, 33% 98 0.04 1.0
’DA-3 0.72 Steep, 33% 98 0.06 7.0
DA-4 0.61 Steep, 33% 98 0.06 6.0
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RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER COMPUTATION Version 2.10
Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With Inflow From Top)
Subarea : 1

FULLY DEVELOPED URBAN AREAS (Veg Estab.)
Open space (Lawns,parks etc.)
Good condition; grass cover > 75% - - 3.7(74) -

Total Area (by Hydroclogic Soil Group) 3.7

SUBAREA: 1 TOTAL DRAINAGE AREA: 3.7 Acres WEIGHTED CURVE NUMBER: 74
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RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER COMPUTATION Version 2.10

Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With Inflow From Top)
Subarea : 2

Hydrologic Soil Group
COVER DESCRIPTION A B C D

Acres (CN)

FULLY DEVELOPED URBAN AREAS (Veg Estab.)
Impervious Areas
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways - - - .11(98)

Total Area (by Hydrologic Soil Group) .11

SUBAREA: 2 TOTAL DRAINAGE AREA: .11 Acres WEIGHTED CURVE NUMBER: 98
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RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER COMPUTATION

Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing
County : Sarasota State: FL

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas

Subarea : 3

COVER DESCRIPTION

FULLY DEVELOPED URBAN AREAS (Veg Estab.)
Impervious Areas
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways

Total Area (by Hydrologic Soil Group)

SUBAREA: 3 TOTAL DRAINAGE AREA: .72

User: MMM Date:
Date:
(With Inflow From Top)

Checked:

A

Hydrologic Soil
B C
Acres (CN)

WEIGHTED CURVE

.12

NUMBER :

Version 2.10
09-13-2002

98
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RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER COMPUTATION Version 2.10
Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With Inflow From Top)
Subarea : 4

Hydrologic Soil Group
COVER DESCRIPTION A B C D

Acres (CN)

FULLY DEVELOPED URBAN AREAS (Veg Estab.)
Impervious Areas
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways - - - .61(98)

Total Area (by Hydrologic Soil Group) .61

SUBAREA: 4 TOTAL DRAINAGE AREA: .61 Acres WEIGHTED CURVE NUMBER: 98
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TIME OF CONCENTRATION AND TRAVEL TIME Version 2.10
Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing User: MMM Date: 05-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With Inflow From Top)

———————————————————————————————— Subarea #1 - 1 -—-==--—--—---- oo

Flow Type 2 year Length Slope Surface n Area Wp Velocity Time

rain (ft) (ft/ft) code (sg/ft) (ft) (ft/sec) (hr)
Sheet 5 200 .04 F 0.251
Shallow Concent'd 800 .005 u 0.195

———————————————————————————————— Subarea #2 - 2 —-------ommmo oo m o —

Flow Type 2 year Length Slope Surface n Area Wp Velocity Time

rain (ft) (ft/ft) code (sgq/ft) (ft) (ft/sec) (hr)
Sheet 5 24 .33 F 0.020
Open Channel 200 3 0.019

———————————————————————————————— Subarea #3 - 3 ------------——m—m——————mo e —

Flow Type 2 year Length Slope Surface n Area Wp Velocity Time

rain (ft) (ft/ft) code (sq/ft) (ft) (ft/sec) (hrx)
Sheet 5 66 .33 F 0.044
Open Channel 200 3 0.019

Time of Concentration = 0.06%*

———————————————————————————————— Subarea #4 - 4 —----—--—--mmmmo—e— e

Flow Type 2 year Length Slope Surface n Area Wp Velocity Time

rain (ft) (ft/ft) code (sq/ft) (ft) (ft/sec) (hrx)
Sheet 5 66 .33 F 0.044
Open Channel 200 3 0.019

Time of Concentration = 0.06*

-—- Sheet Flow Surface Codes =---

A Smooth Surface F Grass, Dense -~~ Shallow Concentrated -——
B Fallow (No Res.) G Grass, Burmuda —-——- Surface Codes -
C Cultivated < 20 % Res. H Woods, Light P Paved

D Cultivated > 20 % Res. I Woods, Dense U Unpaved

E Grass-Range, Short J Range, Natural

* - Generated for use by TABULAR method
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TABULAR HYDROGRAPH METHOD Version 2.10
Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With Inflow From Top)

Total watershed area: 0.008 sq mi Rainfall type: III Frequency: 25 years

—————————————————————————— Subareas —--——————-—————-s———
1 2 3 4

Area(sqg mi) 0.01* 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
Rainfall (in) 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5
Curve number 74* 98> 98* 98+
Runoff (in) 6.29 9.26 9.26 9.26
Tc (hrs) 0.45* 0.04* 0.06* 0.06*

(Used) 0.40 0.10 0.10 0.10
TimeToOutlet 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00

(Used) 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ia/P 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00

(Used) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Time Total --—=——=-—-——- Subarea Contribution to Total Flow (cfs) —-—=---ecec—— —
(hr) Flow 1 2 3 4
11.0 1 1 0 0 0
11.3 1 1 0 0 0
11.6 3 1 0 1 1
11.9 6 2 0 2 2
12.0 7 2 0 3 2
12.1 12 3 1p 4 4
12.2 18 4 1 7P 6P
12.3 18 6 1 6 5
12.4 18 10 1 4 3
12.5 18 13 0 3 2
12.6 19P 15p 0 2 2
12.7 17 15 0 1 1
12.8 15 13 0 1 1
13.0 11 9 0 1 1
13.2 7 5 0 1 1
13.4 6 4 0 1 1
13.6 5 3 0 1 1
13.8 3 2 0 1 0
14.0 3 2 0 1 0
14.3 2 2 0 0 0
14.6 2 2 0 0 0
15.0 2 2 0 0 0
15.5 1 1 0 0 0
16.0 1 1 0 0 0
16.5 1 1 0 0 0
17.0 1 1 0 0 0
17.5 1 1 0 0 0
18.0 1 1 0 0 0
19.0 1 1 0 0 0
20.0 0 0 0 0 0
22.0 0 0 0 0 0
26.0 0 0 0 0 0



v
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. P - Peak Flow * - value(s) provided from TR-55 system routines
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RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER COMPUTATION Version 2.10

Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing

County : Sarasota State: FL
Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas

Subarea : 1

FULLY DEVELOPED URBAN AREAS (Veg Estab.)
Impervious Areas
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways

Total Area (by Hydrologic Soil Group)

SUBAREA: 1 TOTAL DRAINAGE AREA: .11

User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
Checked: Date:
(With No Inflow From Top)

11
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RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER COMPUTATION Version 2.10
Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Seguencing User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With No Inflow From Top)
Subarea : 2

Hydrologic Soil Group
COVER DESCRIPTION A B C D

Acres (CN)

FULLY DEVELOPED URBAN AREAS (Veg Estab.)
Impervious Areas
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways - - - .72{98)

Total Area (by Hydrologic Soil Group) .12

SUBAREA: 2 TOTAL DRAINAGE AREA: .72 Acres WEIGHTED CURVE NUMBER: 98
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RUNOFF CURVE NUMBER COMPUTATION Version 2.10
Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With No Inflow From Top)
Subarea : 3

FULLY DEVELOPED URBAN AREAS (Veg Estab.)
Impervious Areas
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways ~ - - .61(98)

Total Area (by Hydrologic Soil Group) 61
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TIME OF CONCENTRATI
: WMI-Sarasota Fill Seguencing
Sarasota State:

Project

County FL

ON AND TRAVEL

User:
Checked:

TIME

MMM Date:

Date:

Version 2.10
09-

13-2002

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With No Inflow From Top)

———————————————————————————————— Subarea

Flow Type 2 year Length Slope Sur
rain (ft) (ft/ft) c

Sheet 5 24 33

Sheet 200 02

———————————————————————————————— Subarea

Flow Type 2 year Length Slope Sur
rain (ft) (ft/ft) c

Sheet 5 66 33

Open Channel 200

________________________________ Subarea

Flow Type 2 year Length Slope Sur
rain (ft) (ft/ft) c

Sheet 5 66 .33

Open Channel 200

—-~ Sheet Flow Surface Codes ---

A Smooth Surface F Grass,
B Fallow (No Res.) G Grass,
C Cultivated < 20 % Res. H Woods,
D Cultivated > 20 % Res. I Woods,
E Grass-Range, Short J Range,
* - Generated for use by TABULAR method

$#1 - 1] === e e
face n Area Wp Velocity Time
ode (sg/ft) (ft) (ft/sec) (hx)
F 0.020
F 0.331

Time of Concentration = 0.35%*

$2 = 2 mmmmmm e e e
face n Area Wp Velocity Time
ode (sq/ft) (ft) (ft/sec) (hx)
F 0.044

3 0.019
Time of Concentration = 0.06*
$#3 -3 - —
face n  Area Wp Velocity Time
ode (sq/ft) (ft) (ft/sec) (hx)
F 0.044
3 0.019
Time of Concentration = 0.06*
Dense --- Shallow Concentrated -——
Burmuda -—- Surface Codes -——
Light P Paved
Dense U Unpaved
Natural
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TABULAR HYDROGRAPH METHOD Version 2.10
Project : WMI-Sarasota Fill Sequencing User: MMM Date: 09-13-2002
County : Sarasota State: FL Checked: Date:

Subtitle: Flow Computation For Drainage Subareas (With No Inflow From Top)

Total watershed area: 0.002 sg mi Rainfall type: IIZI Frequency: 25 years

—————————————————————————— Subareas -—-——-=---—--—mm———o e
1 2 3

Area({sqg mi) 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
Rainfall{(in) 9.5 9.5 9.5
Curve number 98* 98~ 98 *
Runoff (in) 9.26 9.26 9.26
Tc (hrs) 0.35* 0.06* 0.06*

(Used) 0.30 0.10 0.10
TimeToOutlet 0.02 0.01 0.00

(Used) 0.10 0.00 0.00
Ia/P 0.00 0.00 0.00

(Used) 0.10 0.10 0.10
Time Total ~——=—=--—---———- Subarea Contribution to Total Flow (cfs) -—-------—— -
(hr) Flow 1 2 3
11.0 0 0 0 0
11.3 0 o] 0 0
11.6 2 0 1 1
11.9 4 0 2 2
12.0 5 0 3 2
12.1 8 0 4 4
12.2 13P 0 7P 6P
12.3 11 0 6 5
12.4 8 1P 4 3
12.5 6 1 3 2
12.6 5 1 2 2
12.7 3 1 1 1
12.8 2 0 1 1
13.0 2 0 1 1
13.2 2 0 1 1
13.4 2 0 1 1
13.6 2 0 1 1
13.8 1 0 1 0
14.0 1 0 1 0
14.3 0 0 0 0
14.6 0 0 0 0
15.0 0 0 0 0
15.5 0 0 0 0
16.0 0 0 0 0
16.5 0 0 0 0
17.0 0 0 0 0
17.5 0 0 0 0
18.0 0 0 0 0
19.0 0 0 0 0
20.0 0 0 0 0
22.0 0 0 0 0
26.0 0 0 0 0




.
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. P - Peak Flow * — value(s) provided from TR-55 system routines




Table 2-2a.—Runoff curve numbers for urban areas!

Curve numbers for

Cover description . hydrologic soil group—
Average percent
Cover type and hydrologie condition impervious area? A B C D
Fully developed urban areas (vegetation established)
Open space (lawns, parks, golf courses, cemeteries,
ete.p:
Poor condition (grass cover < §0%) .............. 68 i) 86 89
Fair condition (grass cover 50% to 75%)....... ceee 49 69 79 84
Good condition (grass cover > 75%) .............. 39 61 80

Impervious areas:
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways, etc.

(excluding rightof-way). ...........cooiveeiien 98 98 -
Streets and roads:
Paved; curbs and storm sewers (excluding
right-of-way)............... e teiieneaeeeeeees 98 98
Paved; open ditches (including right-of-way) ....... 83 89
Gravel (including right-of-way) ................... 76 85
Dirt (including rightof-way) ...............ccoees. T2 82
Western desert urban areas:
Natural desert landscaping (pervious areas only)*... 63 7
Artificial desert landscaping (impervious weed
barrier, desert shrub with 1. to 2-inch sand
or gravel mulch and basin borders). .............. 96 96
Urban districts:
Commercial and business.............cooivveeeenan 85 89 7]
Industridl....ccovienniiinniiiiiiiiiiiiaecanes . 72 81 88
Residential districts by average lot size:
1/8 acre or less (town houses)............coceeeenees 65 ° 7 85
) VI o R N 38 61 t)
VR I T » - . 30 §7 Y
1/ BOT® +evvvnnrreannonneeosoasosasssosnsosansas 25 54 70
lacre.....oovveennn e tereneeneteiareara s 20 51 68
2 ACTES .o vvvnvrvesrasestasssesasesssnssnansasonns 12 46 65

" Developing urban areas

Newly graded areas (pervious areas only,

no vegetation)® . ....... ..ottt iieeaan T 8
Idie lands (CN'’s are determined using cover types

similar to those in table 2-2c).

98
o8
92
89
87

85

£

91

95
93

92
87
R
35
N
=2

94

'Average runoff condition, and [, = 0.25,

TThe average percent impervious area shown was used to develop the composite CN’s. Other assumptions are as followss<z impervious areas
are directly connected Lo the dringre system, impervious areas have a CN of 99, and pervious arvas are comsidered weguaivalent o open

space in good hydrlogie econdition. CN's for other combinations of conditions may be computed usingr figrure 24 or 24,

3CN's shown are equivalent to thuse of pasture. Composite CN's may be computed for other combinations of gen spaces cover type.

sCompasite CN's for natural desert landseaping should be computed using fizures 233 or 2-4 based on the impervious armen percentape (CN
= 98) und the pervious area CN. The pervious area CN's are assumed equivalent Lo desert shrub in poor hydrolsggic coradition.

SCompesite CN's to use for the desien of temporury measures during yrracding and construction should be computed usizagr fygare 2-3 or 24,

hased on the degree of development (impervinus area perventigze) and the CN's for the newly praded perviows arvis,

{210-VI-TR-55, Second Ed., June 1986)

(]



CIRCULAR PIPE CAPACITY



SCS ENGINEERS

Client
WMI

IProject Sarasota Fill Sequencing Job No.

092010101.

Sublect pipe Capacity Calculation

By

MMM [P* 9/16/02

Checked

Date

CIRC PE FL COMPUTATION

Assumptions:
Select a smooth pipe, PVC
Pipe Length =
Pipe Diameter, D =
Slope =

Manning's Roughness Coeff.

Calculate Flow and Velocity:

Pipe Capacity (full), Q =
Velocity (pipe full), V =

Known parameters:
D=
R = (pipe diameter/4)
V (full) =
Q (full) =

. lln|| =

A*V
149 (R2® * g12

n

where:

66.0 Ft
18 inches
0.33 FtFt
0.012

V = Velocity of pipe, in feet per second
A =Cross-sectional area of pipe, in square foot

n = Coefficient of roughness for pipe

R = Hydraulic radius of pipe = A/WP, in feet
S = Friction for flow in pipe in foot per foot
WP = Wetted perimeter within pipe, in feet

1.50 ft.

0.38 ft.
37.30 ft./sec
65.92 cfs

Use Chart 1 (Atached) to obtain velocity for pipe flowing less than full:

Q (peak flow from TR55 calculations, attached) =

Q (fully =
Ratio of Q (actual) to Q (full)

Ratio of V (actual) to V (full) from chart (attached) =

V (actual) =

19.0 cfs
65.9 cfs
0.29

0.72
27 ftisec
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HYDRAULICS OF SEWERS 87
Values of L. and
nf
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FIGURE 24.—Hydraulic-elements graph for circular sewers.

et al. (22). Graphs for sewers of other than circular cross section may
be developed by the same general method.

Most of the hydraulic-elements graphs in common use have been pre-
pared on the assumption that the Manning n does not change with the
depth of flow for the particular conduit shape. Nonetheless, many ex-
perimenters have observed a variation of n with depth of flow. The ex-
periments of Wilcox (23) and of Yarnell and Woodward (24) show that
the value of n for a pipe flowing partly full is greater than for the full
pipe; and the average n values for 824 experiments are as indicated by the
curve through the points marked by circles in Figure 24. A similar curve
for the Darcy-Weisbach fraction factor f also is shown in the same figure.

The relation between the two friction coefficients is

n - (R\%(f\*%
(VL) .

which is similar to Equation 19.

The points in Figure 24 marked by triangles and x’s were estimated
from the measurements made by Johnson (25) in large Louisville, Ky.,
sewers flowing partly full. Since individual values of f/f; in the experi-
ments of Wileox and of Yarnell and Woodward varied widely from the
average for a particular value of d/D, the reliability of the averages
used in Figure 24 may be questioned. Tests by Schmidt (26) on a large
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Environmental Consultants . 3012 U.S. Highway 301 .

813 621-0080
Suite 700 FAX 813 623-6757
Tampa, FL 33619-2242

August 20, 2002
File No. 09201024.01

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Soatbh/e
Sf 0/"9//, .
/Cf 7;9 m
Tampa, Florida 33619 &

Subject: Sarasota County, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
Operations Permit Renewal, Pending Permit No. 130542-002-SO

Dear Mr. Ford:

Sarasota County has received your requests for additional information (RFI) dated July 24,
2002 for the above referenced permit application. SCS Engineers is assisting the County with
the responses to your requests. We anticipate submitting the response, including submittal of
new fill sequencing plans, in approximately three weeks.

Please let us know immediately if this proposed schedule is not acceptable to the Department.

Sincerely,
_ ) ’//ﬁw%,f/{ 7 P \ ’)‘{/QW{";{; 1,2,,.#-’/
_~" John A. Banks, P.E. Raymond 4. Dever, P.E., DEE
Project Manager Vice President
SCS ENGINEERS SCS ENGINEERS

cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County

Offices Nationwide a



Morris, John R.

From: Morris, John R.

Sent: Monday, August 19, 2002 7:52 AM
To: Robert Westly (E-mail)

Subject: Sarasota Central RAI Memo

My review memorandum dated July 24, 2002 is attached, as requested.

sarasotacentrall.702.m
em.doc

John R. Morris, P.G.
Department of Environmental Protection
Solid Waste Section, Southwest District Office

Office: (813)744-6100, ext. 336
Fax:  (813)744-6125
E-mail: John.R.Morris@dep.state.fl.us



Environmental Co‘nsultanté‘ : . 3012 U.S, Highway SO.th 813 621-0080
7 : - Suite 700 ' FAX 813 623-6757
Tampa, FL 33619-2242 :

July 26, 2002
File No. 09201010.01

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District :

3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619-2242

Subject: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Ford:

Enclosed per John Morris’ request on July 24, 2002 are the following revised pages of selected
Operation Permit Renewal documents. We provided these to Mr. Morris via e-mail and fax.

Pages 15 and 16 of the response letter originally dated 6/28/02.
Section 2 of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum.

Table 4-1a & b of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum.
Table 6-1 of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation Revised.

Please replace your original pages with these revised pages. If you have any questions about
the information provided, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Srbot 2. e Lt

Robert L. Westly

—
A L

” John A. Banks, P.E.

Senior Hydrogeologist Project Director
SCS ENGINEERS SCS ENGINEERS
JAB/RID:jlh

Enclosures

cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County
Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
John Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa

Offic\e\s Natiot\wide - - {5 =



Kim Ford, P.E.
June 28, 2002
Page 15

other detection wells and the background wells. It does not appear
that the data supports the assertion that iron is not likely related to
operations of the CCSWDC.

Response:  See response to 10. b. regarding MW-8 and MW-9. MW-
10 is farther from cell 2 than MW-9 and, consequently, there has been
insufficient time for groundwater quality at MW-10 to be impacted by
the landfill. ' |

4) It does not appear that the data supports the assertion that elevated
concentrations of sodium were reported at detection well MW-11.

Response:  Acknowledged. The text has been revised.

5) It is indicated that TDS occurs naturally in the surficial aquifer at
the facility, however elevated TDS concentrations were not reported
at all monitor wells (MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12). The localized
occurrence of elevated TDS concentrations is not explained by this
assertion.

Response:  Background data indicate TDS occurs naturally and varies
from location to location. SCS further assessed the potential cause for
the variability by reviewing available hydrogeologic reports for the
region and performing a one-day evaluation of groundwater conductivity
in the vicinity of MW-1. The results are included in Appendix D of the

' Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation. SCS concludes that
background TDS is variable and exceeds the drinking water standard at
various locations unrelated to landfilling operations.

6) It is indicated that elevated concentrations of vanadium were
reported at well MW-4, Please indicate if the text should have
referred to well MW-8. It does not appear that the data supports the
assertion that the results of vanadium for all the other monitor wells
were reported below the detection limit.

Response: Agreed. The text for vanadium has been revised as
follows: "Vanadium was detected above the groundwater clean-up
target level only at MW-8. Vanadium was observed at other monitoring
wells below the target level and often below detection limits."

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters
appears to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for

Revised July 24, 2002




Kim Ford, P.E.
June 28, 2002
Page 16

the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided in Appendix B.
Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:

1)

2)

3)

The discussion does not indicate that ammonia concentrations
reported for detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be
significantly different than reported for the background wells.

Response:  Ammonia was detected above the groundwater clean-up
target level at MW-9 before the construction of the Class I landfill.
However, the elevated concentrations of ammonia in MW-8 and MW-10
during the sampling events after the construction of the Class I landfill
would not have been related to the landfill operations because there
would have been insufficient time for potentially impacted groundwater
to reach MW-8 and MW-10. The yard waste compost area to the south
of MW-8 and MW-9 may be a contributing factor to groundwater quality
at MW-8 and MW-9. Drainage from the yard waste compost area could
be flowing towards MW-8 and MW-9, which could possibly be
contributing to the presence of other constituents.

It is indicated that the elevated concentrations of chloride, sodium
and TDS at well MW-1 suggest the presence of mineralized ground
water. However, it appears that insufficient data has been collected
to distinguish between mineralized ground water and landfill
leachate. The discussion does not indicate why relatively elevated
concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS are limited to the
vicinity of well MW-1. The plot of sodium concentrations appears to
omit the result for well MW-1 for the May 24, 1994 sampling event.

Response:  SCS further assessed the potential cause for the elevated
levels of chloride, sodium, and TDS by reviewing available
hydrogeologic reports for the region and performing a one-day
evaluation of groundwater conductivity in the vicinity of MW-1. The
results are included in Appendix D of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan
Evaluation. The plot of sodium concentrations for MW-1 has been
revised to include the May 24, 1994 sampling event.

The discussion does not indicate that iron concentrations reported for
detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be significantly
different than reported for the background wells.

Response: Iron was detected above the secondary drinking water

Revised July 24, 2002




SECTION 2

LEACHATE SAMPLING AND PARAMETERS

The current GWMP specifies that composite samples of leachate collected from landfill cell
pump stations will be collected for analysis. The modified sampling method includes the
following:

¢ Inorganic parameters will be analyzed in one composite sample of all active sumps.

e Field parameters and organic parameters will be analyzed in samples collected from
each of the active sumps.

Field, laboratory, and additional cation and anions as listed below will be sampled semi-annually
Sampling for parameters listed in 40 CFR part 258 Appendix II will be performed annually.

A composite leachate sample is collected once per year from the pump stations located at the
landfill cells and analyzed for the following parameters. These remain unchanged from the

current GWMP with the exception of the addition of selected cations and anions.

Field Parameters

o Specific conductivity
L] pH

o Dissolved oxygen

o Color and sheen by observation

Laboratory Parameters

e Total ammonia— N e Nitrate
¢ Bicarbonate ¢ Sodium
e Chlorides e TDS

s Iron

» Mercury

Additional Cations and Anions (Unfiltered)

e Potassium e Sulfate
e Calcium e (Carbonate
e Magnesium

Compositing of inorganics will be performed as follows: .

July 24, 2002

L ) ’ -



»

Two liters of sample will be collected at each active leachate sump. These will be combined into
a single container in the field. Three aliquots (sub-samples) will be collected from the container
for analysis as indicated below: ’

Aliquot 1: 250 ml sample container, preserved with sulfuric acid, to be analyzed for:
e Total ammonia - nitrogen
Aliquot 2: 1,000 ml sample container, no preservatives, to be analyzed for:

Bicarbonate
Carbonate

Chloride

Nitrate

Sulfate

Total dissolved solids

Aliquot 3: 500 ml sample container, preserved with nitric acid, to be analyzed for:

Calcium

Iron

Magnesium

Mercury

Potassium

Sodium

40 CFR Part 258 Appendix II Metals (annually only)

- A _, Tuly 24, 2002
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TABLE 4-1a. PROPOSED WELL REPLACEMENT CONSTRUCTION, ELEVATIONS AND PUMPING EQUIPMENT ADJUS
CENTRAL COUNTY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL COMPLEX, SARASOTA COUNTY

[ Proposed WELL ELEVATIONS (feet NGVD)
| Replacement [ Height of Land Top of | Topof | Botton
ExistingWellt: Well ID [ Proposed MP | Topof | gyrface } Bentonite [Top of Sand[  Slotted Top of Pump|  Pum,
D Number ' [ Number ''| Elevation® - Casing > | Elevation} Seal® Pack * Screen® | Equipment Equipm
MW-1 MW-IR 24.50 3 21.50 21.0 20.0 19.50 13.50 10.5¢
IMW-2 MW-2R 24.10 3 21.10 20.6 19.6 19.10 13.10 10.1¢
w-4 MW-4R 23.53 3 20.53 200 | 19.0 18.53 12.53 9.53
I W-11 MW-11R 26.11 3 23.11 22.6 21.6 - 21.11 15.11 12.1;
IMW-12 MW-12R 25.58 3 22.55 22.1 21.1 20.55 14.55 11.5:

TABLE 4-1b. PROPOSED WELL REPLACEMENT CONSTRUCTION AND DEPTHS AND PUMPING EQUIPMENT ADJUST
CENTRAL COUNTY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL COMPLEX, SARASOTA COUNTY

DEPTHS BELOW LAND SURFACE (feet)
’Replacementj Topof | Top of Top of Top of | Bottomof [ Bottom of | Bottom
ell ID | WellID |1 and Surface [ Bentonite [Sand Pack| Slotted Pump Pump Slotted PVC
Number ' | Number' [ Elevation ¢ Seal® ¢ Screen® | Equipment | Equipment ®| Screen’ Endca
IMW-1 . MW-1R 21.50 0.50 1.50 2.00 8.00 11.00 12.00 12.5(
[MW-2 MW-2R 21.10 0.50 1.50 2.00 8.00 11.00 12.00 12.5(
MW-4 MW-4R 20.53, 0.50 1.50 2.00 8.00 11.00 12.00 12.5(
MW-11 MW-11R 23.11 0.50 1.50 | 2.00 8.00 11.00 12.00 12.5(
MwW-12 MW-12R 22.55 0.50 1.50 2.00 8.00 11.00 12.00 12.5(

NOTES:

! Replaced wells will be properly abandoned by a licensed drilling contractor. Proposed elevation or depth changes are shown in bold.

2 MP Elevations will need to be resurveyed and top of casings will need to be remeasured upon completion of the well replacements. Prog
3 Where possible, a 1-foot bentonite clay seal is. used. |

* Where possible, sand pack to be 0:5-feet above the top of screen.

5 Top of screen to be 2-feet below tand surface elevation.

§ Bottom of dedicated pumping equipment is 1-foot above the bottom of screen elevation.

7 Bottom of screen to be 10-feet below the top of screen.

¥ Bottom of well to be 0.5-feet below the bottom of screen.
feet NGVD = relative feet above the national geodedic vertical datum.
) NA=Not Available.

F:\Project\b920lOl0.0S\WelIData.xls . , ' . o : 1o



TMENTS,
’ GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS (feet NGVD)

| of | Bottom of [ Bottom of
D Slotted PVC
bnt %t Screen’ | Endcap® | Maximum | Average Minimum Max - Min
) 9.50 9.00 20.57 18.82 16.45 4.12
) 9.10 8.60 21.04 19.09 17.13 391

8.53 8.03 20.36 18.74 16.32 "4.04
] 11.11 10.61 20.29 18.40 17.13 3.16
b, 10.55. 10.05 20.24 18.24 16.97 3.27
‘MENTS,
j of

sed conditions will assume a 3-foot stickup for each well.

Table 4-1a revised 7/24/02




TABLE 6-1. GROUNDWATER WELL ELEVATION DATA, CENTRAL COUNTY SOLID WASTE D

WELL ELEVATIONS (

NOTES:
feet NGVD-= feet relative to the national geodetic vertical datum.
NA= Not Available.

I Current height of top of casing are from weH construction data as provided in Table 2-2.

2 All efevation calculations are based-on weH construction data as provided in Table 2-2.

F:\Project\Sarasota\09201010.05\G WMPEval\Welldata.xls

ell ID | Current MP |Current Heightg Top of Top of Sand
Number Elevation - :Top of Casing ! Ground Bentonite Seal | Pack
MW-1 24.00- 2.50 21.50 18.00 17.50
MW-2 23.38 2.28 21.10 17.82 15.82
MW-4 22.82 2.29 20.53 17.24 16.24
MW-8 31.60- 2.65 28.95 20.15 19.15
MW-9 31.90 218 29.72 21.42 19.42
W-10 23.29 286 20.43 16.57 15.57
W-10R 31.44 3.00 28.44 2294 21.94
W-11 25.11 3.00 23.11 20.31 19.31
25.41 2.86 22.55 19.45. 17.45




ISPOSAL COMPLEX, SARASOTA COUNTY

7/24/02
Table 6-1

eet NGVD) 2 GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS (feet NGVD)

of Slotted Bottom of |Bottom of PVC Difference
creen Slotted Screen Endcap Maximum Average Minimum Max - Min
7.00 9.00 9.00 20.57 18.82 16.45 412
5.32 7.32 7.32 21.04 19.09 17.13 3.91
5.24 524 5.24 20.36 18.74 16.32 4.04
8.15 10.15 10.15 20.33 18.93 17.06 3.27
7.42 9.42 9.42 20.15 16.85 14.00 -6.15
5.07 7.07 7.07 19.97 18.74 17.76 2.21
9.94 9.94 9.44 19.39 18.33 16.86 2.53
7.64 9.64 9.31 20.29 18.40 17.13 3.16
5.45 5.45 545 20.24 18.24 16.97 3.27

of 1
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Morris, John R.

From: Bob Westly [rwestly@scsengineers.com] + /ZS / S
Sent:  Thursday, July 25, 2002 2:00 PM '

To: Morris, John R.
Subject: Sarasota permit renewal revisions

Kim—

John, )
Attached are files providing the following revisions to selected permit “\

renewal materials we discussed on 7/24/02: / ﬂ'% FBC——

1. June 28, 2002 correspondence responding to the FDEP RAL
% (eIt e

-Pages 16and )7 have been revised to reference Appendix D of the

Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation in place of the references to

Attachment A and Attachment I.

2. Section M - Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum:

-Page 2-1 has been revised and pagé 2-2 has been added to delete Appendix I, 3
|

add compositing procedure for inorganics, and make other minor changes for

consistency.

-Table 4-1a has been revised by changing the screen lengths to 10 feet and

making minor changes in the footnotes for consistency.

Note: Print these tables off the file "WellDataRevised.xls. There are

other related tables in the file not used in the documents.

3. Appendix A - Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation:

Table 6-1 has been revised by removing several of the non-applicable
footnotes and making footnote reference changes within the table for
consisfency.

Call me if you have any questions, problems, or need more info.
Thanks!

Bob Westly, P.G.
Project Director

7/25/02
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Kim Ford, P.E.
June 28, 2002
Page 15

4)

5)

6)

other detection wells and the background wells. It does not appear
that the data supporis the assertion that iron is not likely related to
operations of the CCSWDC.

Response:  See response to 10. b. regarding MW-8 and MW-9, MW-
10 is farther from cell 2 than MW-9 and, consequently, there has been
insufficient time for groundwater quality at MW-10 to be impacted by
the landfill.

It does not appear that the data supports the assertion that elevated
concentrations of sodium were reported at detection well MW-11,

Response:  Acknowledged. The text has been revised

It is indicated that TDS occurs naturally in the surficial aquifer at
the facility, however elevated TDS concentrations were not reported
at all monitor wells (MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12). The localized
occurrence of elevated TDS concentrations is not explained by this
assertion.

Response:  Background data indicate TDS occurs naturally and varies
from location to location. SCS further assessed the potential cause for
the variability by reviewing available hydrogeologic reports for the
region and performing a one-day evaluation of groundwater conductivity
in the vicinity of MW-1. The tesults are included in Appendix D of the
Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation. SCS concludes that
background TDS is variable and exceeds the drinking water standard at
various locations unrelated to landfilling operations.

It is indicated that elevated concentrations of vanadium were
reported at well MW-4, Please indicate if the text should have
referred to well MW-8. It does not appear that the data supports the
assertion that the results of vanadium for all the other monitor wells
were reported below the detection limit

Response:  Agreed. The text for vanadium has been revised as
follows: “Vanadium was detected above the groundwater clean-up
rarger level only ot MW-8, Vanadium was observed ar other monitoring
wells below the target level and often below detection limils.”

[ The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters
appears to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for

Revised July 24, 2002
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Kim Ford, P.E.

June 28, 2002
Page 16

the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided inh Appendix B.
Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:

1) The discussion does not indicate that ammonia concentrations
reported for detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be
significantly different than reported for the background wells,

Response:  Ammonia was detected above the groundwater clean-up
target level at MW-9 before the construction of the Class I landfill.
However, the elevated concentrations of ammonia in MW-8 and MW-10
during the sampling events after the construction of the Class I landfill
would not have been related to the landfill operations because there
would have been insufficient time for potentially impacted groundwater
10 reach MW-8 and MW-10. The yard waste compost area to the south
of MW-8 and MW-9 may be a contributing factor to groundwater guality
at MW-8 and MW-9, Drainage from the yard waste compost area could
be flowing towards MW-8 and MW-9, which could possibly be
contributing to the presence of other constituents.

2) It is indicated that the elevated concentrations of chloride, sodinm
and TDS at well MW-1 suggest the presence of mineralized ground
water. However, it appears that insufficient data has been collected
to distinguish between mineralized ground water and landfill
leachate. The discussion does not indicate why relatively elevated
comcentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS are limited to the
vicinity of well MW-1, The plot of sodium concentrations appears to
omit the result for well MW-1 for the May 24, 1994 sampling event.

Response:  SCS further assessed the potential ¢ause for the elevated
levels of chloride, sodium, and TDS by reviewing available
hydrogeologic reports for the region and performing a one-day
evaluation of groundwater conductivity in the vicinity of MW-1. The
results are included in Appendix D of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan
Evaluation. The plot of sodium concentrations for MW-1 has been
revised to include the May 24, 1994 sampling event.

3) The discussion does not indicate that iron concentrations reported for
detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be significantly
different than reported for the backgrownd wells.

Response: Tron was detected above the secondary drinking water

Revised July 24, 2002



SECTION 2

LEACHATE SAMPLING AND PARAMETERS

The current GWMP specifies that composite samples of leachate collected from landfill cell
pump stations will be collected for analysis. The modified sampling method includes the
following: ‘

e Inorganic parameters will be analyzed in one composite sample of all active sumps.

o Field parameters and organic parameters will be analyzed in samples collected from
each of the active sumps.

Field, laboratory, and additional cation and anions as listed below will be sampled semi-annually
Sampling for parameters listed in 40 CFR part 258 Appendix II will be performed annually.

A composite leachate sample is collected once per year from the pump stations located at the
landfill cells and analyzed for the following parameters. These remain unchanged from the

current GWMP with the exception of the addition of selected cations and anions.

Field Parameters

Specific conductivity

pH

Dissolved oxygen

Color and sheen by observation

Laboratory Parameters

o Total ammonia ~ N e Nitrate
¢ Bicarbonate : ¢ Sodium
e Chlorides : e TDS

o Iron

e Mercury

Additional Cations and Anions (Unfiltered)

e Potassium e Sulfate
e (Calcium e (Carbonate
e Magnesium

Compositing of inorganics will be performed as follows:

2-1
July 24,2002



Two liters of sample will be collected at each active leachate sump. These will be combined into
a single container in the field. Three aliquots (sub-samples) will be collected from the container
for analysis as indicated below:

Aliquot 1:

Aliquot 2:

Aliquot 3:

250 ml sample container, preserved with sulfuric acid, to be analyzed for:
Total ammonia - nitrogen
1,000 ml sample container, no preservatives, to be analyzed for:

Bicarbonate
Carbonate

Chloride

Nitrate

Sulfate

Total dissolved solids

500 ml sample container, preserved with nitric acid, to be analyzed for:

Calcium

Iron

Magnesium

Mercury

Potassium

Sodium g

40 CFR Part 258 Appendix II Metals (annually only)

2-2
July 24, 2002
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® Department o'

Environmental Protection

Southwest District

Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

July 24, 2002

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

‘

Dear Mr. Bennett:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the additional information in support of
your permit renewal application, received June 28, 2002, to continue to
operate a class I landfill and related facilities.

This letter constitutes notice that a permit will be requiréd for your
project pursuant to Chapter(s) 403, Florida Statutes.

Your application for a permit remains incomplete. This is the Department’s
2nd request for additional information. Please provide the information
listed below promptly. Evaluation of your proposed project will be delayed
until all requested information has been received.

The following information is needed in support of the solid waste
application [Chapter 62-701, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.)]. Please
provide:

1. 62-701.320(7)(d)3. The table of contents should be revised to list
each related attachment.

2. 62-701.320(10). Revisions requested as follows: a) Section G to
delete references to previous Operation Permit Application; b)
Section J to include references to each valid geotechnical report; c)
Section N to include procedures for management of used oil and lawn
mowers, and to delete references to previous Operation Permit
Application; d) Section 0.2 to reference the gas monitoring plan
described in Section L.9.

3. 62-701.500(1). Revisions to Section L.1 and Attachment L-1 are
requested to.include training for spotters also.

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.

3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs



Mr. Gary Bennett July 24, 2002
Sarasota County Page Two
4. 62-701.500(2). Revisions to the Operations Plan are requested as
follows: '
a) Section L.2.c. — to include procedures for managing used oil and
lawn mowers;
b) Section L.2.j - to include reference to Section L.8.h. for
cleaning;
c) Section L.6. — to include clarification identifying the County
rather than the “landfill” as a responsible entity;
d) Section L.9. - to include the location of all gas monitoring
inside structures;
e) Attachment L.2. — to include reference to Sections L.11.e for

fire control and L.2.b.1 for emergency procedures;

f) Attachment I.-3 - Sheet 3 to show 3 to 1 external sideslopes;

g) Attachment L-4 — to describe the disposal of contaminated soil
only “within the bermed working area”; and

h) Attachment L-13 - to include the recycling of used oil and lawn
mowers.

5. 62-701.500(2) (£). a) The referenced drawings for the sequence of
filling should be confirmed still valid or revised, and provided as
part of the operations plan. Db) One full sized set of plans and one
reduced set (for use as an attachment to the operations plan) with
all revisions are requested. c¢) Plan views showing grades required
for proper drainage along terrace swales are requested. d) Typical
details for all temporary and permanent drainage devices (letdown
structures, terraces, berms and swales) to convey stormwater from the
top and sides of filled areas without erosion are requested.

6. 62-701.500(7)(g). Confirmation of conformance to designed dimensions
and details for filled portions of Phase I including references to
specific plan sheets and details is requested.

7. 62-701.500(7)(j). Clarification regarding erosion control. Typical
details on a drawing for each type of erosion control and stormwater
management control are requested.

8. 62-701.500, .510, and .530. Responses and required supporting
information in response to Mr. John Morris’ July 24, 2002 memorandum
(attached). You may call Mr. Morris at (813) 744-6100, extension 336
to discuss the items in his memorandum.

Please provide all responses that relate to engineering required for design
and operation, signed and sealed by a professional engineer. All descriptions
of operational procedures provided as part of responses should be included as
revisions to the Operations Plan (Section L). All replacement pages should be
numbered, and with revision date. To expedite the review process, on one set
of the revisions to the narrative reports, deletions may be struckthrough
(struekthrough) and additions may be shaded (g ) or similar notation
method. ‘ )




Mr. Gary Bennett July 24, 2002
Sarasota County Page Three

t

"NOTICE! Pursuant to the provisions of Section 120.600, F.S., if the
Department does not receive a response to this request for information within
90 days of the date of this letter, the Department may issue a final order
denying your application. You need to respond within 30 days after you
receive this letter, responding to as many of the information requests as
possible and indicating when a response to any unanswered questions will be
submitted. If the response will require longer than 30 days to develop, you
should develop a specific time table for the submission of the requested
information for Department review and consideration. Failure to comply with a
time table accepted by the Department will be grounds for the Department to
issue a Final Order of Denial for lack of timely response. A denial for lack
of information or response will be unbiased as to the merits of the

application. The applicant can reapply as soon as the requested information
is available.”

Please submit your response to this letter as one complete package with an
original and two copies of all correspondence (with one copy sent to

Ms. Susan Pelz). If you have any questions you may call me at (813) 744-
6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,

R RV

Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section

Division of Waste Management
KBF/ab

Attachment

cc: L,John Banks, P.E., SCS
Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
John Morrxis, P.G., FDEP Tampa
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® o Floaa Department of
Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Kim Ford, P.E.
FROM: John R. Morris, P.G.
DATE: July 24,2002 51
SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO

I have reviewed the responses submitted to the Department’s letter dated March 29, 2002 regarding the
permit renewal application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that was
prepared by SCS Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, dated and received June 28, 2002, with
replacement pages dated July 24, 2002. My review focused on the hydrogeologic and environmental
monitoring aspects of the renewal application. Please have the applicant address all review comments that
do not include the phrase “No additional information is requested”. The information requests have been
referenced to sections of the permit application and also to the sections of the supporting document where
appropriate, and are consistent with the comment numbers included in my memorandum dated March 28,
2002, as presented below:

SECTION B - DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.13.: Please note that this review comment in my memorandum dated March 28, 2002 incorrectly
referenced application form item No. B.12 instead of item No. B.13. It is indicated in the response that the
legal description of the special exception area was provided in Attachment E-3; please verify that the
referenced information was provided in Attachment E-1. It appears that the legal description information
that was submitted does not meet the requirements of Rule 62-701.610(5), F.A.C., that are associated with
closure of the facility. Please submit a revised permit application form (page 7 of 40) that indicates a “No”
response to item No. B.13.

SECTION L - LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002

2. L.2.h.(2) - Leachate Management System
a. Collection System — The revision of this section to refer to the Figure L-3 does not address the
intent of the review comment. Please submit a revised site plan similar to Sheet No. 1 that shows each
of the leachate pump station valve boxes with unique identification numbers that will allow the leachate
samples to be referenced to individual landfill cells. Please submit revisions to this section that
reference the requested figure.

b. The revisions of this section that indicate stormwater retained in the secondary containment of the
leachate storage tank will be managed as leachate if a visible sheen is present are noted. '
No additional information is requested.

c. It is noted that the response indicates that stormwater retained in the secondary containment of the

leachate storage tank will be released to Stormwater Pond No. 4 but Figure L-1 indicates Stormwater
Pond No. 6 as the receiving pond. Please review this apparent inconsistency and submit revisions to
the text or Figure L-1 as appropriate.

d. The revisions of this section that indicate a log will be maintained to track releases of stormwater
retained in the secondary containment of the leachate storage tank are noted. No additional
information is requested.

"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”
Printed on recycled paper.

s_w/jrm/sarasota/corresp/sarasotacentral1.702.mem



Central County Solid Wastgsposal Complex, Sarasota County . July 24, 2002
Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO Page 2 of 6
Environmental Monitoring Issues '

e. Leachate Monitoring - The revisions of this section that reference the leachate monitoring plan
submitted in Section M of the permit application are noted. No additional information is requested.

3. L.2.i. - Ground Water Monitoring System: The revisions of this section that reference the ground
water monitoring plan submitted in Section M of the permit application are noted. No additional
information is requested.

4. L.8.a. - Leachate Monitoring, Sampling and Analysis: The revisions of this section that reference

the leachate monitoring plan submitted in Section M of the permit application are noted. No additional
information is requested.

5. L.8.b. - Leachate Collection and Removal System: The revisions of this section that refer to
Sheet No. 14 (Leachate pump station - Detail 5) are noted, however the reference to Figure L-3 does not
address the intent of the review comment. Please submit a revised site plan similar to Sheet No. 1 that
shows each of the leachate pump station valve boxes with unique identification numbers that will allow the
leachate samples to be referenced to individual landfill cells.

6. L.9. - Gas Monitoring Program
a. The response that describes how existing gas probes GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6 will be abandoned is
noted. However, it is noted that several quarterly gas monitoring events (1998Q3, 1998Q4, 1999Q1,
1999Q2, and 1999Q3) indicated gas measurements greater than 100% of the LEL for methane were
reported for at least one of these three gas probes. Please provide the technical basis that supports the
decision to abandon gas probes GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6, and provide a revised Figure L-1 if it is
determined that these gas probes will be maintained. Please also submit revisions to this section of the
Operations Plan that include a detailed description of the procedure and equipment that will be used to
conduct the quarterly gas monitoring events to meet the requirements of Rule 62-701.530(2)(b),
F.A.C., specifically including how pre-purging measurements will be recorded at the gas probes and
describing the physical locations at each gas monitoring location.

b. The response that gas monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 were “never proposed or referenced”
is inconsistent with the quarterly gas monitoring reports submitted by Sarasota County. It is noted that
GM-6 (control booth) and GM-7 (electric panel at leachate tank) have been included in the gas
monitoring events since 1998Q3 and 1999Q4, respectively. The information provided in this section
of the Operations Plan that structures other than those at GM-1, GM-2 and GM-3 will not be
monitored due to their distance from the landfill, shallow water table and lack of subsurface
connections to the landfill were considered sufficient to support the deletion of GM-4 (administration
building) and GM-5 (scale house). However this information is considered to be insufficient to support
the deletion of GM-6 and GM-7. Please provide a site map that shows the locations of existing gas
monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 and indicate why it is considered appropriate that these locations
no longer be monitored. Please include these locations on Figure L-1 if these gas monitoring locations
will be maintained. '

c. The response that the proposed gas probe located between the waste tire and C&D processing
facilities shall be identified as GP-4 is unacceptable as that identification number is currently assigned
to an existing gas probe. Please provide a unique identification number for this proposed gas probe
and submit a revised Figure L-1 that includes this change.

d. The revisions of this section regarding the preparation of a gas remediation plan are noted.
No additional information is requested. '

Printed on recycled paper.



Central Coimty Solid Wastglsposal Complex, Sarasota County . July 24, 2002
Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO Page 3 of 6
Environmental Monitoring Issues '

7.  Attachment L-2 - Contaminated Soil Acceptance Criteria: The revisions in the Contaminated Soil
Acceptance Criteria (renumbered as Attachment L-4) that precludes the stockpiling of this material unless
authorized in writing by the Department are noted. No additional information is requested.

SECTION M - WATER QUALITY AND LEACHATE MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

(Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.)

8. M.l.a. through M.1.h.(2): The submittal of pages 32 and 33 of DEP Form No. 62-701.900(1)
referring to Section M of the supporting information and the document entitled Groundwater Monitoring
Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County, Florida (GWMPE) are
noted. No additional information is requested.

Appendix A — Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex,

Sarasota County, Florida, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002, revised June 28, 2002.

9. Section 2 - Summary of the Ground Water, Surface Water, and Leachate Monitoring Program
a. The information provided in Notes 2 and 3 of revised Table 2-2 regarding the source of monitor
well construction details are noted. No additional information is requested.

b. The revisions of Section 2 in Section M that describe the semi-annual/annual sampling events and
the procedure for collecting composite samples for inorganics are noted. No additional information
is requested.

c. The revisions of Section 2 in the GWMPE and Section 2 in Section M that indicate leachate
samples will be annually analyzed for the parameters listed in 40 CFR Part 258, Appendix II are
noted. No additional information is requested.

10. Section 3 - Previous Land Use Effects on Ground Water at the CCSWDC
a. The response indicates that an investigation will be conducted of potential soil impacts related to
former cattle ranching activities and related effects on leachate and ground water quality. Please note
that such an investigation is typically conducted during the hydrogeological investigation (Rule
62-701.410, F.A.C.) and is considered to be outside the scope of routine water quality and leachate
monitoring (Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.). As such, the Department does not intend to include a Specific
Condition in the permit renewal that requires the implementation of a soil sampling program. No
additional information is requested.

b. The basis for the assertions presented in the response regarding the comparisons provided for
ground water quality data collected “pre-landfill” and “post-landfill” seems to be inadequate for the
following reasons:

- The ground water sampling event conducted during September 1998 at wells MW-8 and MW-9 did
not report field turbidity measurements due to equipment failure; it cannot be determined if the
elevated metals results are representative of site conditions or were affected by elevated sample
turbidity (potentially affected by well design, well installation/development, or sample collection).

- The ground water sampling events conducted at wells P-1 through P-14D did not report field
turbidity measurements; it cannot be determined if the elevated metals results reported for selected
wells are representative of site conditions or were affected by elevated sample turbidity.

- The most conservative ground water velocity using site-specific variables is considered to be about
85 feet/year (see comment No. 12.a.); potential impacts to ground water quality at well MW-8
from landfilling operations cannot be ruled out.
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- The potential ground water impacts from activities in the yard waste composting area have not
been previously indicated; if surface drainage from the composting area that is directed toward
wells MW-8 and MW-9 has affected ground water quality at these downgradient wells, the ability
to distinguish potential impacts from the landfill cells appears to be limited (see comment
No. 11.c.3)).

Based on the response provided to comment No. 11.e., the Department expects that the next ground
water monitoring plan evaluation will provide additional characterization of ground water/leachate
quality trends at the facility.

The importance of collecting ground water samples that are representative of site conditions cannot be
over-emphasized. Please note that the Department’s SOP regarding ground water sampling (adopted
April 9, 2002) provides several new criteria regarding well purging and the measurements of field
parameters prior to sample collection that will be included in the review of results provided for future
sampling events. A copy of this SOP may be viewed on the Department’s web page at:

ftp://ftp .dep.state. fl.us/pub/labs/assessment/soppdf/fs2200.pdf. Please note that the Department may
consider future sampling events that report field measurements that do not meet the criteria in SOP
FS 2212 (turbidity less than 20 NTU and dissolved oxygen less than 20% saturation) as not
representative of site conditions, and may result in the requirement to resample. These comments are
provided for informational purposes and do not require a response. No additional information is
requested.

Section 4 — Water Quality Monitoring Findings
a. The revisions of Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) to address the majority of the listed
inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Several of the items need
additional review, as follow:
1)  No additional information is requested.
2)  MW-1: Turbidity for April 2001 (previous comment referenced incorrect date) at 7.9 NTU
MW-9: Conductivity for November 1999 at 2140 uMHOs/cm
MW-10: Turbidity for October 2000 at 18.9 NTU
3)  No additional information is requested.

b. The discussion of regulatory exceedances for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the summary
tables provided in Appendix A. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:
1)  Refer to comment No. 10.b. No additional information is requested.
2)  The response that indicates the relation between turbidity and metals concentrations was
intended as a general observation and some measurements may not show this relationship is
noted. No additional information is requested.
3)  Refer to comment No. 10.b. No additional information is requested.
4)  The revisions of this section regarding the sodium concentrations reported at detection well
MW-11 are noted. No additional information is requested.
'5)  The response that TDS in the vicinity of well MW-1 is variable based on the ground water
~ conductivity data collected on May 8, 2002 is noted. No additional information is requested.
6) The revisions to this section regarding vanadium concentrations are noted. No additional
information is requested.

Printed on recycled paper.



Central County Solid Wastegposal Complex, Sarasota County . o July 24, 2002
Operating Permit Renewal Apphcatlon Pending Permit 130542-002-SO Page 5 of 6
Environmental Monitoring Issues

12.

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided
in Appendix B. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as appropriate:
1)  The occurrence of ammonia in ground water samples collected over time at the detection
wells remains unclear. Further investigation of ground water/leachate quality as indicated in
comment No. 11.e. appears to be warranted. No additional information is requested.
2)  The potential occurrence/source of mineralized water in the vicinity of well MW-1 remains
unclear. Further investigation of ground water/leachate quality as indicated in comment No.
11.e. appears to be warranted. No additional information is requested.
3)  The response that iron was reported above the ground water standard at well MW-10
before the construction of the landfill (May 1994) is noted, however iron was also reported below
the ground water standard (0.0202 mg/L in October 1997) before the landfill was constructed.
Please indicate how drainage from the yard waste composting area will be controlled to minimize
potential impacts to ground water quality in areas downgradient from the landfill cells.

d. The revisions of Appendix C (Leachate Quality) to address the majority of the listed inconsistencies
with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Item No. 4 needs additional review, as follows:
1)  No additional information is requested.
2)  No additional information is requested.
3)  No additional information is requested.
4)  October 2000 sampling event reported nitrate at 0.03 mg/L.

e. The response that proposes the collection of supplemental parameters to assist in the evaluation of
the relationship between ground water and leachate quality is noted. It is the Department’s intention to
prepare Specific Conditions of the renewal permit to include the proposed parameters in the routine

‘sampling events and to require their inclusion in the next monitoring plan evaluation.

f. The revisions to renumbered Appendix E (Surface Water Quality) to address the listed
inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. No additional information is
requested.

Section 5 - Ground Water Levels and Flow

a. It is the Department’s intention to use the most conservative site-specific information available for
the calculation of ground water velocity. As such, using the arithmetic mean of all 10 slug tests
(23.2 ft/day), hydraulic gradient of 0.002 ft/ft, and effective porosity of 0.2, ground water velocity is
calculated to be about 85 ft/year. It is considered appropriate to continue routine ground water
sampling events at a semi-annual frequency using this worst case ground water flow velocity.

No additional information is requested.

b. The response indicates that a math error was found for the November 1999 water levels, however
the data provided in Appendix F (renumbered) appear to be unchanged from the March 2002
submittal. Please review and revise as appropriate.

c. The response that the surficial aquifer ground water elevations collected upon mstallatlon of the

proposed replacement wells will be used as a check of the previous contour maps is noted. No
additional information is requested. '
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d. The response that existing monitor wells MW-3 and MW-5 are available to be included in routine
ground water level measurements is noted. Please indicate if including surface water elevations for the
staff gauges located on Figure 2-1 would help to further characterize ground water flow in the surficial
aquifer.

Section 6 - Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The response that wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12 will be replaced to minimize
submergence of the wells screen is noted. Please provide a revised site map (similar to Figure 2-1)
that shows the location and unique identification number for the replacement wells for use as a permit
attachment (no larger than 11 x 17 inches).

b. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding well MW-2 purging dry during the April
2001 sampling event are noted. No additional information is requested.

c. The response that construction details for the proposed replacement well are presented in Table 4-1
of Section M is noted. Please note that the well screeii and sand pack materials must be adequately
sized to the formation encountered at each well location to minimize sample turbidity. No additional
information is requested.

d. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding ground water velocity and sampling
frequency are noted. As indicated in comment No. 12.a., it is considered appropriate to continue
routine ground water sampling events at a semi-annual frequency using the worst case ground water
flow velocity. No additional information is requested.

e. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding surface water monitoring at stations B2 and
B4R are noted. No additional information is requested.

f. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding supplemental leachate characterization are
noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 7 — Landfill Design and Operation Effectiveness: The revisions to this section of the

GWMPE regarding the proposed changes to the monitoring plan are noted. No additional information is
requested.
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TO: Kim Ford, P.E.

FROM: John R. Morris, P.G.

DATE: July 24,2002 _TFA

SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO

I have reviewed the responses submitted to the Department’s letter dated March 29, 2002 regarding the
permit renewal application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that was
prepared by SCS Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, dated and received June 28, 2002, with
replacement pages dated July 24, 2002. My review focused on the hydrogeologic and environmental
monitoring aspects of the renewal application. Please have the applicant address all review comments that
do not include the phrase “No additional information is requested”. The information requests have been
referenced to sections of the permit application and also to the sections of the supporting document where
appropriate, and are consistent with the comment numbers included in my memorandum dated March 28,
2002, as presented below:

SECTION B - DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.13.: Please note that this review comment in my memorandum dated March 28, 2002 incorrectly
referenced application form item No. B.12 instead of item No. B.13. It is indicated in the response that the
legal description of the special exception area was provided in Attachment E-3; please verify that the
referenced information was provided in Attachment E-1. It appears that the legal description information
that was submitted does not meet the requirements of Rule 62-701.610(5), F.A.C., that are associated with
closure of the facility. Please submit a revised permit application form (page 7 of 40) that indicates a “No”
response to item No. B.13.

SECTION L - LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002

2. L.2.h.(2) - Leachate Management System
a. Collection System — The revision of this section to refer to the Figure L-3 does not address the
intent of the review comment. Please submit a revised site plan similar to Sheet No. 1 that shows each
of the leachate pump station valve boxes with unique identification numbers that will allow the leachate
samples to be referenced to individual landfill cells. Please submit revisions to this section that
reference the requested figure.

b. The revisions of this section that indicate stormwater retained in the secondary containment of the
leachate storage tank will be managed as leachate if a visible sheen is present are noted.
No additional information is requested.

c. It is noted that the response indicates that stormwater retained in the secondary containment of the
leachate storage tank will be released to Stormwater Pond No. 4 but Figure L-1 indicates Stormwater
Pond No. 6 as the receiving pond. Please review this apparent inconsistency and submit revisions to
the text or Figure L-1 as appropriate.

d. The revisions of this section that indicate a log will be maintained to track releases of stormwater
retained in the secondary containment of the leachate storage tank are noted. No additional
information is requested.

"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”
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e. Leachate Monitoring ~ The revisions of this section that reference the leachate monitoring plan
submitted in Section M of the permit application are noted. No additional information is requested.

3. L.2.i. - Ground Water Monitoring System: The revisions of this section that reference the ground
water monitoring plan submitted in Section M of the permit application are noted. No additional
information is requested.

4. L.8.a. - Leachate Monitoring, Sampling and Analysis: The revisions of this section that reference
the leachate monitoring plan submitted in Section M of the permit application are noted. No additional
information is requested.

5. L.8.b. - Leachate Collection and Removal System: The revisions of this section that refer to
Sheet No. 14 (Leachate pump station — Detail 5) are noted, however the reference to Figure L-3 does not
address the intent of the review comment. Please submit a revised site plan similar to Sheet No. 1 that
shows each of the leachate pump station valve boxes with unique identification numbers that will allow the
leachate samples to be referenced to individual landfill cells.

6. L.9. - Gas Monitoring Program
a. The response that describes how existing gas probes GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6 will be abandoned is
noted. However, it is noted that several quarterly gas monitoring events (1998Q3, 1998Q4, 1999Q1,
1999Q2, and 1999Q3) indicated gas measurements greater than 100% of the LEL for methane were
reported for at least one of these three gas probes. Please provide the technical basis that supports the
decision to abandon gas probes GP-4, GP-5 and GP-6, and provide a revised Figure L-1 if it is
determined that these gas probes will be maintained. Please also submit revisions to this section of the
Operations Plan that include a detailed description of the procedure and equipment that will be used to
conduct the quarterly gas monitoring events to meet the requirements of Rule 62-701.530(2)(b),
F.A.C., specifically including how pre-purging measurements will be recorded at the gas probes and
describing the physical locations at each gas monitoring location.

b. The response that gas monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 were “never proposed or referenced”
is inconsistent with the quarterly gas monitoring reports submitted by Sarasota County. It is noted that
GM-6 (control booth) and GM-7 (electric panel at leachate tank) have been included in the gas
monitoring events since 1998Q3 and 1999Q4, respectively. The information provided in this section
of the Operations Plan that structures other than those at GM-1, GM-2 and GM-3 will not be
monitored due to their distance from the landfill, shallow water table and lack of subsurface
connections to the landfill were considered sufficient to support the deletion of GM-4 (administration
building) and GM-5 (scale house). However this information is considered to be insufficient to support
the deletion of GM-6 and GM-7. Please provide a site map that shows the locations of existing gas
monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 and indicate why it is considered appropriate that these locations

no longer be monitored. Please include these locations on Figure L-1 if these gas monitoring locations
will be maintained.

c. The response that the proposed gas probe located between the waste tire and C&D processing
facilities shall be identified as GP-4 is unacceptable as that identification number is currently assigned
to an existing gas probe. Please provide a unique identification number for this proposed gas probe
and submit a revised Figure L-1 that includes this change.

d. The revisions of this section regarding the preparation of a gas remediation plan are noted.
No additional information is requested.
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7.  Attachment L-2 - Contaminated Soil Acceptance Criteria: The revisions in the Contaminated Soil
Acceptance Criteria (renumbered as Attachment L-4) that precludes the stockpiling of this material unless
authorized in writing by the Department are noted. No additional information is requested.

SECTION M - WATER QUALITY AND LEACHATE MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

(Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.)

8. M.l.a. through M.1.h.(2): The submittal of pages 32 and 33 of DEP Form No. 62-701.900(1)
referring to Section M of the supporting information and the document entitled Groundwater Monitoring
Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County, Florida (GWMPE) are
noted. No additional information is requested.

Appendix A - Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex,

Sarasota County, Florida, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002, revised June 28, 2002.

9. Section 2 - Summary of the Ground Water, Surface Water, and Leachate Monitoring Program
a. The information provided in Notes 2 and 3 of revised Table 2-2 regarding the source of monitor
well construction details are noted. No additional information is requested.

b. The revisions of Section 2 in Section M that describe the semi-annual/annual sampling events and
the procedure for collecting composite samples for inorganics are noted. No additional information
is requested.

c. The revisions of Section 2 in the GWMPE and Section 2 in Section M that indicate leachate
samples will be annually analyzed for the parameters listed in 40 CFR Part 258, Appendix II are
noted. No additional information is requested.

10. Section 3 - Previous Land Use Effects on Ground Water at the CCSWDC
a. The response indicates that an investigation will be conducted of potential soil impacts related to
former cattle ranching activities and related effects on leachate and ground water quality. Please note
that such an investigation is typically conducted during the hydrogeological investigation (Rule
62-701.410, F.A.C.) and is considered to be outside the scope of routine water quality and leachate
monitoring (Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.). As such, the Department does not intend to include a Specific
Condition in the permit renewal that requires the implementation of a soil sampling program. No
additional information is requested.

b. The basis for the assertions presented in the response regarding the comparisons provided for
ground water quality data collected “pre-landfill” and “post-landfill” seems to be inadequate for the
following reasons:

- The ground water sampling event conducted during September 1998 at wells MW-8 and MW-9 did
not report field turbidity measurements due to equipment failure; it cannot be determined if the
elevated metals results are representative of site conditions or were affected by elevated sample
turbidity (potentially affected by well design, well installation/development, or sample collection).

- The ground water sampling events conducted at wells P-1 through P-14D did not report field
turbidity measurements; it cannot be determined if the elevated metals results reported for selected
wells are representative of site conditions or were affected by elevated sample turbidity.

- The most conservative ground water velocity using site-specific variables is considered to be about
85 feet/year (see comment No. 12.a.); potential impacts to ground water quality at well MW-8
from landfilling operations cannot be ruled out.
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- The potential ground water impacts from activities in the yard waste composting area have not
been previously indicated; if surface drainage from the composting area that is directed toward
wells MW-8 and MW-9 has affected ground water quality at these downgradient wells, the ability
to distinguish potential impacts from the landfill cells appears to be limited (see comment
No. 11.c.3)).

Based on the response provided to comment No. 11.e., the Department expects that the next ground
water monitoring plan evaluation will provide additional characterization of ground water/leachate
quality trends at the facility.

The importance of collecting ground water samples that are representative of site conditions cannot be
over-emphasized. Please note that the Department’s SOP regarding ground water sampling (adopted
April 9, 2002) provides several new criteria regarding well purging and the measurements of field
parameters prior to sample collection that will be included in the review of results provided for future
sampling events. A copy of this SOP may be viewed on the Department’s web page at:
ftp://ftp.dep.state.fl.us/pub/labs/assessment/soppdf/fs2200.pdf. Please note that the Department may
consider future sampling events that report field measurements that do not meet the criteria in SOP
FS 2212 (turbidity less than 20 NTU and dissolved oxygen less than 20% saturation) as not
representative of site conditions, and may result in the requirement to resample. These comments are
provided for informational purposes and do not require a response. No additional information is
requested.

Section 4 - Water Quality Monitoring Findings
a. The revisions of Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) to address the majority of the listed
inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Several of the items need
additional review, as follow:
1)  No additional information is requested.
2)  MW-1: Turbidity for April 2001 (previous comment referenced incorrect date) at 7.9 NTU
MW-9: Conductivity for November 1999 at 2140 uMHOs/cm
MW-10: Turbidity for October 2000 at 18.9 NTU
3)  No additional information is requested.

b. The discussion of regulatory exceedances for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the summary
tables provided in Appendix A. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:
1)  Refer to comment No. 10.b. No additional information is requested.
2)  The response that indicates the relation between turbidity and metals concentrations was
intended as a general observation and some measurements may not show this relationship is
noted. No additional information is requested.
3) Refer to comment No. 10.b. No additional information is requested.
4)  The revisions of this section regarding the sodium concentrations reported at detection well
MW-11 are noted. No additional information is requested.
5)  The response that TDS in the vicinity of well MW-1 is variable based on the ground water
conductivity data collected on May 8, 2002 is noted. No additional information is requested.
6)  The revisions to this section regarding vanadium concentrations are noted. No additional
information is requested.
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c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided
in Appendix B. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as appropriate:
1) The occurrence of ammonia in ground water samples collected over time at the detection
wells remains unclear. Further investigation of ground water/leachate quality as indicated in
comment No. 11.e. appears to be warranted. No additional information is requested.
2)  The potential occurrence/source of mineralized water in the vicinity of well MW-1 remains
unclear. Further investigation of ground water/leachate quality as indicated in comment No.
11.e. appears to be warranted. No additional information is requested.
3)  The response that iron was reported above the ground water standard at well MW-10
before the construction of the landfill (May 1994) is noted, however iron was also reported below
the ground water standard (0.0202 mg/L in October 1997) before the landfill was constructed.
Please indicate how drainage from the yard waste composting area will be controlled to minimize
potential impacts to ground water quality in areas downgradient from the landfill cells.

d. The revisions of Appendix C (Leachate Quality) to address the majority of the listed inconsistencies
with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. Item No. 4 needs additional review, as follows:
1)  No additional information is requested.
2)  No additional information is requested.
3) No additional information is requested.
4)  October 2000 sampling event reported nitrate at 0.03 mg/L.

. The response that proposes the collection of supplemental parameters to assist in the evaluation of
the relationship between ground water and leachate quality is noted. It is the Department’s intention to
prepare Specific Conditions of the renewal permit to include the proposed parameters in the routine
sampling events and to require their inclusion in the next monitoring plan evaluation.

f. The revisions to renumbered Appendix E (Surface Water Quality) to address the listed
inconsistencies with the data provided by Sarasota County are noted. No additional information is
requested.

Section 5 - Ground Water Levels and Flow

a. It is the Department’s intention to use the most conservative site-specific information available for
the calculation of ground water velocity. As such, using the arithmetic mean of all 10 slug tests
(23.2 ft/day), hydraulic gradient of 0.002 ft/ft, and effective porosity of 0.2, ground water velocity is
calculated to be about 85 ft/year. It is considered appropriate to continue routine ground water
sampling events at a semi-annual frequency using this worst case ground water flow velocity.

No additional information is requested.

b. The response indicates that a math error was found for the November 1999 water levels, however
the data provided in Appendix F (renumbered) appear to be unchanged from the March 2002
submittal. Please review and revise as appropriate.

c¢. The response that the surficial aquifer ground water elevations collected upon installation of the

proposed replacement wells will be used as a check of the previous contour maps is noted. No
additional information is requested.
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d. The response that existing monitor wells MW-3 and MW-5 are available to be included in routine
ground water level measurements is noted. Please indicate if including surface water elevations for the
staff gauges located on Figure 2-1 would help to further characterize ground water flow in the surficial
aquifer.

Section 6 —~ Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The response that wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12 will be replaced to minimize
submergence of the wells screen is noted. Please provide a revised site map (similar to Figure 2-1)
that shows the location and unique identification number for the replacement wells for use as a permit
attachment (no larger than 11 x 17 inches).

b. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding well MW-2 purging dry during the April
2001 sampling event are noted. No additional information is requested.

c. The response that construction details for the proposed replacement well are presented in Table 4-1
of Section M is noted. Please note that the well screen and sand pack materials must be adequately
sized to the formation encountered at each well location to minimize sample turbidity. No additional
information is requested.

d. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding ground water velocity and sampling
frequency are noted. As indicated in comment No. 12.a., it is considered appropriate to continue
routine ground water sampling events at a semi-annual frequency using the worst case ground water
flow velocity. No additional information is requested.

e. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding surface water monitoring at stations B2 and
B4R are noted. No additional information is requested.

f. The revisions to this section of the GWMPE regarding supplemental leachate characterization are
noted. No additional information is requested.

Section 7 - Landfill Design and Operation Effectiveness: The revisions to this section of the

GWMEPE regarding the proposed changes to the monitoring plan are noted. No additional information is
requested.
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Environmental Consultants ‘ 3012 U.S. Highway 301 No. 813 621-0080

Suite 700
Tampa, FL 33619-2242

FAX 813 623-6757

'SCS ENGINEERS

June 28, 2002
File No. 09201010.01

Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619-2242

Subject: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Ford:

On behalf of Sarasota County, SCS Engineers (SCS) submits the following responses to your
request for additional information in a letter to Mr. Gary Bennett, dated March 29, 2002. For
ease of review, the FDEP comments are in bold, followed by our response.

1. 62-701.320(7). Specific references for the location of documents or copies for the
following: a) boundary survey; b) proof of ownership - deeds with legal
description; ¢) description of recycling activities including a list of all recyclable
materials collected at the site and a description of management procedures for
each.

Response:  Copies of the boundary survey and proof of property ownership are
provided herein for inclusion in the permit application as Attachment E-3. A
description of recycling activities is provided in the enclosed revised Section L
Operations Plan, Attachment L-13.

2. 62-701.320(10). Revisions to the referenced documents. Supporting information
for this pending permit renewal contains references to previous applications and
Engineering Reports, and provides revisions, a) Reaffirm that the parts of the
referenced documents that were not revised are still valid. b) Changes in the text
being submitted as revisions should be provided as replacement pages with page
numbers and the date of revision.

Response: A new Operations Plan is provided herein in its entirety as Section L of
the permit application.

3. 62-701.330 (3) (d). Topographic map. a) An aerial (not more thanl year old) and
topographic map with a scale not greater than 200 feet to the inch with S-foot (or
less) contour intervals is requested. This topographic map should verify landfill
development in conformance with design drawings. b) Some of the referenced
Attachment 10 Operation Drawings have been revised. One full sized set and one
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Kim Ford, P.E.
June 28, 2002

Page 2

reduced set (for use as an attachment to the operations plan) with all revisions are
requested. c) Plan views showing grades required for proper drainage along
terrace swales are requested. d) Typical details for all temporary and permanent
drainage devices (letdown structures, terraces, beams and swales) to convey
stormwater from the top and sides of filled areas without erosion are requested.

Response:  Attachment E-1 now includes the topographic map enclosed herein as
requested. The Operations Plan, Attachment L-3 includes a complete set of the
Operations Drawings.

62-701.400(2). Drawings to show a) those areas including berms and sideslopes
that have been filled to design dimensions; and b) following the proposed sequence
for filling, which areas can be closed first.

Response:  The existing topographic map in Attachment E-1 provides the areas filled
to design dimensions. The Operations Drawing in Attachment L-3 will show the
proposed sequence of filling. The fill sequence drawings will be submitted in the near
future.

62-701.400(6) (c). Clarification regarding the above ground leachate storage tank
including: a) a description of provisions for the removal of accumulated
precipitation from the secondary containment area within 24 hours or when 10
percent of the storage capacity is reached, whichever occurs first, and b) a copy of
the most recent inspection report for the interior inspection of the tank (not more
than 3 years old) showing all items of deficiency have been corrected.

‘Response:  This information is provided in the revised Operations Plan Part L.2.h(2).

The inspection report is included in Attachment L-7.

62-701.400 (10) . Gas control system. Documentation is required to demonstrate
that the landfill is exempt from installation of a gas control system and to verify
that the landfill is in compliance with the air requirements listed in specific
conditions #41 of the current solid waste operation permit.

Response:  Please see the attached letter provided to Sarasota County by SCS
Engineers, confirming that the County will remain below regulatory thresholds for
installation of a control system through 2005. Part L.2.h.1 of the Operations Plan has
been updated to reflect this information.

62-701.410(2). Specific references for the location of all related geotechnical
reports and supporting documents (or copies).
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10.

11.

12.

Response: A copy of the referenced report is provided herein. Section J of the
Application is revised to refer to the specific report.

62-101.500. A comprehensive operations plan. Upon completion of all revisions
prior to permit renewal, the entire Operations Plan and its attachments should be
resubmitted (without strikethroughs and underlining) with the date of the most
recent revisions on each page.

Response:  As discussed above, a revised Section L, Operations Plan, with all
attachments is provided herein.

62-101.500(1) . Training plan for landfill operators and spotters, a) This plan must
demonstrate compliance with 62-701.320(15), (reference to 62-703 should be
deleted). b) Confirm that at least one trained spotter will be at each working face
at all times when the landfill receives waste to detect unauthorized wastes from
each load. c) Describe how spotters will identify and manage any hazardous or
prohibited materials. d) Include a list and schedule of classes that will be attended
for training. :

Response: A landfill operator and spotter training plan is provided as Attachment L-
1 to the Operations Plan. Methods for controlling unauthorized wastes are described in
the Operations Plan part L.2.c.

62-701.500 (2) (b) . The referenced contingency plan appears to contain less detail
for related activities than the operations plan. All relevant and current

information should be included either as revisions to the referenced plan or as part -

of the new operations plan.
Response: A revised Contingency Plan is included as Attachment L-2.

62-701.500(2)(C). A list of all recyclable materials received at the site and a
description of related management procedures for each.

Response: A list of all recyclable materials received at the site and management
procedures for each are included in Attachment L-13, Recycling Plan.

62-101.500 (2) (f) . The referenced drawings for the sequence of filling should be
confirmed still valid or revised, and provided as part of the operations plan. What

is the percent slope to be used for the top of each lift?

Response:  The top of each lift shall be 2 percent. Revised sequence of filling plans
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will be submitted in the near future and included in Attachment L-3, Operation
Drawings.

13.  62-701.500(2) (h). The referenced drawing of the leachate collection system should
be provided as part of the operations plan. How will ponding of water within the
containment berms be prevented?

Response:  The leachate collection system drawings are included in Attachment L-3.
Some ponding behind the containment berms will occur after heavy rainfall. Prolonged
ponding will be prevented by pumping the water to the sand drainage layer of leachate
cleanout pipe. This is described in Part L.7.k. of the Operations Plan.

14.  62-701.500 (2) (j) A description for cleaning of the leachate collection system is ‘
requested.

Response:  The leachate collection system shall be cleaned at least once every five
years as part of the video inspection process. This is described in Part L.8.h of the
Operations Plan.

15.  62-701.500(3). A list of the documents to be kept as part of the operating record is
requested.

Response:  The list is provided Part L.3 of the Operations Plan.

16.  62-101.500(6) . The load checking inspection form should be included as an
attachment to the operations plan.

Response:  This is included as Attachment L-5, Waste Load Inspection and
Reporting Form.

17. 62-701.500(7)(e) . A description and specifications for each type of initial cover are
requested.

Response:  The requested information is provided as Attachment L-10, Initial Cover
Specifications.

18.  62-701.500 (7)(g) . Timeframes for applying final cover are requested. When will
the first portion of Phase I (such as external slopes) be completed to designed
dimensions? Confirmation of conformance to designed dimensions and details for
filled portions of Phase I is requested.

Response:  Based on the existing topographic survey included in Attachment E-1,




Kim Ford, P.E.
June 28, 2002
Page 5

the landfill has been constructed substantially in accordance with the design dimensions.
The areas completed to final design dimensions are highlighted on this drawing. The
County proposed applying final cover to the north and east slopes of the landfill after
June 2006. This will be shown in the Operation Drawings to be submitted in the near
future and included in Attachment L-3.

19.  62-101.500(7)(j) Clarification regarding erosion control. a) Is stormwater
management for unused cells controlled “by grading” or use of rain cell covers? b)
The list of stormwater management controls for used cells should include 1)
maintaining internal and external berms and 2) the use of terraces and letdown
pipes. How will temporary tarps be used to separate stormwater from waste over
waste filled areas? d) Typical details on a drawing for each type of erosion control
and stormwater management control are requested.

Response:  Stormwater is managed on unused cells by pumping stormwater into the
perimeter stormwater management system. Temporary tarps are not proposed for
separation of stormwater over filled areas. Attachment L-3, Operations Drawings,
provides typical details for erosion control and stormwater management features.

20. 62-701.500 (8) (g) . The leachate report form should be included as an attachment
to the operations plan.

Response:  This information is provided in Attachment L-11, Leachate Report Form
and LCRS Inspection Form..

21.  62-701.500 (8) (h). The results of the most recent leachate collection systems
cleaning and inspection are requested.

Response:  This information is provided in Attachment L-11, Leachate Report Form
and LCRS Inspection Form.

22.  62-701.500(9). clarification regarding gas monitoring to demonstrate compliance
with 62-701.530(2) . a) Why is gas monitoring probe GP-4 located as shown on
Figure L-1? Gas probes should be located between the Class I landfill and on-site
structures. b) A gas probe should be located between the landfill and the material
recovery facility. ¢) Why are the gas probes designed with such a large pipe screen
so close to the surface? Typical details for gas probes show less than a 2—inch
diameter pipe and a bentonite layer separating the screen from the surface. d) The
design for a typical “temporary monitoring station” is requested. e) The reference
to “property boundary” is unclear. The Department should be notified if the LEL
is 100% or greater in any of the external gas probes located along the special
exception boundary. f) What specific areas inside each structure will be
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23.

24,

monitored?

Response:  Figure L-1 in Attachment L-3 is revised to show a new proposed location
for GP-4. Figure L-4 LFG monitor probe is revised to reflect the gas probe design. The
reference in the Operations Plan to temporary monitor station is changed to temporary
monitor probe and the design will be the same as the new Figure L-4. The reference to
property boundary is changed to “any monitor probe”. Inside structures; low area, base
boards, floor drains and floor mounted cabinets will be monitored.

62-701.500, .510, and .530. Responses and required supporting information in
response to Mr. John Morris’ March 28, 2002 memorandum (attached) . You way
call Mr. Morris at (813) 744-6100, extension 336 to discuss the items in his
memorandum.

Response:  Please see responses to the March 28, 2002 following response #24.
62-701.900(1). Revisions to the application form. Section B.3. should indicate that
total acres and available acres for Phase I only since only Phase I has been

constructed.

Response:  This has been revised and a revised application form Section B is
provided herein.

Please provide all responses that relate to engineering required for design and operation, signed
and sealed by a professional engineer. All descriptions of operational procedures provided as
part of responses should be included as revisions to the Operations Plan (Section L).

Responses to your request for additional information in a memo to Mr. Kim Ford from Mr.
John Morris, dated March 28, 2002 follow (Item #23).

SECTION B — DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1.

B.12.: Itis indicated that the property is recorded as a disposal site in the County
Land Records. Please indicate if this has been done to complete the requirements
of Rule 62-701.610(5), F.A.C. Please also provide a certified copy of the County
record including the legal description and a scale-drawn map for that part of the
property that has been so recorded.

Response:  Please see Attachment E-3 (enclosed) which provides the legal
description of the special exception area approved by the Sarasota Board of County
Commissioners.
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SECTION L — LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)

Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated

Feb.28, 2002

2, L.2.h.(2) - Leachate Management System

a‘

Collection System - Please revise this section to refer to the figure requested
in comment No. 5.

Response: This revision has been made.

It is indicated that the stormwater in the secondary containment of the
leachate storage tank will be tested for specific conductance to determine
the appropriate handling procedures. Please revise this section of the
Operations Plan to also indicate that the retained stormwater will be
managed as leachate if a visible sheen is present.

Response: This revision has been made.

Please provide a site map that indicates which pond will be checked for
specific conductance prior to release of stormwater from the secondary
containment of the leachate storage tank. Please also indicate on this site
map where the stormwater from the secondary containment of the leachate
storage tank will be released.

Response:  Stormwater Pond No. 4 as shown on Figure L-1 will be checked
for specific conductance prior to release of stormwater from the secondary
containment of the storage tank. The stormwater from the secondary
containment area is released to the stormwater drainage swale east of the tank on
the south side of the perimeter road. This swale flows into Stormwater Pond
No. 4.

Please revise this section of the Operations Plan to indicate that a log will be
maintained to document releases of uncontaminated stormwater from the
secondary containment of the leachate storage tank (date, specific
conductance measurements, sheen observation).

Response: This revision has been made.

Leachate Monitoring — Please provide a revised leachate monitoring plan to
reflect review comment Nos. 9.b., and 9.c.

Response: A revised Leachate Monitoring Plan is included as part of the
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Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum and provided herein as Section M to
the application.

L.2.i. — Ground Water Monitoring System: Please provide a revised ground water
monitoring plan to reflect the proposed changes as indicated in comment Nos. 13.a.
through 13.f.

Response:  The Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum is enclosed and shall be
included as Section M of the Application.

L.8.a. — Leachate Monitoring, Sampling and Analysis: Please revise this section to
be consistent with the revisions requested in review comment No. 2.e.

Response:  This revision has been made.

L.8.b. — Leachate Collection and Removal System: Please provide a leachate
sampling figure that reflects Attachment 10, Sheet 14, Detail E of the December
1996 Operations Permit Application for use as a permit figure (no larger than 11 x
14 inches).

Response:  The figure is included in Attachment L-3, Operation Drawings.

L.9. — Gas Monitoring Program

a. Please indicate how existing gas probes G-4, G-5 and G-6 will be properly
abandoned.

Response:  The above grade protective casing will be removed, the well
grouted to ground surface and the remaining pipe cut off at ground surface.

b. Please indicate where existing gas monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7
are located and why it is considered appropriate that these locations no
longer be monitored. Please include these locations on Figure L-1 if it is
considered appropriate to maintain these gas monitoring locations.

Response: ~ We do not understand the reference to GM-6 and GM-7. These
gas monitor locations were never proposed or referenced to our knowledge.

c. Please revise Figure L-1 to reference the proposed gas probe identification
number as GP-4t.

Response:  The “t” on GP-4 was a typographic error. This has been
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corrected in the text.

d. It is indicated that the gas probe locations will monitor subsurface gas
migration at the landfill perimeter, but that a gas remediation plan will be
submitted to the Department if landfill gas equals or exceeds the LEL at the
property boundary. Please note that in the absence of gas probes at the
property boundary, the data reported for the existing/proposed gas probes
will be used to determine the need to prepare a gas remediation plan.

Response:  Acknowledged. The text has been revised to reflect his
understanding.

Attachment L-2 — Contaminated Soil Acceptance Criteria: Please revise the last
sentence of this attachment to indicate that contaminated soil accepted at
CCSWDC would be directly disposed in the lined active landfill cell, not used as
initial cover, and not stockpiled at the site unless authorized in writing by the
Department.

Response: This revision has been made.

SECTION M — WATER QUALITY AND LEACHATE MONITORING

REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.)

8.

M.1.a. through M.1.h.(2): Please revise each item in this section of the application
form to reference the appropriate section in Appendix A (Ground Water
Monitoring Plan Evaluation).

Response:  The application form has been revised in accordance with the following
responses.

Appendix A — Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste

Disposal Complex, Sarasota County, Florida, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28,

2002
9,

Section 2 — Summary of the Ground Water, Surface Water, and Leachate

Monitoring Program

a. Please revise Note 2 of Table 2-2 to reference the current monitor well
identification numbers. Please also revise Note 2 to indicate the date of
preparation for the referenced document prepared by Ardaman &
Associates, Inc.

Response:  The correct date for the Ardaman & Associates report is March
10, 1992. Note 2 of Table 2-2 has been revised and is included in the
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Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation Revision.

It is indicated on Page 2-6 that a composite leachate sample is collected
annually from the pump stations located at the landfill cells. Please note
that it is not appropriate to collect composite samples for analysis of volatile
organic compounds or for measurement of field parameters, and that
individual leachate samples shall be required at each pump station of each
landfill cell that contains wastes. In the event that the County desires
approval from the Department to collect composite leachate samples from
the pump stations for the required parameters other than volatile organics
and field measurements, please provide a detailed procedure for review.
Please provide a revised leachate monitoring plan to reflect these changes
and the requirements of Rule 62-701.510(6)(c), F.A.C.

Response:  The leachate monitoring plan has been revised to indicate that
field measurements will be performed at every active sump. Further, the
leachate monitoring plan has been revised to indicate that the organics samples
will be collected at every active sump. A composite sample will be collected
from all sumps for analysis of inorganic parameters. A Groundwater Monitoring
Plan Addendum is enclosed as Section M to the Application.

Please revise Page 2-6 to indicate that the annual leachate samples shall
include analysis of the parameters listed in 40 CFR Part 258, Appendix II.

Response:  The following has been added to Page 2-6: "In addition, leachate
samples are required to be analyzed annually for the parameters listed in 40
CFR Part 258, Appendix II." This is also included in the enclosed Groundwater
Monitoring Plan Addendum.

10. Section 3 — Previous Land Use Effects on Ground Water at the CCSWDC

It is indicated that prior use of the property for cattle ranching may have
resulted in the possible former use of a cattle dipping vat. It is noted that
evidence of a known current cattle dipping vat has not been provided.
Please note that in the absence of such a demonstration, the assumption
that site-wide occurrences of arsenic in ground water are related to the
previous cattle ranching activities cannot be supported.

Response:  Acknowledged. Soil used to construct the landfill may have had
an arsenic component to it because soils used for fill were obtained from the

property.
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The County proposes that the FDEP issue the permit renewal with a specific
condition directing the County to demonstrate the presence of arsenic in the soils
and provide a report to the FDEP presenting the findings. In response to the
condition the County will perform a soil sampling program to evaluate the
presence of arsenic in the soils and effect on leachate and groundwater quality.

It is indicated that the ground water data compiled for sampling events
conducted at wells P-1 through P-14D prior to construction of the landfill at
CCSWDC (Appendix A) indicate the occurrence of several inorganics and
metals at detectable concentrations. It is further indicated that when these
constituents are observed in the CCSWDC detection wells that it is unlikely
that the constituents are related to the operation of the facility. However, as
measurements for field parameters and results for quality assurance
samples were not provided for the “pre-landfill” sampling events conducted
during 1993, the representativeness of the samples cannot be evaluated. It
is also noted that the relative concentrations reported for the individual
parameters for the “pre-landfill” and “post-landfill” sampling events have
not been considered. Please note that of the nine parameters detected in the
“pre-landfill” sampling events, the occurrences of ammonia, arsenic,
chloride and total dissolved solids, at a minimum, bears further evaluation.

Response:  Appendix A lists historical concentrations for the list of
parameters on Page 3-1 of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation plus
total dissolved solids (TDS). The data include test wells prior to landfill
construction and monitoring well data prior to and following initiation of landfill
operations (June 1998).

These data indicate that by September 1998 (only three months following
initiation of landfill operations), maximum values for arsenic, barium, and iron
exceeded the pre-landfill ranges for these parameters. By April 2001, zinc also
exceeded the pre-landfill ranges. The following summarizes the values:

September 1998 April 2001
Arsenic: 63 mg/ in MW-9; 44 mg/l in MW-9
Barium: 396 ug/l in MW-8; 150 ug/l in MW-8
Iron:  50.5 mg/l in MW-9; 48 mg/l in MW-8
Zinc: 140 mg/l in MW-8.

MW-9 had relative high concentrations of arsenic in September 1998 and April
2001 (the concentration trend is decreasing with time) and relative high
concentrations of iron in September 1998. Filling of the landfill through May
2001 was limited to cells 1 and 2. The closest MW-9 is to cell 2 is 700 feet (to
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the southwest corner). The maximum horizontal groundwater velocity estimated
for the site is 33 feet per year indicating that it would require 21 years for
groundwater to move from the southeast corner of cell 2 to MW-9.
Consequently, the presence of arsenic and iron at the well are not due to
landfilling operations at cells 1 or 2. '

MW-8 is located approximately 76 feet from cell 2 and the shortest arrival time
for groundwater from the edge of cell 2 would be 2.3 years. Consequently, the
occurrence of the relative high concentration of barium in the well in September
1998 (three months following initiation of landfill operations) is not attributable
to the presence of the landfill. Concentrations of iron have remained relatively
constant between September 1998 and April 2001, so its source is not the
landfill.

. Zinc concentration is relatively high in the April 2001 sample from MW-8 and

cannot currently be explained. However, its concentration remains well below
the drinking water standard.

Iron is relatively high in the April 2001 sample from MW-8. However, the
highest concentrations of iron in MW-8 are similar to concentrations in MW-9
which are not attributable to the landfill.

Ammonia concentrations are highest in MW-9 during landfill operations
sampling events but are below the 1994 measurement. In addition, as previously
discussed, there has been insufficient time for groundwater at MW-9 to be
impacted by the landfill.

Chloride concentrations have remained relatively constant over the history of
water quality data with concentrations in several of the wells highest in sampling
events prior to initiation of landfill operations. This fact and the lack of
sufficient travel time indicate chloride occurring in the down gradient wells also
is not caused by the landfilling operations.

Similar arguments can be made for TDS concentrations. At MW-8, the 1994
sample concentration was lower than all but one of the later samples. However,
the September 1998 sample concentration was higher than the subsequent
samples. Again the lack of sufficient travel time to reach MW-8 indicates TDS
data do not currently indicate groundwater effects caused by landfilling
operations.

Additionally, the yard waste compost area to the south of MW-8 and MW-9 may
be a contributing factor to groundwater quality at MW-8 and MW-9. Drainage
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from the yard waste compost area could be flowing towards MW-8 and MW-9,
which could possibly be contributing to the presence of other constituents.
Section 3 of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation has been revised to
reflect this statement.

We continue to conclude that, based on the current data, landfilling operations
are not detrimentally impacting groundwater quality hydraulically down gradient
from landfill cells.

11. Section 4 — Water Quality Monitoring Findings

a. Some of the results provided in Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data)
for the “period of record” appear to be inconsistent with the data provided
by Sarasota County for the semi-annual ground water sampling events.
Please review the following items and revise as appropriate:'

1) All “post-landfill” wells are missing the organic parameters for April
1999.
. Response:  Appendix A (Groundwater Quality Data) has been
updated with the organic parameters values for the April 1999 sampling
event.

2) MW-1:  Conductivity for November 1999
TDS for October 2000
Turbidity for October 2000
MW-2:  Nitrate for March 2000
Missing a notation that the well was purged dry and not
sampled in April 2001
MW-3: TDS for April 1999
MW-8:  TDS for April 1999 ,
Thallium for April 1999
MW-9:  Thallium for April 1999
Conductivity for November 1999
MW-10: Thallium for April 1999
Turbidity for October 2000
MW-11:  Thallium for April 1999
MW-12: Thallium for April 1999

Response: Appéndix A (Groundwater Quality Data) has been corrected
. where appropriate. There was no change to the turbidity value for
October 2000 for MW-1. MW-3 was not sampled. However, TDS was
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3)

corrected for MW-4 for the April 1999 sampling event. There was no
change in the conductivity value for MW-9 during the November 1999
sampling event.

Please revise the shading used on the tables in Appendix A to reflect
any changes related to the previous review comment. Please revise
the tables in Appendix A so that the shaded cells on the copies
provided to the Department are more noticeable.

Response:  The shading has been revised on the tables in Appendices
A, C,and E.

The discussion of regulatory exceedances for some of the parameters
appears to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for
the semi-annual sampling events and the summary tables provided in
Appendix A. Please review the results for the following parameters and
revise as appropriate:

1)

2)

3)

It is noted that ammonia and arsenic concentrations reported for
“post-landfill” sampling events are significantly higher than
reported for “pre-landfill” sampling events. It does not appear that
the data supports the assertion that ammonia and arsenic
concentrations in the current monitor wells are related to previous
land use.

Response:  See response to 10. b.

It is indicated that elevated concentrations reported for antimony
and cadmium at MW-8 during April 1999 may have been related to
sample turbidity. It does not appear the data supports this link
between turbidity and metals concentrations as an even higher
turbidity value was reported for MW-8 during September 2001 but
concentrations of antimony and cadmium were reported to be below
the method detection limit.

Response:  The observation that turbidity and metals were related was
intended to be a general observation about the data. It is acknowledged
that some measurements my not show the relationship depending on
hydrologic conditions at the time of sampling.

It is noted that iron concentrations reported for detection wells MW-
8, MW-9 and MW-10 are significantly higher than reported for the
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4)
5)

6)

other detection wells and the background wells. It does not appear
that the data supports the assertion that iron is not likely related to
operations of the CCSWDC.

Response:  See response to 10. b. regarding MW-8 and MW-9. MW-
10 is farther from cell 2 than MW-9 and, consequently, there has been
insufficient time for groundwater quality at MW-10 to be impacted by
the landfill.

It does not appear that the data supports the assertion that elevated
concentrations of sodium were reported at detection well MW-11.

Response:  Acknowledged. The text has been revised.

It is indicated that TDS occurs naturally in the surficial aquifer at
the facility, however elevated TDS concentrations were not reported
at all monitor wells (MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12). The localized
occurrence of elevated TDS concentrations is not explained by this
assertion.

Response:  Background data indicate TDS occurs naturally and varies
from location to location. SCS further assessed the potential cause for
the variability by reviewing available hydrogeologic reports for the
region and performing a one-day evaluation of groundwater conductivity
in the vicinity of MW-1. The results are included in Attachment A to
this response. SCS concludes that background TDS is variable and
exceeds the drinking water standard at various locations unrelated to
landfilling operations.

It is indicated that elevated concentrations of vanadium were
reported at well MW-4. Please indicate if the text should have
referred to well MW-8. It does not appear that the data supports the
assertion that the results of vanadium for all the other monitor wells
were reported below the detection limit.

Response: Agreed. The text for vanadium has been revised as
follows: "Vanadium was detected above the groundwater clean-up
target level only at MW-8. Vanadium was observed at other monitoring
wells below the target level and often below detection limits."”

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters
. appears to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for
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the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided in Appendix B.
Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:

1)

2)

3)

The discussion does not indicate that ammonia concentrations
reported for detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be
significantly different than reported for the background wells.

Response:  Ammonia was detected above the groundwater clean-up
target level at MW-9 before the construction of the Class I landfill.
However, the elevated concentrations of ammonia in MW-8 and MW-10
during the sampling events after the construction of the Class I landfill
would not have been related to the landfill operations because there
would have been insufficient time for potentially impacted groundwater
to reach MW-8 and MW-10. The yard waste compost area to the south
of MW-8 and MW-9 may be a contributing factor to groundwater quality
at MW-8 and MW-9. Drainage from the yard waste compost area could
be flowing towards MW-8 and MW-9, which could possibly be
contributing to the presence of other constituents.

It is indicated that the elevated concentrations of chloride, sodium
and TDS at well MW-1 suggest the presence of mineralized ground
water. However, it appears that insufficient data has been collected
to distinguish between mineralized ground water and landfill
leachate. The discussion does not indicate why relatively elevated
concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS are limited to the
vicinity of well MW-1. The plot of sodium concentrations appears to
omit the result for well MW-1 for the May 24, 1994 sampling event.

Response:  SCS further assessed the potential cause for the elevated
levels of chloride, sodium, and TDS by reviewing available
hydrogeologic reports for the region and performing a one-day
evaluation of groundwater conductivity in the vicinity of MW-1. The
results are included in Attachment I to this response. The plot of sodium
concentrations for MW-1 has been revised to include the May 24, 1994
sampling event.

The discussion does not indicate that iron concentrations reported
for detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be
significantly different than reported for the background wells.

Response:  Iron was detected above the secondary drinking water
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standard at MW-10 before the construction of the Class I landfill.
However, the elevated concentrations of iron in MW-8 and MW-9 during
the sampling events after the construction of the Class I landfill would
not have been related to the landfill operations because there would have
been insufficient time for potentially impacted groundwater to reach
MW-8 and MW-9. The yard waste compost area to the south of MW-8
and MW-9 may be a contributing factor to groundwater quality at MW-8
and MW-9. Drainage from the yard waste compost area could be
flowing towards MW-8 and MW-9, which could possibly be contributing
to the presence of other constituents.

Some of the results provided in Appendix C (Leachate Quality) appear to
be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-
annual leachate sampling events. Please review the following items and
revise as appropriate:

1) The results for the March 2000 sampling event are included twice
while the results for the March 2001 sampling event are omitted.

Response:  Appendix C (Leachate Quality) has been revised with the
sampling results for the March 2001 sampling event.

2) The field parameter measurements should not be reported as “ND”
for the Nov. 1999, March 2000 and Oct. 2000 sampling events.

Response:  The field parameter measurements have been revised for
the Nov. 1999, March 2000, and Oct. 2000 sampling events.

3) Nov. 1999 sampling event — 1,4-dichlorobenzene and 1,2-
dichloroethane

Response:  The correct concentration of 1,4-dichlorobenzene for the
Nov. 1999 sampling event is 7.4 ug/l. The 1,2-dichloroethane
concentration was correct in the table. The table has been revised.

4) Nov. 2000 sampling event -- nitrate

Response:  The nitrate concentration for the Nov. 2000 sampling
event was correctly reported in the table.

The discussion provides a comparison of the concentrations of chloride,
sodium and TDS in samples collected from well MW-1 with leachate
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samples, and includes an assertion that the occurrence of these parameters
in the leachate does not likely relate to the concentrations reported for the
detection wells. This assertion does not appear to be supported for the
following reasons.

- A demonstration to distinguish between potentially mineralized ground
water and landfill leachate has not been provided (see review comment
No.11.c.2).

Response: The leachate and background water quality data relationships
were evaluated using ion-concentration diagrams.' Diagrams were
constructed using concentrations for arsenic, chloride, sodium, and iron
obtained during the April 2001 sampling event for the background and
detection wells and during the March 2000 sampling event for the leachate.
The diagrams are included in Appendix D of the Groundwater Monitoring
Plan Evaluation Revision. Three diagrams are provided, Figures D-1, D-2,
and D-3, and each will be discussed below.

Figure D-1 shows plots of cumulative percent of the four parameters,

. arsenic, chloride, sodium, and iron found in leachate, detection wells MW-8
and MW-9, and background wells MW-1 and MW-4. Three types of water
quality are indicated by the plots based on the shape of the diagrams. Water
at MW-1 and MW-4 is similar with respect to cumulative percent of the
parameters listed and water is similar at MW-8 and MW-9. Both types of
water found at these wells are different from the leachate quality. The
absolute water quality at MW-1 and MW-4 is different but the shape of the
curves indicate the ratios of parameter constituents is similar. This indicates
that the water at MW-4 may be a diluted form of the water found at MW-1.

Figure D-2 shows similar ion concentration diagrams as Figure D-1 but the
MW-4 plot has been removed and a predicted plot of ion concentration has
been added to reflect a mixture of water from MW-1 with leachate. A three-
to-one mixture was calculated in an attempt to match the diagrams for MW-8
and MW-9. The shape of the mixture diagram indicates that water in MW-8
and MW-9 is not a combination of water from MW-1 and leachate. The
MW-8 and MW-9 curves indicate that the type of water is similar at the two
wells but the source appears not to be leachate mixing with MW-1 water as it
flows under the landfill.

Figure D-3 is similar to Figure D-2 but MW-4 water is shown along with 1ts

. ! John D. Hem. Study and Interpretation of the Chemical Characteristics of Natural Water. United States
Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper 2254. 1992.
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mixture with leachate. The shape of the mixture curve indicates that the type
of water found at MW-8 and MW-9 is less related to MW-4 than it is to
MW-1.

While the ion-concentration diagrams indicate that water quality at MW-8
and MW-9 cannot be explained by the effect of leachate on background
water, the number of parameters used for the analysis is limited. The County
proposes to add the following inorganic parameters to the groundwater
monitoring program to provide additional data for evaluating the relationship
of leachate to groundwater quality: sodium, potassium, calcium, magnesium,
sulfate, bicarbonate, carbonate. These parameters have been included in the
Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum and the Groundwater Monitoring
Plan Revision includes this discussion.

The County proposes that the FDEP issue the permit renewal with a specific
condition directing the County to further demonstrate the relationship
between leachate and groundwater quality and provide the results in the next
biennial report. In response to the condition the County will prepare ion-
balance diagrams using the results from the additional inorganic parameters
and assess the source of the water in the detection monitoring wells.

The localized occurrence of potentially mineralized ground water at well
MW-1 has not been discussed.

Response: SCS further assessed the potential cause for the elevated
levels of chloride, sodium, and TDS by reviewing available hydrogeologic
reports for the region and performing a one-day evaluation of groundwater
conductivity in the vicinity of MW-1. The results are included in the
Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation Addendum. The evaluation
indicates that groundwater quality in the vicinity of MW-1 is somewhat
mineralized and tends to be less mineralized in lower areas with a greater
tendency for flooding.

- The impact of potentially mineralized ground water at well MW-1 on

ground water quality reported for the detection wells has not been
evaluated.

Response: See previous responses under 11. e.

The “other constituents in the leachate more likely to be detected” have
not been identified.
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Response: The other constituents in the leachate that are more likely
to be detected in the detection wells not related to background groundwater
quality are benzene and/or vinyl chloride. These are found in the leachate at
concentrations as much as 14 times their drinking water standards and each
is mobile in groundwater. Benzene is particularly mobile under anaerobic
conditions and vinyl chloride is particularly mobile under aerobic conditions.
The presence and mobility of these constituents suggests that one or both
would be present in groundwater adjacent to the landfill cells if the
groundwater were being impacted. Neither of these constituents has been
detected in any of the monitoring wells. Section 4 of the Groundwater
Monitoring Plan Evaluation has been revised to identify these constituents.

Some of the results provided in Appendix D (Surface Water Quality)
appear to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for the
semi-annual surface water sampling events. Please review the following
items and revise as appropriate:

1)

2)

The results of the March 2001 sampling event for stations B1 and B3
are omitted.

Response:  Appendix E (Surface Water Quality) has been revised to
include the March 2001 sampling event for stations B1 and B5. Station
B3 was not sampled during the March 2001 sampling event.

The results of the Nov. 1999 sampling event for station B2 were not
included in the semi-annual report provided by Sarasota County.
Please verify that the data included in the summary table for this
sampling event is appropriate.

Response:  Although not originally provided in the semi-annual
report, data for the November 1999 sampling event for station B2 were
available and were added to the revised groundwater monitoring plan
evaluation.

12, Section 5 — Ground Water Levels and Flow

It is indicated that the influence of the two extreme results of the ten

hydraulic tests conducted on surficial aquifer wells (P-1 and P-4) was
reduced by using a geometric mean. Please note that unless there is
evidence that the hydraulic tests or the construction of wells P-1 or P-4 are
considered to be non-representative of the surficial aquifer, it is not
considered appropriate to bias the data set. Please revise the ground water
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velocity calculations by using an arithmetic mean of all ten hydraulic test
results for the surficial aquifer.

Response:  The arithmetic mean of all 10 tests changes the calculated
maximum groundwater velocity from 33 ft/yr to 85 ft/yr. The reason for this
increase is the single value for P-1 of 159 ft/d. The 159 ft/d value was
determined for aquifer material described as "silty fine sand." Review of
representative values of hydraulic conductivity published in Groundwater
Hydrology, 1980, Table 3.1, by John Wiley & Sons, Inc., lists the hydraulic
conductivity for silt at 0.08 meters/day (0.02 ft/d) and fine sand at 2.5
meters/day (8.2 ft/d).

-The description of "silty fine sand," and the published representative values for
hydraulic conductivity indicate the 159 ft/d value is too high to accurately
represent silty fine sand.

-The 159 ft/d value is inconsistent with the magnitude of nine other values for
the surficial aquifer.

-The P-1 site where the 159 ft/d values was measured is located approximately
2,500 feet west of the landfill while several of the other sites are located on and
around the landfill.

The arithmetic mean for the nine sites (without P-1) is 8.1 ft/d, which is
consistent with the representative value for fine sand. This is the descriptor used
in each of the lithologic descriptions for all 10 test sites. This value is similar to
the geometric mean value calculated from eight tests after removing the highest
and lowest value from the series. The arithmetic mean for the nine sites would
reduce the calculated maximum groundwater velocity calculation from 33 to 29
ft/yr. In our opinion, the 33 ft/yr calculation continues to be a reasonable
estimate of the maximum groundwater velocity in the surficial aquifer based on
the available data.

It is noted that the summary of ground water elevations provided in
Appendix E (Water Level Data and Potentiometric Maps) appears to be
inconsistent with data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual
sampling events. Please check the elevation reported at well MW-9 for Nov.
1999.

Response: A math error was found in the data for the semi-annual Nov.
1999 sampling event. The data provided in Appendix F (Water Level Data and
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Potentiometric Maps) is correct.

It is noted that contour maps E-2 and E-3 appear to be strongly affected by
the elevation reported at well MW-9. Please also note that the semi-annual
report prepared by Sarasota County dated January 10, 2002 indicated that
an incorrect elevation has been reported at MW-9 since the well was
repaired (date of repair not provided). Please verify that the ground water
elevations reported for MW-9 reflect the measuring point elevation change
and modify the contour maps, gradient calculation, and ground water
velocity calculation as necessary.

Response:  The groundwater elevations reported for MW-9 do reflect the
measuring point elevation change. The contour maps, gradient calculation, and
groundwater velocity calculations used the most current elevation data.
However, it is acknowledged that MW-9 strongly affects the contour maps.
Following installation of replacement monitoring wells and the associated
surveying, a new contour map of the surficial aquifer will be prepared to check
the representativeness of the previous maps. If the new contour map appears to
substantively affect hydrogeologic evaluations presented in the groundwater
monitoring plan evaluation or in the enclosed responses, additional evaluation
will be performed and submitted to the FDEP.

Please indicate if existing monitor wells MW-3, MW-5, MW-6 and MW-7,
and any other wells or piezometers are available to be included in routine
ground water level measurements. Please indicate if including surface
water elevations for the staff gauges located on Figure 2-1 would help to
further characterize ground water flow in the surficial aquifer.

Response:  Monitoring Wells MW-6 and MW-7 were abandoned. The
monitoring program has been revised to include monitoring Wells MW-3 and
MW-5 in the routine groundwater level measurements. The Groundwater
Monitoring Plan Addendum is enclosed.

13.  Section 6 — Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a.

The statement that all well screens with the exception of MW-9 intercept
the seasonal low water level appears to be inconsistent with Table 6-1,
which indicates that the well screens are always submerged at MW-2, MW-
4 and MW-12. Please review and revise as appropriate.

Response:  Table 6-1 has been revised to reflect the most current
construction details. Based on the table, the following wells have screens which
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are submerged at various times during the period of record. Consequently, MW-
1, MW-2, MW-4, MW-11, and MW-12 should be replaced to correct this
condition.

The statement that a water sample has been able to be collected from each
well is inconsistent with the semi-annual reports prepared by Sarasota
County. Please note that samples have not been collected from well MW-2
for the April 2001 and September 2001 sampling events. Please refer to the
semi-annual report prepared by Sarasota County dated January 10, 2002
that includes a proposal to replace well MW-2 and revise this section as
appropriate. The development of an alternate well location and
construction details for the proposed replacement well should be submitted
for review and approval as part of the permit renewal.

Response:  The text has been revised to indicate that MW-2 was purged dry
in April 2001. MW-2 will be replaced as indicated below and included in the
Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum. Proposed construction characteristics
are included in the Addendum in Table 4-1. The replacement well will be
installed immediately adjacent to the MW-2 location and MW-2 will be
abandoned.

It is indicated that wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12 may
need to be replaced with wells that are constructed to intercept the water
table surface. Please provide alternate well locations, identification
numbers, and construction details (including a justification of proposed top
and bottom well screen elevations) to meet the requirements of Rule 62-
701.510(3)(d)3, F.A.C.

Response:  These monitoring wells will be replaced with monitoring wells
that have screens that intercept the historical high and low water table surfaces.
Table 4-1 of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Addendum lists the proposed
construction characteristics of the wells. With the exception of replacement
wells for MW-11 and MW-12, all replacement wells will be constructed
immediately adjacent to the wells they are replacing the original wells will be
abandoned. Because of limitations of land surface elevation there are times
when some of the replacement monitoring well screens will be submerged.
However, with the replacement of these wells we are decreasing the frequency
of submergence. Replacement wells for MW-11 and MW-12 will be
constructed near them but within approximately 50 feet of the waste cells.

It is indicated that the existing detection wells were located more than 50
feet from the edge of the liner due cell layout and access roads, and it is
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estimated to take less than six months for potential contaminants to reach
the edge of the zone of discharge. It is proposed that the zone of discharge
be expanded to accommodate the detection well siting constraints. Please
note that the zone of discharge is defined by rule, cannot be modified at a
District level by letter or permit, but must be authorized by an alternate
procedure. Please revise this section to either relocate the detection wells
closer to the edge of the liner or increase the ground water sampling
frequency to comply with the intent of Rules 62-701.510(3)(a) and (3)(b),
F.A.C.

Response:  The text has been revised to indicate that at 33 ft/yr, or 16.5 feet
per six months (the frequency of sampling), contaminants could potentially
reach the edge of the zone of discharge in less than six months only from MW-
12. MW-12 will be replaced as discussed above and at that time moved to
provide an adequate distance from the edge of the zone of discharge. Although
MW-11 is located an adequate distance from the zone of discharge, it also will
be replaced due to screen submergence conditions. The replacement well will be
moved to within 50 feet of the waste cell.

It is indicated that termination of monitoring at the surface water stations
other than B2 and B4R should be considered. Please revise this section to
indicate if the County will request a reduction in the number of surface
water monitoring stations.

Response:  The section has been revised to reflect the County's request to
remove all except B2 and B4R surface water monitoring stations from the
monitoring plan.

As indicated in review comment No. 11.e., the Department does not wholly
accept the assertion that leachate does not appear to be contributing to
contaminants found in the surficial aquifer. Please revise this section to be
consistent with the revisions to leachate sampling presented in Section 2 of
the Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation regarding sampling
locations, sample compositing, sampling frequency and parameters.

Response: The section has been revised to reflect proposed changes in the
groundwater monitoring plan to improve its effectiveness.

14.  Section 7 — Landfill Design and Operation Effectiveness: As indicated in review
comment Nos. 11.b. and 11.c., the Department does not wholly accept the assertion
that parameters reported in the detection wells have not resulted from landfill
activities. Please revise this section to reference the trends reported for ammonia
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(elevated at MW-9), arsenic (elevated at MW-9, increasing at MW-8), cadmium
(elevated and erratic at MW-8), iron (increasing at MW-8, elevated at MW-9), lead
(increasing at MW-8), and vanadium (increasing at MW-8).

. Response:  Sections prior to Section 7 provide findings. However, a paragraph has
been added to Section 7 that reflects the concerns regarding findings at MW-8 and MW-
9 and the proposed modifications to the groundwater monitoring program to improve its

effectiveness.

If you have any question on the information provided, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

u‘ PrOJe«,t Managc: T
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cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County
» Susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
John Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa

Raymond J. Dever, P.E., DEE %7/

Vice President ¢
SCS ENGINEERS
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Environmental Consultants . . 3012 U.S. Highway 301 .’\ ' 813 621-0080

‘ i Svite 700 FAX 813 623-6757
Tampa, FL 33619-2242

November 9, 2001
File No. 09201010.03 .

| CORRES
Mr. Gary Bennett | , FILE
Solid Waste Operations Manager
Solid Waste Operations Division

4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, Florida 34275

Subject: Updated Annual NMOC Emission Rates (Tier 2)
Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex

Dear Mr Bennett:

SCS Engineers (SCS) is pleased to present this update of projected non-methane organic
compound (NMOC) emissions from the subject site. The purpose of this letter is to '
confirm the findings in the Tier 2 report (dated December 4, 2000) by verifying that
annual NMOC emissions for the period 2000-2004 are less than 50 Mg/yr.

The Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) is subject to the EPA’s
. New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) guidelines, because its design capacity
(about 2.8 million tons) is greater than 2.5 million megagrams (Mg). As a result, the
Landfill has estimated its annual NMOC emissions via Tier 2 sampling, which was
conducted in September 2000 (see Tier 2 report dated December 4, 2000). At that time,
the NMOC emission rate for 2000 was estimated to be 7.1 Mg, based on the Tier 2
NMOC concentration of 247 parts per million (ppm) and the waste in place at the time.

The NSPS requires landfills to estimate annual NMOC emissions on a yearly basis.
Alternatively, landfills are permitted to project anticipated emissions in five-year
increments. As such, SCS has projected the annual NMOC emissions for the CCSWDC
for the period 2000 through 2004 using the EPA’s Landfill Gas Emission Model
(LandGEM). The maximum NMOC emission during this period is 18.7 Mg/yr in 2004,
which is less than the NSPS threshold limit of 50 Mg/yr. Therefore, unless actual waste
acceptance rates during this period exceed the projected rate of 300,000 tons per year, no
further action is required until 2005, at which time the CCSWDC is required to repeat
Tier 2 sampling to update its site-specific NMOC concentration. A copy of our modeling
results, showing projected NMOC emission rates, is attached.

™ FLORIDADEPARTMENTOF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

. JUN 2 82007

SOUTHWESTDISTRICT
TAMPA

Offices Nationwide a
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Following your review of this letter, should you have any questions or desire more
information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

> b

Sp~Joshua G. Roth
Project Engineer

?//Z A

John A. Banks, P.E
Project Manager
SCS ENGINEERS

JGR/JAB/jr
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. PROJECTION OF ANNUAL NMOC EMISSIONS
CENTRAL COUNTY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL COMPLEX
SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA

Model Parameters

Lo : 170.00 m"3 / Mg (Tier 2 Default Value)

k : 0.05 1/yr (Tier 2 Default Value)

NMOC : 247.00 ppmv (Tier 2 Site-Specific Testing)
Methane : 50.0 % volume

Year Opened : 1998

Filling Rate Refuse in Place NMOC Emission Rate
_ Mg  Mghn
1998 99,450 0 0
1999 251,192 90,220 14
2000 264,221 318,100 4.7
. 2001 300,000 557,800 8.1
2002 300,000 830,000 11.8
2003 300,000 1,102,000 15.3
2004 300,000 1,374,000 ‘ 18.7
2005 300,000 1,646,000 21.9
2006 300,000 1,918,000 24.9

Notes:
1. Future filling rates conservatively estimated to be 300,000 tons per year.
2. Fill history based on information provided by Sarasota County.
3. NMOC concentration based on Tier 2 sampling conducted in September 2000.
4. Emissions estimates made using the EPA's Landfill Gas Emission Model (LandGEM).
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.B. DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Provide brief description of disposal facility design and operations planned under
this application:

The disposal facility consists of five (5) phases. Phase I consists of five (5) cells with approximate

dimensions of 1,300 feet by 400 feet. The cells are lined with a composite liner of 60 mil HDPE and 12

inches of clay (with a permeability of K<1x10-8 cm/sec).

2. Facility site supervisor: Gary Bennett

Title: Solid Waste Operations Manager Telephone: (941) 486-2600

gbennett@co.sarasota.ft.us
E-Mail address (if available)

3. Disposal area: Total 35 acres; Used 44 acres; Available 11 acres.
4. Weighing scales used: [v] Yes [ 1 No

5. Security to prevent unauthorized use: [v] Yes [ ] No

6. Charge for waste received: $/yds® 63.77 $/ton

7. Surrounding land use, zoning:

[v] Residential [ ] Industrial

[v] Agricultural [ ] None

[ ] Commercial [ 1 Other Describe: Government Use
8. Types of waste received:

[vl Residential [vl] C & D debris

[v] Commercial [v] Shredded/cut tires

[ ] Incinerator/WTE ash [vl Yard trash

[vl] Treated biomedical [ ] Septic tank

[v] Water treatment sludge [v] Industrial

[ ] Air treatment sludge {v] Industrial sludge

{v] Agricultural [v] Domestic sludge

[v] Asbestos

[ ] Other Describe:
9. Salvaging permitted: [ ] Yes [vl No
10. Attendant: [v] Yes [ ] No Trained operator: [v] Yes [ ] No
11. Spotters: Yes [v] No [ ] Number of spotters used: 1
12. Site located in: [ ] Floodplain [ 1 Wetlands [ 1 Other

[ FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
JUN 2 R 2007
DEP FORM 62-701.900(1)

fffective 05-27-01
Page 6 of 40 SOUTHV¥_§§1;EISTRICT
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.M. WATER QUALITY AND LEACHATE MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (62-701.510, FAC)
] LOCATION N/A N/C
v Section M 1. Water quality and leachate monitoring plan shall be

submitted describing the proposed ground water, surface
water and leachate monitoring systems and shall meet at
least the following requirements;

v Section M a. Based on the information obtained in the
hydrogeological investigation and signed, dated
and sealed by the PG or PE who prepared it;
(62-701.510(2) (a) ,FAC)

v b. All sampling and analysis preformed in
accordance with Chapter 62-160, FAC;
(62-701.510(2) (b) ,FAC)

c. Ground water monitoring requirements;
(62-701.510(3) ,FAC)

App. A 6-1 (1) Detection wells located downgradient from
and within 50 feet of disposal units;
v (2) Downgradient compliance wells as required;
v App. A 6-1 (3) Background wells screened in all aquifers

below the landfill that may be affected by
the landfill;

. v (4) Location information for each monitoring
well;
App. A Fig. 2-1 v (5) Well spacing no greater than 500 feet

apart for downgradient wells and no
greater than 1500 feet apart for
upgradient wells unless site specific
conditions justify alternate well

spacings;
v App. AAG6I (6) Well screen locations properly selected;
v (7) Procedures for properly abandoning

monitoring wells;

v (8) Detailed description of detection sensors
if proposed.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION |

e ey M Y
JiiN 2 R 2007
DEP FORM 62-701.900(1)
Effective 05-27-01

SOUTHWEST DISTRICT
Page 32 of 40 TAMPA




‘; LOCATION

v App. A 6-2

v Section M-2

v App. A 6-4

v Section M-4

v Section M-3

DEP FORM 62-701.900(1)
Effective 05-27-01

!\ |\

[« [+

PART M CONTINUED
Surface water monitoring requirements;
(62-701.510(4) , FAC)

(1) Location of and justification for all
proposed surface water monitoring points;

(2) Each monitoring location to be marked and
its position determined by a registered
Florida land surveyor;

Leachate sampling locations proposed;
(62-701.510(5), FAC)

Initial and routine sampling frequency and
requirements; (62-701.510(6),FAC)

(1) Initial background ground water and
surface water sampling and analysis
requirements;

(2) Routine leachate sampling and analysis
requirements;

(3) Routine monitoring well sampling and

analysis requirements;

(4) Routine surface water sampling and
analysis requirements.

Describe procedures for implementing evaluation
monitoring, prevention measures and corrective
action as required; (62-701.510(7) ,FAC)

Water gquality monitoring report requirements;
(62-701.510(9) ,FAC)

(1) Semi-annual report requirements;

(2) Bi-annual report requirements signed,
dated and sealed by PG or PE.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF .
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION |

JUN 2 8 72007

SOUTHWEST DISTRICT
TAMPA
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June 21, 2002
SECTIONJ

GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION REQUIREMENTS

J.1 GEOTECHNICAL SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT

No substantial change to the geotechnical investigation at CCSWDC has occurred since the
previous Operations Permit Application submittal. The report titled “Geotechnical Evaluation
and Hydrogeological Survey and Groundwater Monitoring Plan Sarasota Central Landfill
Complex, Sarasota County, Florida” by Ardaman and Associates, Inc., March 10, 1992, was
previously submitted to the Department in support of the construction permit application for
this facility. A copy of this report was provided to the Department on June 30, 2002.

J.2 SIGNED AND SEALED REPORT -

No substantial change to the geotechnical investigations at CCSWDC has occurred since the
previous Operations Permit Application submittal, thus a signed and sealed report is not
included.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF |
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

. T Y 8 2002

SOUTHWEST DISTRICT
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Environmental Consultants . 3012 U.S. Highway 301 s. 813 621-0080
Suite 700 4 FAX 813 623-6757

Tompa, FL 33619-2242

April 29, 2002
File No. 09201024.01

D.E.P,
Kim Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection APR 2 9 2002
Southwest District sothest Distr'\cﬂa“\pa
3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619

Subject: Sarasota County, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
Operations Permit Renewal, Pending Permit No. 130542-002-SO
Waste Tire Facility Permit Renewal, Pending Permit No. 126775-001-WT

Dear Mr. Ford:

Sarasota County has submitted the above referenced permit applications and has received
requests for additional information (RFI) for each application. SCS Engineers is assisting the
County with the responses to your requests.

We anticipate providing a complete response to the Waste Tire Facility permit application
RF1 by May 30, 2002. We also anticipate providing a complete response to the landfill
operations permit RFI by June 29, 2002.

Please let us know immediately if this proposed schedule is not acceptable to the Department.

Sincerely,
* John A. Banks, P.E. Raymond J. Dever, P.E., D.E.E.
Project Manager Vice President
SCS ENGINEERS SCS ENGINEERS
cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County

Offices Nationwide a
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush ' 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

Januvary 22, 2002

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

Solid Waste Operations
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: Yard Trash Mulch and Soil Mixture for Initial Cover
Permit No.: S058-299180, Sarasota County '

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The Department has no objection to the use of a yard trash mulch and
soil mixture for initial cover subject to the following conditions:

1. A sample of the mixture shall be screened periodically and upon
request by the Department to confirm that 100% passes a 2"
screen, 85% passes %" screen, and 70% passes a %" screen; and

2. The mixture shall be applied in a 6 inch compacted layer.

If any inspections disclose problems with use of the cover mixture,
such as failure to maintain normal operation and prevent ponding and
leachate discharge outside the active disposal area, approval may be
discontinued. If you have any questions you may call me at (813)
744-6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,
A

‘ /
Kim B. Ford, P.E.

So0lid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab

cc: Paul Wingler, P.E., Sarasota County
%§ Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.
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9.0 Landfill Gas Migration Monitoring Program

Section 5
Operations Plan

A landfill gas migration monitoring program will be implemented to prevent explosions and fires
outside of the limits of waste disposal, off-site odors and damage to vegetation. Monitoring will be
conducted for the percent of the lower explosive limit for methane (LEL). The regulatory threshold for
on-site structures is 25% of the LEL. The regulatory threshold for the landfill property boundary is 100%
of the LEL. Monitoring shall be conducted quarterly in accordance with the regulations. If a regulatory
exceedance is detected during routine monitoring, the landfill operator will submit a remediation plan
within seven days to the FDEP. The plan will detail the nature and extent of the migration and the
proposed remedy. The remedy will be complete/implemented within 60 days of the detection unless
otherwise approved by the FDEP.

If migrating landfill gas is detected greater than 25 percent of the LEL for methane at any
monitoring probe, a temporary monitoring probe will be established 50 feet in the direction opposite from
the landfill. The temporary probe will be monitored on a monthly basis for at least one quarter and until
monitoring of the temporary probe indicates zero percent of the LEL for methane.

The landfill gas migration monitoring program for CCSWDC will include monitoring of the
landfill perimeter monitoring locations shown on Sheet E-1, inside the maintenance building, and any
enclosed structures that are constructed on-site. A Scott Aviation Gas Tester Model G15 or equivalent
will be used. The monitoring locations will consist of a probe as shown on Figure 5-4. The probes will
be located at the toe of the landfill berm. A 3.25 inch hollow-stem auger (6.5 inch diameter borehole)
will be advanced to a depth of seven feet below ground surface. This depth represents an average
seasonal low water tablé elevation (5-7 feet below ground surface). The one-inch well screen will extend
from seven feet below ground surface to two feet below ground surface. The one-inch well riser will
extend from two feet below ground surface to three feet above ground surface. The annular space will be '
backfilled with pea gravel. Six inches of select sand backfill will be placed over the gravel pack. A one-

foot thick bentonite seal will be placed over the select sand backfill. Six inches of compacted native soil

Section 9.0 Revised August 1998 5-27
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: . ‘ Section 5
Operations Plan
will placed on the one foot bentonite seal. The probe will have a labcock valve installed to allow a
positive seal to be made. The probe will be encased in a protective alumi_num casing.

The landfill gas migration monitoring locations include six landfill gas monitoring probes as
described and numbered GP-1 through GP-6. On-site structures shall also be monitored. These structures
will be numbered GM-1, GM-2, etc. Currently, one structure exists on-site, the maintenance building
(GM-1). An additional structure will be constructed in the construction and demolition debris processing
area and will be designated GM-2. Additional structures erected on-site will be designated with the next
available number, e.g. GM-3, and added to the list of locations monitored quarterly.

Other on-site structures are remotely located relative to the permitted disposal area. These
structures, the scalehouses and administration building, are located over 3,400 feet from the landfill
footprint. There are no man-made underground conduits for migrating landfill gas to travel through to
reach these facilities. If migrating landfill gas is detected above the regulatory threshold at any of the
probe locations, these buildings will be checked as a safety precaution. This will continue quarterly until

such time as the threat of migrating landfill gas dissipates or is mitigated.

10.0 Stormwater Management System

The landfill stormwater management system for CCSWDC is discussed in Section
2.h.(c) — Stormwater System.
11.0 Equipment and Operation Feature Requirements
11.a. Adequate In-Service Equipment

Equ'ipment proposed for the Sarasota County Landfill will include the equipment listed
Table 5-1. The exact equipment complement may vary from time to time and additional
equipment will be acquired if needed. Two roll-off containers will be placed in the yard waste

compost area and the other at the Class I landfill area.
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® Department of o
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

January 26, 2001

Mr. Paul Wingler, P.E.
Solid Waste Operations
Sarasota County

4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: CCSWDC - Stormwater Removal from Tank
Permit #£S058-299180, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Wingler:

The Department has no objection to the stormwater removal from the secondary
containment of the tank as described in your January 8, 2001 letter subject to the
following conditions:

1. Stormwater in the secondary containment shall be inspected to verify the
absence of color and oily sheen. Stormwater with visible color or oily
sheen shall not be discharged to the stormwater network but pumped to the
primary leachate tank.

2. Specific conductance of the stormwater in the secondary containment shall
not be more than 50% above the specific conductance of water in the nearest
downstream stormwater pond or shall not exceed 1,275 umho/cm, whichever is
greater.

3. Turbidity of the stormwater in the secondary containment shall not be more
than 29 NTU above the turbidity of water in the nearest downstream
stormwater pond.

4. Results of visual inspection for color and oily sheen and field measurements
of specific conductance and turbidity shall be documented for each pumping
event.

5. Leachate records shall be adjusted and notated for each stormwater removal

event to reduce the amount of rainfall into the primary leachate tank that
will be reported as leachate.

If you have any questions please call me at (813) 744-6100, extensions 382.

Singerely,

C\{(A\,:/L 8
Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management
KBF/ab
cct Gary Bennett, Sarasota County
Don Shaulis, Sarasota County
& Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa
:ﬁweohn Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Lawton Chiles 3804 Coconut Palm Drive Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

November 2, 1998

Mr. Mark Triplett, P.E.
Sarasota County

Solid Waste Operations
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: SCSWDC - Operation Revisions
Permit #S058-299180, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Triplett:

The Department has no objection to the deviations regarding increased
sideslopes and sump operation levels as described in your October 27,
1998 letter and attachments subject to the following conditions:

1. Outside slopes shall not exceed 33% (3 to 1); and

2. Sump operation levels shall limit the leachate head above the
liner as specified in F.A.C. Rule 62-701.400(3) (b).

You are advised that a request for a permit modification for the
revised sequence of filling and $250 processing fee is required
according to FAC Rule 62-4.050(4) (q)5. The change involves minor
technical changes which involves new work. Construction details with
cross-sections and elevations are required for review.

Oon all future correspondence, please include Robert Butera on
distribution. If you have any questions you may call me at (813)
744-6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,

S T

Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab
cc: Gary Bennett, Sarasota County
beobert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.




SARASOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT
SARASOTA, FLORIDA

Utilities Department
Solid Waste Operations Division

4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, Florida 34275
Telephone (941) 486-2600
FAX (941) 486-2620

October 27, 1998

Kim B. Ford, P.E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619

Re: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex - Permit Number SO5 8-299180
Deviations from Operating Plan

Dear Mr. Ford:

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Department with notice that we are deviating from the
approved operating plan. These deviations include revising the operating levels on the leachate sump
pumps and the slope angle for the outside refuse fill slopes.

The operating levels on the leachate sump pump in cell one were modified August 7, 1998, in accordance
with verbal approval granted by the Department to aid in reducing the frequency of maintenance
associated with cleaning the screen surrounding the transducer. This frequent cleaning was in response to
biofouling of the screen. The operating levels currently programmed will remain if effect because of the
positive effect that has been observed, i.e. reduced pump maintenance. A revised Figure No. 5-3 will be
prepared and submitted to the Department.

The side slope angle deviation will be implemented immediately in accordance with our discussion during
the Department’s site visit of October 20, 1998. A request for a minor permit modification will be
submitted upon completion of the revised refuse fill plan drawings. Attached to this letter are excerpts
from previously performed slope stability analyses submitted to show that an allowable factor of safety is
achieved.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
/I 17# |
O M [
Mark Triplett, P.E.
Solid Waste Operations Division

Attachments N

RMT -

C Ed Norris, Sarasota Landfill Management
Robert J. Butera, P.E., FDEP - Tampa

i:\user\shared\projects\central county solid waste disposal plex\correspond fdep\notice of deviations from ops plan - 27 oct 98.doc

"Dedicated to Quality Service'
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Bl Ardaman & Associates, Inc.

May 31, 1990
File Number 89-135

Consultants in Soils, Hydrogeology.
Eoundations and Materials Testing

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.
6221 14th Street West, Suite 302
Bradenton, Florida 34207

Attention: Mr. John A. Banks, P.E.

4

Subject: Geotechnical Evaluation and Interim Hydrogeological Survey, Sarasota County
Central Landfill Complex, Sarasota, Florida

Gentlemen:

As requested and authorized by Mr. John Banks, we are pleased to present the results of our
Geotechnical Evaluation and Interim Hydrogeological Survey for the subject site.

This report has been prepared from data compiled to date and is intended as an interim report for
the exclusive use of Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. and Sarasota County for specific application to the
subject facility in accordance with generally accepted hydrogeological engineering practice. Included
is a geotechnical summary and foundation evaluation for the footprint of the proposed landfill.

It has been a pleasure assisting you on this phase of your project. Please do not hesitate to contact
the undersigned or our Mr. David G. Sawitzki if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,
& ASSOCIATES ANC.

Herbert G. Stangla ., P.E.
Senior Water Resources Engineer

Z

hn E. Garlanger, Py
rincipal S
Florida Registration No. 19782

DGS:ds

Enclosures

DACDM\89135\DS891351.CDM

8008 S. Orange Avenue (32809), Post Office Box 593003, Orlando, Florida 32859-3003 Phone (407) 855-3860 FAX (407) 859-8121
Offices in: Avon Park, Bartow, Bradenton, Cocoa, Fort Myers, Miami, Orlando, Port Charlotte, Port St. Lucie, Sarasota, Tallahassee, Tampa, W. Paim Beach

B
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*Camp Dresser & McKee In ' ‘
File Number 89-135 -6-

boring logs presented in Appendix A. The boring profiles and related information presented in this
report are based on the driller’s field logs and visual examination of soil samples in the laboratory.
The delineation between soil types shown on the logs is approximate and the description represents
our interpretation of subsurface soil conditions at the designated boring location. While the borings
are representative of subsurface soil conditions at their respective locations and for their respective
vertical distances, local variations characteristic of the subsurface materials are anticipated and may
be encountered. Surficial water level depths encountered at-each hole as well as hydrostatic water
level depths for particular holes (2nd depth reading on Boring Logs) as recorded by the drilling crew
are also included.

The results of our test borings indicate the following general soil profile:

Depth Below Ground
Surface (Feet) Soil Description ‘

From To

0 5 Gray to brown fine sand with organic material and roots. Standard
Penetration Test N-Values typically ranged from 4 to 25 in this zone.

5 18 Gray silty to clayey fine sand. Standard Penetration Test N-Values
typically ranged from 10 to 30.

19 40 Gray to brown clayey fine sand with significant amounts of rock
fragments. A solid rock layer, associated with circulation loss was
noted frequently (at variable depth) as were local loose zones, again
associated with circulation loss zones. Locally, a 3-10 foot thick layer
of stiff gray to green/gray clay was documented. Standard Penetration
Test N-Values were highly variable due to the presence of rock but
typically were not lower than 20.

40 100 Gray clayey fine sand to silty fine sand interbedded with layers

containing rock fragments. Solid rock layers, associated with
circulation loss were noted frequently (at variable depth) as were local
loose zones, again associated with circulation loss zones. Standard
Penetration Test N-Values were highly variable due to the presence of
rock but typically were not lower than 20.

The above soil profile is outlined in general terms only. Please refer to boring logs in Appendix A.
East - west and north - south geologic cross-sections through the proposed landfill site are on Figure
2 and presented in Figures 5 and 6.

FOUNDATION EVALUATION

Based upon the landfill design as reported to us by Mr. John Banks (Figure 7), the final landfill
configuration is proposed to have a maximum 33 percent slope. Since a 20 percent slope was also
of interest this configuration was also considered. In either case a 20-foot wide bench was placed at
elevation intervals of 20 feet. The overall height of the landfill will be 200 feet above grade and for
purposes of this evaluation it is assumed that the refuse will not be placed below grade and the water
table is at grade. Foundation analyses were performed for the critical landfill cross sections with both
possible configurations to determine the structural integrity of the landfill.



s

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 7 ' ' .

File Number 89-135 : -7-

A liner system was assumed to be a part of the landfill design. Based on the Class I landfill
distinction, a composite liner will be used. An underdrain system was assumed to lie directly above
the liner to remove any landfill leachate. The composite liner, as conceived will consist of a synthetic
liner directly on top of a clay liner.

The soil profile described in the previous section indicates several types of soil materials below the
landfill footprint. The surficial material is typically loose sandy material which has Standard
Penetration Test N-Values of between 5 and 20. Since the surficial loose organic material will be
removed, this material was not considered as a separate layer in the analyses. A stiff clay layer
(Standard Penetration Test N-Values of 15 to 20) with variable thickness (maximum 10 feet) at
depths ranging from 20 to 40 feet was found beneath a large section of the landfill footprint as were
loosely consolidated rock layers, however the predominant material below the surficial organic soil
was silty to clayey fine sand. )

A unit weight of 45 pcf and an angle of internal friction of 26° was assumed for the landfill refuse
material. The friction angle at the soil-liner interface was assumed to be 18°. Based on our
experience, use of these values will be conservative, i.e., the actual factor of safety is probably higher
than we calculated. The underlying clayey to silty fine sand was assumed to be saturated and was
given a buoyant unit weight of 65 pcf and a friction angle of 30°.

Foundation analyses included sliding block through the refuse and at the soil-liner interface and
circular arc stability analyses through the refuse and foundation as shown in Figure 7. A minimum
factor of safety of 1.5 was calculated for the 33 percent slope option while the minimum factor of
safety for the 20 percent slope option was 2.2. A factor of safety of 1.5 is generally considered
adequate for these types of analyses.

The stiff clay layer (maximum 10 feet) found at depths ranging from 20 to 40 feet was analyzed for
settlement potential. Assuming a 200-foot high landfill the increased surcharge would be
approximately 9000 psf. This clay had a moisture content of 20 percent and a Liquid Limit of 40
percent. The resulting analysis indicates a maximum settlement of 2 inches in the clay layer.

The above foundation analyses are applicable to the landfill design and liner system as described
above. Should there be any change in the design or materials to be used, Ardaman and Associates,
Inc. should be notified so that further analyses may be performed incorporating any changes.

No geotechnical siting factor is apparent from the geotechnical investigation completed to date that
would preclude use of the site for a Class I landfill.
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Ardaman & Associates, Inc.

w  Geotechnical, Environmental and : March 10, 1992
28 Materials Consultants File Number 89-135

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.
201 Montgomery Avenue
Sarasota, Florida 34243

Attention: Mr. John A. Banks, P.E. ,
Subject:  Geotechnical Evaluation, Hydrogeological Survey and Groundwater Monitoring Plan,
Sarasota County Central Landfill Complex, Sarasota, Florida

Gentlemen:

As requested by Mr. John Banks and authorized by Camp Dresser & McKee Inc., we are pleased
to present the results of our Geotechnical Evaluation, Hydrogeological Survey and Groundwater
Monitoring Plan for the subject site. Borrow and foundation evaluations are included for the
project.

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) and
Sarasota County for specific application to the subject facility in accordance with generally

accepted geotechnical and hydrogeological engineering practice. No other warranty, expressed
or implied, is made.

It has been a pleasure assisting you on this phase of the project. Please do not hesitate to
contact the undersigned or our Mr. David G. Sawitzki if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,
AR N SSOCI TES,/NC.

Herbert G. Stangland, Jr.,
Senior Wateysj Resource

A

hn E. Garlanger, Ph.D., P.E.
rincipal

Florida Registration No. 19782

.E.
ngineer
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Enclosures
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would need to be separated and stockpiled for such use as necessary during excavation of daily

and intermediate cover. Additional investigation would be required to determine how and if this
concept could be implemented cost effectively.

The presence of rock layers at the study site may also present excavation problems. Although
not continuous over the entire site, rock layers were encountered at depths of less than 20 feet
and soil samples containing rock fragments and SPT "N-Values" greater than 50 biows per 12
inches were also quite common at depths less than 20 feet. Several rock cores were retrieved
in the field and laboratory test data for to these cores is presented in Table 8. Although classified
as very poor rock, this material may require blasting where its removal is necessary.

Borrow materials can be excavated from the designated borrow areas either in the wet, using a
dragline, or in the dry, using scraper pans. The dewatering system for excavating'in the dry may
consist of a perimeter ditch and one or more sumps. The sump discharge water would need to

be placed in environmentally acceptable areas, e.g., in the stormwater retention ponds, to
minimize potential adverse environmental impacts.

Foundation Evaluation

Foundation analyses were performed for the critical landfill cross section to determine the
structural integrity of the landfill and foundation soils. Based upon the proposed landfill design
provided to us by CDM (Figure 3), the final landfili configuration will have side slopes of 5H:1V
with 20-foot wide benches placed at elevation intervals of 20 feet. This results in an overall
landfill slope of 5.7H:1V as measured from natural ground to the crest of the landfill (see Figure
16). The overall height of the landfill will be 100 feet above grade and no refuse is to be placed
below grade. Either a composite or double synthetic bottom liner system will be a part of the
landfill design. A synthetic drainage net and geotextile filter fabric which together could comprise

the primary leachate collection and removal system are to lie directly above either liner scenario
to maintain the hydraulic head close to the liner surface.

The soil profile indicates several soil types directly beneath the landfill footprint. The surficial
soils, from O to 18 feet below ground surface, are typically medium to dense sandy materials with
varying amounts of silt and clay and have Standard Penetration Test "N-Values" ranging from 5
10 20. It was assumed that any unsuitable surficial organic or soft materials will be removed prior
to liner construction and this material was not considered in the analyses. Underlying the sandy
surficial soils were silty to clayey fine sands with significant rock and shell fragments and higher
Standard Penetration Test “N-Values", typically ranging between 15 and greater than 50 blows
per12inches. A stiff clay layer (average of all Standard Penetration Test "N-Values" equal to 21)
with variable thickness (maximum 10 feet) was encountered at depths ranging from 18 to 40 feet
beneath a large section of the landfill footprint, as were loosely consolidated rock layers. The
predominant material below the surficial soil deposits, however, is silty to clayey fine sands.
Below a depth of 50 feet, high SPT "N-Values" (greater than 50 blows per 12 inches) were
encountered. The clayey to silty fine sand underlying the proposed landfill was assumed to be
saturated (i.e. the water table was placed at the natural ground surface) and was given a buoyant

unit weight of 65 pcf and a friction angle of 30°. A unit weight of 45 pct and an angle of internal
friction of 26° was assumed for the landfill refuse material. ‘

The natural ground foundation soils underlying the proposed landfill footprint are very dense and
competent and our stability analyses document that they will provide adequate support for the
proposed waste fill materials. The critical element controliing stability of the proposed landfill is
the synthetic liner and underdrain system. The HDPE liner material is typically very smooth and
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has a much lower friction angle than most earthen construction materials. The smooth liner
sunace is particularly critical at the interface of the liner with other geotextiles, resulting in a
relatively high potential for sliding at the contact interface.

There are four basic material interfaces in either bottom liner and underdrain scenario that need
1o be evaluated. These include: 1) HDPE liner to underlying soil, 2) HDPE liner to HDPE
drainage net, 3) HDPE drainage net to geotextile and 4) geotextile to soil cover. After the final
material selections are made for the liner and underdrain construction, we recommend that the
coefficient of friction for each of the interface materials be established by laboratory testing of the
actual materials used in construction. These data should then be used to refine the preliminary
stability analyses presented in this report.

Based on a literature review and our experience with similar lines and geotextile materials, we
have determined that the critical condition of sliding (i.e., lowest coefficient of friction) will most
likely occur at the interface of the HDPE liner with the HDPE drainage net. Reported values of
friction in the literature available to us indicate considerable variation, depending on material type
and manufacturer, however our experience combined with a recent evaluation of a landfill stability
failure (Mitchell, Seed and Seed, 1990 and Seed, Mitchell and Seed, 1990) indicate that a value
of 8° is appropriate.

We have performed preliminary stability analyses including translational sliding failure at the
HDPE liner - HDPE drainage net interface and circular arc stability analyses as shown in Figure
16. A minimum factor of safety of 1.6 was calculated for the translational type failure while a
minimum factor of safety of 2.6 was calculated for a circular arc type failure which passed almost

entirely through the refuse. A factor of safety of 1.5 is generally considered adequate for these
types of analyses.

The total foundation settlement resulting from the proposed landfill has been predicted based on
the 100-foot high proposed landfill design and considering a refuse unit weight of 45 pcf. The
total load applied by the landfill at the maximum height will be 4,500 Ib/ft?>. Standard Penetration
Test borings TH-1 through TH-26 were used to establish conditions beneath the proposed landfill
and based on this information it was concluded that only the shallow 18 feet of sandy soils and
the stiff clay layer underlying the first hard layer will contribute to settlements.

Settlements within the upper 18 feet of sandy soils were calculated using the method developed
by Peck and Bazaraa, (1969). This method correlates Standard Penetration Test "N-Values" with
the load necessary to induce a 1-inch settiement and then the actual settlement is calculated for

the actual load applied. This method results in approximately 2 inches of settlement for the
upper 18 feet of soils.

The stiff clay layer was evaluated for settlement potential using classical consolidation theory.
A laboratory consolidation test on an undisturbed sample of this clay resulted in a compression
index of 0.113 and a preconsolidation pressure of approximately 7,000 psf. The natural moisture
content of the clay was approximately 131% and the liquid and plastic limits were 327% and
106%, respectively resulting in a plasticity index of 221%. The present consolidation pressure
existing on the clay layer is approximately 2,100 psf and when the additional landfill load of 4,500
psf is considered the total stress on the clay will be approximately 6,600 psf. Our calculations
Indicate settiements of 2 inches or less will occur considering a 10-foot thick clay layer.

Combining the settlements calculated for the two layers the maximum expected foundation
settlement under the weight of the proposed landfill is 4 inches. This magnitude of settlement
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will not adversely affect the performance of the liner.

No adverse geotechnical siting factor is apparent from the geotechnical investigation that would
preclude use of the site for a Class I landfill.

Groundwater Impact Assessment

In our opinion, the potential for measurable groundwater impacts resulting from construction of
a properly designed solid waste disposal facility on the site are extremely remote even on the site
itself let alone on any adjacent properties, for example, the MacArthur Reserve Tract. Certainly,
measurable impacts, if any, would be limited to the immediate vicinity of the landfill, i.e., within
20 feet vertically and 100 feet horizontally of the liner.

A landfill on this site will not be permitted if the County cannot provide reasonable assurance that
the primary and secondary groundwater standards will be met at the edge of the zone of
discharge, i.e., at the base of the surficial aquifer directly beneath the liner and 100 feet adjacent
to the edge of the refuse. The FDER has developed very stringent design standards for landfill
liners and leachate collection systems. The most recent revisions to these design standards
require either composite or double liner systems beneath all Class | landfills. . During the various
revisions to the liner design standards which have occurred in the past 5 years, the performance
criteria have evolved from an allowable leakage of almost 2 inches per year to less than 0.003
inchesfyear. In terms of liner effectiveness, the liner design standard has evolved from one that
was 80 to 90 percent effective to one that is better than 99.97 percent effective in preventing the
movement of leachate through the liner system.

As shown by the water table maps contained on Figures 7 and 8, groundwater seepage beneath
the proposed Class | landfill is toward Cow Pen Slough Canal. Any predicted groundwater
impacts would occur beneath and downgradient from the landfill. There is no potential for
groundwater impacts upgradient from the landfill. For this reason, and because the site is
separated from the MacArthur Tract by the Myakka River, there is no potential for groundwater
from the proposed landfills to reach the MacArthur Tract through the surficial aquifer.

The production zone for the wells installed at the MacArthur Reserve is vertically separated from
the surficial aquifer by more than 100 feet of clay confining units. Itis our understanding that the
MacArthur Tract wells tap the upper Floridan aquifer, the top of which is approximately 450 feet
below land surface. Groundwater in this deeper production zone naturally flows vertically upward
into the intermediate aquifer and laterally from the MacArthur Reserve toward the Walton Tract.
Although pumping could reverse the gradient in the Floridan aquifer and across the confining
layer, the probability that a drop of groundwater from the site would enter the production zone

of the Upper Floridan aquifer on the MacArthur Tract within the next 1000 years is essentially
zero,

Groundwater Monitoring Plan

The following groundwater monitoring plan shows the location of the proposed monitoring wells,
construction details of the monitor wells, and water sampling and chemical analysis protocol for
the proposed Class I and Class III landfills.
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

March 29, 2002

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: CCSWDC Landfill - Operation Permit Renewal
Pending Permit No.: 130542-002-SO, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Bennett:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the permit renewal application,
received March 1, 2002, to continue to operate the existing Class I
landfill and related facilities.

This letter constitutes notice that a permit will be required for your
project pursuant to Chapter(s) 403, Florida Statutes.

Your application for a permit is incomplete. This is the Department’s
lst request for additional information. Please provide the
information listed below promptly. Evaluation of your proposed
project will be delayed until all requested information has been
received.

The following information is needed in support of the solid waste
application [Chapter 62-701, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.)].
Please provide:

1. 62-701.320(7). Specific references for the location of documents
or copies for the following: a) boundary survey; b) proof of
ownership - deeds with legal description; c) description of
recycling activities including a list of all recyclable materials
collected at the site and a description of management procedures
for each.

2. 62-701.320(10). Revisions to the referenced documents.
Supporting information for this pending permit renewal contains
references to previous applications and Engineering Reports, and
provides revisions. a) Reaffirm that the parts of the referenced
documents that were not revised are still valid. b) Changes in
the text being submitted as revisions should be provided as
replacement pages with page numbers and the date of revision.

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.




Mr. Gary Bennett . March 29,‘02
Page 2

62-701.330(3) (d) . Topographic map. a) An aerial (not more than
1 year old) and topographic map with a scale not greater than 200
feet to the inch with 5-foot (or less) contour intervals is
requested. This topographic map should verify landfill
development in conformance with design drawings. D) Some of the

referenced Attachment 10 Operation Drawings have been revised.
One full sized set and one reduced set (for use as an attachment
to the operations plan) with all revisions are requested. ¢)
Plan views showing grades required for proper drainage along
terrace swales are requested. d) Typical details for all
temporary and permanent drainage devices (letdown structures,
terraces, berms and swales) to convey stormwater from the top and
sides of filled areas without erosion are requested.

62-701.400(2). Drawings to show a) those areas including berms
and sideslopes that have been filled to design dimensions; and
b) following the proposed sequence for filling, which areas can
be closed first.

5. 62-701.400(6) (c). Clarification regarding the above ground
leachate storage tank including: a) a description of provisions
for the removal of accumulated precipitation from the secondary
containment area within 24 hours or when 10 percent of the
storage capacity is reached, whichever occurs first, and b) a
copy of the most recent inspection report for the interior
inspection of the tank (not more than 3 years old) showing all
items of deficiency have been corrected.

6. 62-701.400(10) . Gas control system. Documentation is required
to demonstrate that the landfill is exempt from installation of a
gas control system and to verify that the landfill is in
compliance with the air requirements listed in specific
conditions #41 of the current solid waste operation permit.

7. 62-701.410(2) . Specific references for the location of all
related geotechnical reports and supporting documents (or
copies).

8. 62-701.500. A comprehensive operations plan. Upon completion of

all revisions prior to permit renewal, the entire Operations Plan
and its attachments should be resubmitted (without strike-
throughs and underlining) with the date of the most recent
revisions on each page.

9. 62-701.500(1) . Training plan for landfill operators and
spotters. a) This plan must demonstrate compliance with 62-
701.320(15), (reference to 62-703 should be deleted). b) Confirm
that at least one trained spotter will be at each working face at
all times when the landfill receives waste to detect unauthorized
wastes from each load. c) Describe how spotters will identify
and manage any hazardous or prohibited materials. d) Include a
list and schedule of classes that will be attended for training.
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62-701.500(2) (b). The referenced contingency plan appears to
contain less detail for related activities than the operations
plan. All relevant and current information should be included
either as revisions to the referenced plan or as part of the new
operations plan.

62-701.500(2) (c). A list of all recyclable materials received at
the site and a description of related management procedures for
each.

62-701.500(2) (f). The referenced drawings for the sequence of
filling should be confirmed still valid or revised, and provided
as part of the operations plan. What is the percent slope to be
used for the top of each 1ift?

62-701.500(2) (h). The referenced drawing of the leachate
collection system should be provided as part of the operations
plan. How will ponding of water within the containment berms be
prevented?

62-701.500(2) (j). A description for cleaning of the leachate
collection system is requested.

62-701.500(3). A list of the documents to be kept as part of the
operating record is requested.

62-701.500(6). The load checking iﬁspection form should be
included as an attachment to the operations plan.

62-701.500(7) (e). A description and specifications for each type
of initial cover are requested.

62-701.500(7) (g). Timeframes for applying final cover are
requested. When will the first portion of Phase I (such as
external slopes) be completed to designed dimensions?
Confirmation of conformance to designed dimensions and details
for filled portions of Phase I is requested.

62-701.500(7) (j). Clarification regarding erosion control. a)
Is stormwater management for unused cells controlled “by grading”
or use of rain cell covers? b) The list of stormwater management
controls for used cells should include 1) maintaining internal
and external berms and 2) the use of terraces and letdown pipes.
c) How will temporary tarps be used to separate stormwater from
waste over waste filled areas? d) Typical details on a drawing
for each type of erosion control and stormwater management
control are requested.

62-701.500(8) (g). The leachate report form should be included as
an attachment to the operations plan.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

62-701.500(8) (h). The results of the most recent leachate
collection systems cleaning and inspection are requested.

62-701.500(9). Clarification regarding gas monitoring to
demonstrate compliance with 62-701.530(2). a) Why is gas
monitoring probe GP-4 located as shown on Figure L-1? Gas probes
should be located between the Class I landfill and on-site
structures. b) A gas probe should be located between the
landfill and the material recovery facility. «c¢) Why are the gas
probes designed with such a large pipe screen so close to the
surface? Typical details for gas probes show less than a 2-inch
diameter pipe and a bentonite layer separating the screen from
the surface. d) The design for a typical “temporary monitoring
station” is requested. e) The reference to “property boundary”
is unclear. The Department should be notified if the LEL is 100%
or greater in any of the external gas probes located along the
special exception boundary. f) What specific areas inside each
structure will be monitored?

62-701.500, .510, and .530. Responses and required supporting

" information in response to Mr. John Morris’ March 28, 2002

memorandum (attached). You may call Mr. Morris at (813) 744-
6100, extension 336 to discuss the items in his memorandum.

62-701.900(1). Revisions to the application form. Section B.3.
should indicate that total acres and available acres for Phase I
only since only Phase I has been constructed.

Please provide all responses that relate to engineering required for

design and operation, signed and sealed by a professional engineer.

All

descriptions of operational procedures provided as part of responses
should be included as revisions to the Operations Plan (Section L).

"NOTICE! Pursuant to the provisions'of Section 120.600, F.S., if the
Department does not receive a response to this request for information
within 90 days of the date of this letter, the Department may issue a

final order denying your application.

after you receive this letter, responding to as many of the information
requests as possible and indicating when a response to any unanswered

questions will be submitted.

days to develop, you should develop a specific time table for the
submission of the requested information for Department review and
consideration. Failure to comply with a time table accepted by the
Department will be grounds for the Department to issue a Final Order of

Denial for lack of timely response.

A denial for lack of information or

response will be unbiased as to the merits of the application. The

applicant can reapply as soon as the requested information is available.”

You need to respond within 30 days

If the response will require longer than 30
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You are requested to arrange a meeting with DEP staff to discuss the
items in this letter prior to responding. Please submit your response to

this letter as one complete package. If you have any questions you may
call me at (813) 744-6100, extension 382.

Sin?erely,

Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab
Attachment

cc: John Banks, P.E., SCS
Y’ Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa
” John Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa




~ Flor&x Department of
Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Kim Ford, P.E.
FROM: John R. Morris, P.G. . EM
DATE: March 28, 2002
SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO

I have reviewed the permit application materials submitted to the Department in support of the referenced
application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that was prepared by SCS
Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, received March 1, 2002. My review focused on the
hydrogeologic and environmental monitoring aspects of the renewal application. Please have the applicant
address the following review comments. The information requests have been referenced to sections of the
permit application and are also referenced to the sections of the supporting document where appropriate, as
presented below:

SECTION B - DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.12.: It is indicated that the property is recorded as a disposal site in the County Land Records.
Please indicate if this has been done to complete the requirements of Rule 62-701.610(5), F.A.C. Please
also provide a certified copy of the County record including the legal description and a scale-drawn map for
that part of the property that has been so recorded.

SECTION L - LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)
Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002
2. L.2.h.(2) - Leachate Management System

a. Collection System -- Please revise this section to refer to the figure requested in comment No. 5.

b. It is indicated that the stormwater in the secondary containment of the leachate storage tank will be
tested for specific conductance to determine the appropriate handling procedures. Please revise this
section of the Operations Plan to also indicate that the retained stormwater will be managed as leachate
if a visible sheen is present.

c. Please provide a site map that indicates which pond will be checked for specific conductance prior
to release of stormwater from the secondary containment of the leachate storage tank. Please also
indicate on this site map where the stormwater from the secondary containment of the leachate storage
tank will be released.

d. Please revise this section of the Operations Plan to indicate that a log will be maintained to
document releases of uncontaminated stormwater from the secondary containment of the leachate
storage tank (date, specific conductance measurements, sheen observation).

e. Leachate Monitoring - Please provide a revised Jeachate monitoring plan to reflect review comment
Nos. 9.b., and 9.c.

3. L.2.i. - Ground Water Monitoring System: Please provide a revised ground water monitoring plan
to reflect the proposed changes as indicated in comment Nos. 13.a. through 13.1.

"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”
Printed on recycled paper.

s_w/jrm/sarasota/corresp/sarasotacentrall .302.mem
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4. L.8.a. - Leachate Monitoring, Sampling and Analysis: Please revise this section to be consistent
with the revisions requested in review comment No. 2.e.

5. L.8.b. - Leachate Collection and Removal System: Please provide a leachate sampling figure that
reflects Attachment 10, Sheet 14, Detail E of the December 1996 Operations Permit Application for use as
a permit figure (no larger than 11 x 14 inches).

6. L.9. - Gas Monitoring Program
a. Please indicate how existing gas probes G-4, G-5 and G-6 will be properly abandoned.

b. Please indicate where existing gas monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 are located and why it is
considered appropriate that these locations no longer be monitored. Please include these locations on
Figure L-1 if it is considered appropriate to maintain these gas monitoring locations.

c. Please revise Figure L-1 to reference the proposed gas probe identification number as GP-4t.

d. It is indicated that the gas probe locations will monitor subsurface gas migration at the Jandfill
perimeter, but that a gas remediation plan will be submitted to the Department if landfill gas equals or
exceeds the LEL at the property boundary. Please note that in the absence of gas probes at the
property boundary, the data reported for the existing/proposed gas probes will be used to determine
the need to prepare a gas remediation plan.

7. Attachment L-2 — Contaminated Soil Acceptance Criteria: Please revise the last sentence of this
attachment to indicate that contaminated soil accepted at CCSWDC would be directly disposed in the lined
active landfill cell, not used as initial cover, and not stockpiled at the site unless authorized in writing by
the Department.

SECTION M - WATER QUALITY AND LEACHATE MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
(Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.)

8. M.l.a. through M.1.h.(2): Please revise each item in this section of the application form to
reference the appropriate section in Appendix A (Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation).

Appendix A — Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex,

Sarasota County, Florida, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002

9. Section 2 - Summary of the Ground Water, Surface Water, and Leachate Monitoring Program
a. Please revise Note 2 of Table 2-2 to reference the current monitor well identification numbers.
Please also revise Note 2 to indicate the date of preparation for the referenced document prepared by
Ardaman & Associates, Inc. ’ :

b. It is indicated on Page 2-6 that a composite leachate sample is collected annually from the pump
stations located at the landfill cells. Please note that it is not appropriate to collect composite samples
for analysis of volatile organic compounds or for measurement of field parameters, and that individual
leachate samples shall be required at each pump station of each landfill cell that contains wastes. In
the event that the County desires approval from the Department to collect composite leachate samples
from the pump stations for the required parameters other than volatile organics and field
measurements, please provide a detailed procedure for review. Please provide a revised leachate
monitoring plan to reflect these changes and the requirements of Rule 62-701.510(6)(c), F.A.C.

Printed on recycled paper.
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c. Please revise Page 2-6 to indicate that the annual leachate samples shall include analysis of the
parameters listed in 40 CFR Part 258, Appendix II.

10. Section 3 - Previous Land Use Effects on Ground Water at the CCSWDC
a. It is indicated that prior use of the property for cattle ranching may have resulted in the possible
former use of a cattle dipping vat. It is noted that evidence of a known current cattle dipping vat has
not been provided. Please note that in the absence of such a demonstration, the assumption that
site-wide occurrences of arsenic in ground water are related to the previous cattle ranching activities
cannot be supported.

b. It is indicated that the ground water data compiled for sampling events conducted at wells P-1
through P-14D prior to construction of the landfill at CCSWDC (Appendix A) indicate the occurrence
of several inorganics and metals at detectable concentrations. It is further indicated that when these
constituents are observed in the CCSWDC detection wells that it is unlikely that the constituents are
related to the operation of the facility. However, as measurements for field parameters and results for
quality assurance samples were not provided for the “pre-landfill” sampling events conducted during
1993, the representativeness of the samples cannot be evaluated. It is also noted that the relative
concentrations reported for the individual parameters for the “pre-landfill” and “post-landfill”
sampling events have not been considered. Please note that of the nine parameters detected in the
“pre-landfill” sampling events, the occurrences of ammonia, arsenic, chloride and total dissolved
solids, at a minimum, bears further evaluation.

11. Section 4 - Water Quality Monitoring Findings
a. Some of the results provided in Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) for the “period of
record” appear to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual
ground water sampling events. Please review the following items and revise as appropriate:
1)  All “post-landfill” wells are missing the organic parameters for April 1999.
2)  MW-1: Conductivity for November 1999
TDS for October 2000
Turbidity for October 2000
MW-2: Nitrate for March 2000
Missing a notation that the well was purged dry and not sampled in April 2001
MW-3: TDS for April 1999
MW-8: TDS for April 1999
Thallium for April 1999
MW-9: Thallium for April 1999
Conductivity for November 1999
MW-10: Thallium for April 1999
Turbidity for October 2000
MW-11: Thallium for April 1999
MW-12: Thallium for April 1999
3)  Please revise the shading used on the tables in Appendix A to reflect any changes related to
the previous review comment. Please revise the tables in Appendix A so that the shaded cells on
the copies provided to the Department are more noticeable.

b. The discussion of regulatory exceedances for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the summary
tables provided in Appendix A. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:

Printed on recycled paper.
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1)  Itis noted that ammonia and arsenic concentrations reported for “post-landfill” sampling
events are significantly higher than reported for “pre-landfill” sampling events. It does not
appear that the data supports the assertion that ammonia and arsenic concentrations in the current
monitor wells are related to previous land use.

2)  Itis indicated that elevated concentrations reported for antimony and cadmium at MW-8
during April 1999 may have been related to sample turbidity. It does not appear the data supports
this link between turbidity and metals concentrations as an even higher turbidity value was
reported for MW-8 during September 2001 but concentrations of antimony and cadmium were
reported to be below the method detection limit.

3)  Itis noted that iron concentrations reported for detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10
are significantly higher than reported for the other detection wells and the background wells. It
does not appear that the data supports the assertion that iron is not likely related to operations of
the CCSWDC. .

4) Tt does not appear that the data supports the assertion that elevated concentrations of sodium
were reported at detection well MW-11.

5) It is indicated that TDS occurs naturally in the surficial aquifer at the facility, however
elevated TDS concentrations were not reported at all monitor wells MW-4, MW-11 and
MW-12). The localized occurrence of elevated TDS concentrations is not explained by this
assertion.

6) Itis indicated that elevated concentrations of vanadium were reported at well MW-4.
Please indicate if the text should have referred to well MW-8. It does not appear that the data
supports the assertion that the results of vanadium for all the other monitor wells were reported
below the detection limit.

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided
in Appendix B. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as appropriate:
1)  The discussion does not indicate that ammonia concentrations reported for detection wells
MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be significantly different than reported for the background
wells.
2) It is indicated that the elevated concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS at well MW-1
suggest the presence of mineralized ground water. However, it appears that insufficient data has
been collected to distinguish between mineralized ground water and landfill leachate. The
discussion does not indicate why relatively elevated concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS
are limited to the vicinity of well MW-1. The plot of sodium concentrations appears to omit the
result for well MW-1 for the May 24, 1994 sampling event.
3)  The discussion does not indicate that iron concentrations reported for detection wells
MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be significantly different than reported for the background
wells.

d. Some of the results provided in Appendix C (Leachate Quality) appear to be inconsistent with the
data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual leachate sampling events. Please review the
following items and revise as appropriate:

1)  The results for the March 2000 sampling event are included twice while the results for the

March 2001 sampling event are omitted.

2)  The field parameter measurements should not be reported as “ND” for the Nov. 1999,

March 2000 and Oct. 2000 sampling events.

3)  Nov. 1999 sampling event ~ 1,4-dichlorobenzene and 1,2-dichloroethane

4)  Nov. 2000 sampling event -- nitrate

Printed on recycled paper.
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12.

13.

e. The discussion provides a comparison of the concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS in
samples collected from well MW-1 with leachate samples, and includes an assertion that the
occurrence of these parameters in the leachate does not likely relate to the concentrations reported for
the detection wells. This assertion does not appear to be supported for the following reasons.
- A demonstration to distinguish between potentially mineralized ground water and landfill leachate
has not been provided (see review comment No. 11.c.2).
- The localized occurrence of potentially mineralized ground water at well MW-1 has not been
discussed.
- The impact of potentially mineralized ground water at well MW-1 on ground water quality
reported for the detection wells has not been evaluated.
- The “other constituents in the leachate more likely to be detected” have not been identified.

f. Some of the results provided in Appendix D (Surface Water Quality) appear to be inconsistent with
the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual surface water sampling events. Please
review the following items and revise as appropriate:
1)  The results of the March 2001 sampling event for stations Bl and B3 are omitted.
2)  The results of the Nov. 1999 sampling event for station B2 were not included in the semi-
annual report provided by Sarasota County. Please verify that the data included in the summary
table for this sampling event is appropriate.

Section 5 - Ground Water Levels and Flow

a. It is indicated that the influence of the two extreme results of the ten hydraulic tests conducted on
surficial aquifer wells (P-1 and P-4) was reduced by using a geometric mean. Please note that unless
there is evidence that the hydraulic tests or the construction of wells P-1 or P-4 are considered to be
non-representative of the surficial aquifer, it is not considered appropriate to bias the data set. Please
revise the ground water velocity calculations by using an arithmetic mean of all ten hydraulic test
results for the surficial aquifer.

b. It is noted that the summary of ground water elevations provided in Appendix E (Water Level Data
and Potentiometric Maps) appears to be inconsistent with data provided by Sarasota County for the
semi-annual sampling events. Please check the elevation reported at well MW-9 for Nov. 1999.

c. It is noted that contour maps E-2 and E-3 appear to be strongly affected by the elevation reported at
well MW-9. Please also note that the semi-annual report prepared by Sarasota County dated January
10, 2002 indicated that an incorrect elevation has been reported at MW-9 since the well was repaired
(date of repair not provided). Please verify that the ground water elevations reported for MW-9 reflect
the measuring point elevation change and modify the contour maps, gradient calculation, and ground
water velocity calculation as necessary. Co

d. Please indicate if existing monitor wells MW-3, MW-5, MW-6 and MW-7, and any other wélls or
piezometers are available to be included in routine ground water level measurements. Please indicate
if including surface water elevations for the staff gauges located on Figure 2-1 would help to further
characterize ground water flow in the surficial aquifer.

Section 6 -~ Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The statement that all well screens with the exception of MW-9 intercept the seasonal low water
level appears to be inconsistent with Table 6-1, which indicates that the well screens are always
submerged at MW-2, MW-4 and MW-12. Please review and revise as appropriate.

Printed on recycled paper.
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b. The statement that a water sample has been able to be collected from each well is inconsistent with
the semi-annual reports prepared by Sarasota County. Please note that samples have not been
collected from well MW-2 for the April 2001 and September 2001 sampling events. Please refer to
the semi-annual report prepared by Sarasota County dated January 10, 2002 that includes a proposal to
replace well MW-2 and revise this section as appropriate. The development of an alternate well
location and construction details for the proposed replacement well should be submitted for review and
approval as part of the permit renewal.

c. It is indicated that wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12 may need to be replaced with
wells that are constructed to intercept the water table surface. Please provide alternate well locations,
identification numbers, and construction details (including a justification of proposed top and bottom
well screen elevations) to meet the requirements of Rule 62-701.510(3)(d)3, F.A.C.

d. Tt is indicated that the existing detection wells were located more than 50 feet from the edge of the
liner due cell layout and access roads, and it is estimated to take less than six months for potential
contaminants to reach the edge of the zone of discharge. Itis proposed that the zone of discharge be
expanded to accommodate the detection well siting constraints. Please note that the zone of discharge
is defined by rule, cannot be modified at a District level by letter or permit, but must be authorized by
an alternate procedure. Please revise this section to either relocate the detection wells closer to the
edge of the liner or increase the ground water sampling frequency to comply with the intent of Rules
62-701.510(3)(a) and (3)(b), F.A.C.

e. It is indicated that termination of monitoring at the surface water stations other than B2 and B4R
should be considered. Please revise this section to indicate if the County will request a reduction in
the number of surface water monitoring stations.

£ As indicated in review comment No. 11.e., the Department does not wholly accept the assertion
that leachate does not appear to be contributing to contaminants found in the surficial aquifer. Please
revise this section to be consistent with the revisions to leachate sampling presented in Section 2 of the
Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation regarding sampling locations, sample compositing,
sampling frequency and parameters.

14.  Section 7 - Landfill Design and Operation Effectiveness: As indicated in review comment Nos.
11.b. and 11.c., the Department does not wholly accept the assertion that parameters reported in the
detection wells have not resulted from landfill activities. Please revise this section to reference the trends
reported for ammonia (elevated at MW-9), arsenic (elevated at MW-9, increasing at MW-8), cadmium
(elevated and erratic at MW-8), iron (increasing at MW-8, elevated at MW-9), lead (increasing at MW-8),
and vanadium (increasing at MW-8). ’
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Florida Department of

Memeorandum Environmental Protection

TO: Kim Ford, P.E.

FROM: John R. Morris, P.G. T

DATE: March 28, 2002 |

SUBJECT: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex, Sarasota County

Operating Permit Renewal Application, Pending Permit 130542-002-SO

I have reviewed the permit application materials submitted to the Department in support of the referenced
application for the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex (CCSWDC) that was prepared by SCS
Engineers on behalf of Sarasota County, received March 1, 2002. My review focused on the
hydrogeologic and environmental monitoring aspects of the renewal application.  Please have the applicant
address the following review comments. The information requests have been referenced to sections of the
permit application and are also referenced to the sections of the supporting document where appropriate, as
presented below:

SECTION B - DISPOSAL FACILITY GENERAL INFORMATION

1. B.12.: It is indicated that the property is recorded as a disposal site in the County Land Records.
Please indicate if this has been done to complete the requirements of Rule 62-701.610(5), F.A.C. Please
also provide a certified copy of the County record including the legal description and a scale-drawn map for
that part of the property that has been so recorded.

SECTION L - LANDFILL OPERATION REQUIREMENTS (Rule 62-701.500, F.A.C.)
Operations Plan, Sarasota County, Florida, CCSWDC, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002
2. L.2.h.Q2) - Leachate Management System

a. Collection System -- Please revise this section to refer to the figure requested in comment No. 5.

b. It is indicated that the stormwater in the secondary containment of the leachate storage tank will be
tested for specific conductance to determine the appropriate handling procedures. Please revise this
section of the Operations Plan to also indicate that the retained stormwater will be managed as leachate
if a visible sheen is present.

c. Please provide a site map that indicates which pond will be checked for specific conductance prior
to release of stormwater from the secondary containment of the leachate storage tank. Please also
indicate on this site map where the stormwater from the secondary containment of the leachate storage
tank will be released.

d. Please revise this section of the Operations Plan to indicate that a log will be maintained to
document releases of uncontaminated stormwater from the secondary containment of the leachate
storage tank (date, specific conductance measurements, sheen observation).

e. Leachate Monitoring — Please provide a revised leachate monitoring plan to reflect review comment
Nos. 9.b., and 9.c.

3. L.2.i. - Ground Water Monitoring System: Please provide a revised ground water monitoring plan.
to reflect the proposed changes as indicated in comment Nos. 13.a. through 13.f.

"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”
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4. L.8.a. - Leachate Monitoring, Sampling and Analysis: Please revise this section to be consistent
with the revisions requested in review comment No. 2.e.

5. L.8.b. - Leachate Collection and Removal System: Please provide a leachate sampling figure that
reflects Attachment 10, Sheet 14, Detail E of the December 1996 Operations Permit Application for use as
a permit figure (no larger than 11 x 14 inches).

6. L.9. - Gas Monitoring Program
a. Please indicate how existing gas probes G-4, G-5 and G-6 will be properly abandoned.

b. Please indicate where existing gas monitoring locations GM-6 and GM-7 are located and why it is
considered appropriate that these locations no longer be monitored. Please include these locations on
Figure L-1 if it is considered appropriate to maintain these gas monitoring locations.

c. Please revise Figure L-1 to reference the proposed gas probe identification number as GP-4t.

d. It is indicated that the gas probe locations will monitor subsurface gas migration at the landfill
perimeter, but that a gas remediation plan will be submitted to the Department if landfill gas equals or
exceeds the LEL at the property boundary. Please note that in the absence of gas probes at the
property boundary, the data reported for the existing/proposed gas probes will be used to determine
the need to prepare a gas remediation plan.

7. Attachment L-2 - Contaminated Soil Acceptance Criteria: Please revise the last sentence of this
attachment to indicate that contaminated soil accepted at CCSWDC would be directly disposed in the lined
active landfill cell, not used as initial cover, and not stockpiled at the site unless authorized in writing by
the Department.

SECTION M - WATER QUALITY AND LEACHATE MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
(Rule 62-701.510, F.A.C.)

8. M.l.a. through M.1.h.(2): Please revise each item in this section of the application form to
reference the appropriate section in Appendix A (Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation).

Appendix A - Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex,

Sarasota County, Florida, prepared by SCS Engineers, dated Feb.28, 2002

9. Section 2 - Summary of the Ground Water, Surface Water, and Leachate Monitoring Program
a. Please revise Note 2 of Table 2-2 to reference the current monitor well identification numbers.
Please also revise Note 2 to indicate the date of preparation for the referenced document prepared by
Ardaman & Associates, Inc.

b. It is indicated on Page 2-6 that a composite leachate sample is collected annually from the pump
stations located at the landfill cells. Please note that it is not appropriate to collect composite samples
for analysis of volatile organic compounds or for measurement of field parameters, and that individual
leachate samples shall be required at each pump station of each landfill cell that contains wastes. In
the event that the County desires approval from the Department to collect composite leachate samples
from the pump stations for the required parameters other than volatile organics and field
measurements, please provide a detailed procedure for review. Please provide a revised leachate
monitoring plan to reflect these changes and the requirements of Rule 62-701.510(6)(c), F.A.C.
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c. Please revise Page 2-6 to indicate that the annual leachate samples shall include analysis of the
parameters listed in 40 CFR Part 258, Appendix II.

Section 3 - Previous Land Use Effects on Ground Water at the CCSWDC

a. It is indicated that prior use of the property for cattle ranching may have resulted in the possible
former use of a cattle dipping vat. It is noted that evidence of a known current cattle dipping vat has
not been provided. Please note that in the absence of such a demonstration, the assumption that
site-wide occurrences of arsenic in ground water are related to the previous cattle ranching activities
cannot be supported.

b. It is indicated that the ground water data compiled for sampling events conducted at wells P-1
through P-14D prior to construction of the landfill at CCSWDC (Appendix A) indicate the occurrence
of several inorganics and metals at detectable concentrations. It is further indicated that when these
constituents are observed in the CCSWDC detection wells that it is unlikely that the constituents are
related to the operation of the facility. However, as measurements for field parameters and results for
quality assurance samples were not provided for the “pre-landfill” sampling events conducted during
1993, the representativeness of the samples cannot be evaluated. It is also noted that the relative
concentrations reported for the individual parameters for the “pre-landfill” and “post-landfill”
sampling events have not been considered. Please note that of the nine parameters detected in the
“pre-landfill” sampling events, the occurrences of ammonia, arsenic, chloride and total dissolved
solids, at a minimum, bears further evaluation.

Section 4 - Water Quality Monitoring Findings
a. Some of the results provided in Appendix A (Ground Water Quality Data) for the “period of
record” appear to be inconsistent with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual
ground water sampling events. Please review the following items and revise as appropriate:
1)  All “post-landfill” wells are missing the organic parameters for April 1999.
2)  MW-1: Conductivity for November 1999
TDS for October 2000
Turbidity for October 2000
MW-2: Nitrate for March 2000
Missing a notation that the well was purged dry and not sampled in April 2001
MW-3: TDS for April 1999
MW-8: TDS for April 1999
Thallium for April 1999
MW-9: Thallium for April 1999
Conductivity for November 1999
MW-10: Thallium for April 1999
Turbidity for October 2000
MW-11: Thallium for April 1999
MW-12: Thallium for April 1999
3)  Please revise the shading used on the tables in Appendix A to reflect any changes related to
the previous review comment. Please revise the tables in Appendix A so that the shaded cells on
the copies provided to the Department are more noticeable.

b. The discussion of regulatory exceedances for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the summary
tables provided in Appendix A. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as
appropriate:

Printed on recycled paper.
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1)  Itis noted that ammonia and arsenic concentrations reported for “post-landfill” sampling
events are significantly higher than reported for “pre-landfill” sampling events. It does not
appear that the data supports the assertion that ammonia and arsenic concentrations in the current
monitor wells are related to previous land use.

2)  Itis indicated that elevated concentrations reported for antimony and cadmium at MW-8
during April 1999 may have been related to sample turbidity. It does not appear the data supports
this link between turbidity and metals concentrations as an even higher turbidity value was
reported for MW-8 during September 2001 but concentrations of antimony and cadmium were
reported to be below the method detection limit.

3) It is noted that iron concentrations reported for detection wells MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10
are significantly higher than reported for the other detection wells and the background wells. It
does not appear that the data supports the assertion that iron is not likely related to operations of
the CCSWDC.

4) It does not appear that the data supports the assertion that elevated concentrations of sodium
were reported at detection well MW-11.

5)  Itis indicated that TDS occurs naturally in the surficial aquifer at the facility, however
elevated TDS concentrations were not reported at all monitor wells (MW-4, MW-11 and
MW-12). The localized occurrence of elevated TDS concentrations is not explained by this
assertion.

6)  Itis indicated that elevated concentrations of vanadium were reported at well MW-4.
Please indicate if the text should have referred to well MW-8. It does not appear that the data
supports the assertion that the results of vanadium for all the other monitor wells were reported
below the detection limit.

c. The discussion of trend analysis provided for some of the parameters appears to be inconsistent
with the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual sampling events and the plots provided
in Appendix B. Please review the results for the following parameters and revise as appropriate:
1) The discussion does not indicate that ammonia concentrations reported for detection wells
MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be significantly different than reported for the background
wells.
2) It is indicated that the elevated concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS at well MW-1
suggest the presence of mineralized ground water. However, it appears that insufficient data has
been collected to distinguish between mineralized ground water and landfill leachate. The
discussion does not indicate why relatively elevated concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS
are limited to the vicinity of well MW-1. The plot of sodium concentrations appears to omit the
result for well MW-1 for the May 24, 1994 sampling event.
3)  The discussion does not indicate that iron concentrations reported for detection wells
MW-8, MW-9 and MW-10 appear to be significantly different than reported for the background
wells.

d. Some of the results provided in Appendix C (Leachate Quality) appear to be inconsistent with the
data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual leachate sampling events. Please review the
following items and revise as appropriate:

1) The results for the March 2000 sampling event are included twice while the results for the

March 2001 sampling event are omitted.

2)  The field parameter measurements should not be reported as “ND” for the Nov. 1999,

March 2000 and Oct. 2000 sampling events.

3)  Nov. 1999 sampling event - 1,4-dichlorobenzene and 1,2-dichloroethane

4)  Nov. 2000 sampling event -- nitrate
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12.

13.

e. The discussion provides a comparison of the concentrations of chloride, sodium and TDS in
samples collected from well MW-1 with leachate samples, and includes an assertion that the
occurrence of these parameters in the leachate does not likely relate to the concentrations reported for

- the detection wells. This assertion does not appear to be supported for the following reasons.

- A demonstration to distinguish between potentially mineralized ground water and landfill leachate
has not been provided (see review comment No. 11.c.2).

- The localized occurrence of potentially mineralized ground water at well MW-1 has not been
discussed.

- The impact of potentially mineralized ground water at well MW-1 on ground water quality
reported for the detection wells has not been evaluated.

- The “other constituents in the leachate more likely to be detected” have not been identified.

f. Some of the results provided in Appendix D (Surface Water Quality) appear to be inconsistent with
the data provided by Sarasota County for the semi-annual surface water sampling events. Please
review the following items and revise as appropriate:
1)  The results of the March 2001 sampling event for stations B1 and B3 are omitted.
2)  The results of the Nov. 1999 sampling event for station B2 were not included in the semi-
annual report provided by Sarasota County. Please verify that the data included in the summary
table for this sampling event is appropriate.

Section 5 - Ground Water Levels and Flow

a. It is indicated that the influence of the two extreme results of the ten hydraulic tests conducted on
surficial aquifer wells (P-1 and P-4) was reduced by using a geometric mean. Please note that unless
there is evidence that the hydraulic tests or the construction of wells P-1 or P-4 are considered to be
non-representative of the surficial aquifer, it is not considered appropriate to bias the data set. Please
revise the ground water velocity calculations by using an arithmetic mean of all ten hydraulic test
results for the surficial aquifer.

b. It is noted that the summary of ground water elevations provided in Appendix E (Water Level Data
and Potentiometric Maps) appears to be inconsistent with data provided by Sarasota County for the
semi-annual sampling events. Please check the elevation reported at well MW-9 for Nov. 1999.

c. It is noted that contour maps E-2 and E-3 appear to be strongly affected by the elevation reported at
well MW-9. Please also note that the semi-annual report prepared by Sarasota County dated January
10, 2002 indicated that an incorrect elevation has been reported at MW-9 since the well was repaired
(date of repair not provided). Please verify that the ground water elevations reported for MW-9 reflect
the measuring point elevation change and modify the contour maps, gradient calculation, and ground
water velocity calculation as necessary.

d. Please indicate if existing monitor wells MW-3, MW-5, MW-6 and MW-7, and any other wells or
piezometers are available to be included in routine ground water level measurements. Please indicate
if including surface water elevations for the staff gauges located on Figure 2-1 would help to further
characterize ground water flow in the surficial aquifer.

Section 6 - Adequacy of Monitoring Program

a. The statement that all well screens with the exception of MW-9 intercept the seasonal low water
level appears to be inconsistent with Table 6-1, which indicates that the well screens are always
submerged at MW-2, MW-4 and MW-12. Please review and revise as appropriate.
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b. The statement that a water sample has been able to be collected from each well is inconsistent with
the semi-annual reports prepared by Sarasota County. Please note that samples have not been
collected from well MW-2 for the April 2001 and September 2001 sampling events. Please refer to
the semi-annual report prepared by Sarasota County dated January 10, 2002 that includes a proposal to
replace well MW-2 and revise this section as appropriate. The development of an alternate well
location and construction details for the proposed replacement well should be submitted for review and
approval as part of the permit renewal.

c. It is indicated that wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-4, MW-11 and MW-12 may need to be replaced with
wells that are constructed to intercept the water table surface. Please provide alternate well locations,
identification numbers, and construction details (including a justification of proposed top and bottom
well screen elevations) to meet the requirements of Rule 62-701.510(3)(d)3, F.A.C.

d. It is indicated that the existing detection wells were located more than 50 feet from the edge of the
liner due cell layout and access roads, and it is estimated to take less than six months for potential
contaminants to reach the edge of the zone of discharge. It is proposed that the zone of discharge be
expanded to accommodate the detection well siting constraints. Please note that the zone of discharge
is defined by rule, cannot be modified at a District level by letter or permit, but must be authorized by
an alternate procedure. Please revise this section to either relocate the detection wells closer to the
edge of the liner or increase the ground water sampling frequency to comply with the intent of Rules
62-701.510(3)(a) and (3)(b), F.A.C.

e. It is indicated that termination of monitoring at the surface water stations other than B2 and B4R
should be considered. Please revise this section to indicate if the County will request a reduction in
the number of surface water monitoring stations.

f. As indicated in review comment No. 11.e., the Department does not wholly accept the assertion
that leachate does not appear to be contributing to contaminants found in the surficial aquifer. Please
revise this section to be consistent with the revisions to leachate sampling presented in Section 2 of the
Ground Water Monitoring Plan Evaluation regarding sampling locations, sample compositing,
sampling frequency and parameters.

14. Section 7 ~ Landfill Design and Operation Effectiveness: As indicated in review comment Nos.
11.b. and 11.c., the Department does not wholly accept the assertion that parameters reported in the
detection wells have not resulted from landfill activities. Please revise this section to reference the trends
reported for ammonia (elevated at MW-9), arsenic (elevated at MW-9, increasing at MW-8), cadmium
(elevated and erratic at MW-8), iron (increasing at MW-8, elevated at MW-9), lead (increasing at MW-8),
and vanadium (increasing at MW-8).
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Morris, John R.

From: Bob Westly [rwestly @scsengineers.com]
Sent:  Thursday, March 28, 2002 8:35 AM

To: Morris, John R.

Cc: Ta- John Banks

Subject: Sarasota Central County Disposal Complex, Groundwater Monitoring Plan Evaluation, Table 5-1

John,

As we discussed yesterday, the subject report referenced Table 5-1 in Section 5 but did not include the table. Table 5-1 was
prepared for the draft report but was removed from the final report in favor of simply providing only the average value of hydraulic
conductivity. Although the table was removed, the original text referencing the table was inadvertently left in the section. As you
requested, attached to this email is Table 5-1. Please let us know if you need further information.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide this information in lieu of exchanging additional written correspondence!

Bob Westly, P.G.

Senior Hydrogeologist
Project Director

EMS Services Manager
rwestly@scsengineers.com

813-621-0080, ext. 320

3/28/02




TABLE 5-1. HORIZONTAL HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY DATA,
CENTRAL COUNTY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL COMPLEX, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA

Test Monitoring | Horizontal Hydraulic Conductivity Well Depth Aquifer
Wells! (cm/sec)’ (ft/day)’ (feet BLS") d
P-1 5.6x10” 159 17.6 Surficial
P-2S 1.9x 107 5.38 13.5 Surficial
P-2D 1.9x10” 53.8 79.1 Intermediate
P-4 8.9x10™ 2.52 15.3 Surficial
P-6 3.5x 107 9.92 18.1 Surficial
P-7S 1.7x 107 4.82 18.3 Surficial
P-8 1.0x 10” 2.83 18.1 Surficial
P-10 3.3x 107 9.35 133 Surficial
P-13 3.9x 107 11.1 18.4 Surficial
P-14S 7.2x 107 20.4 18.3 Surficial
P-14D 46x107 13.0 94.2 Intermediate
P-16 2.4x 107 6.80 18.3 Surficial
Notes:

1. Ardaman & Associates, Inc., “Geotechnical Evaluation, Hydrogeological Survey and
Groundwater Monitoring Plan, Sarasota Central Landfill Complex, Sarasota County,
Florida”, March 10, 1992.

2. cm/sec = centimeters per second.

ft/day = feet per day.

4. BLS = below land surface.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
APPLICATION FOR A FERMIT TO CONSTRUCT, OPERATE, MODIFY OR CLOSE

A SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FRCILITY
Please Type or Print

k. GENERAL INFORMATION
i. Type of facility (check all that apply):
[v]) Disposa-
vl Class I Landfil: [ ] 2sh Monofil:
[ ] Ciess II Landfill [ 1 Esbestos Monofill
[ 1 Class III Landfil: i 1} Industrisl Solid Waste
[ } Other Describe:

[ ] Non-Disposa!
[ 1 Incinerator For Non-biomedical Waste
[ ] Waste to Energy Without FOwer Plant Certification
[ ] Other Describe: _

NOTE: Waste Processing Facilitaes should epply on Form 6£2-701.900(4), FARC;
Land Clearing Disposal Facilities choula notify on Form €2-701.9001(2), FRC:
Compcst Facilities should &pply on rorm €2-701.900(10), FAC; and
Cc&D Disposal Facilities shoula apply on Form €2-701.900(6;, FAC

Z. Type of application:

[ 1 Constructiocon

[,) Operation

[ ] Construction/Operatiorn
[} Ciosure

z. Clacsification of application:
[ ] New [ 1 Substantizal Modification
[v] Renewal | ] Intermediate Modification
[ ] Minor Modification
‘. Facility name: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
3 DEP ID number: S058-299180 _ County:____ _ Sarasot
€. Facility location (main entrance):AWH___W~wﬂﬁEEquﬂiBﬂ%Eg}iﬂlBﬁﬂiﬂ___’m“ﬂf_-
7. Location coordinates:
1-4 &
Section: 9-16  rownship: _ESS kange: 19E
Latituge: 27 ¢ 12+ 00 v Longitude: 82 ¢ 23 00 v

DEP FORM 62-701.900(1}
Effective 05-27-01

Fage 4 of 40




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Applicant name (operat ing authority): Solid Waste Operations

Mailing address: 4000 Knights Trail Road Nokomis FL 34275
Street or P.0O. Box City State Zip

Contact person: Gary Bennett Telephone: ( 94]) 486-2600

Title: Solid Waste Operations Manager

gbennett@co.sarasota.fl.us
E-Mail address (if available)

Authorized agent/Consultant: SCS Engineers

Mailing address: 3012 U.S. Highway 301 North, Suite 700 Tampa FL 33619

Street or P.0O. Box City State Zip
Contact person: John Banks Telephone: (813) 621-0080
Title: Project Manager

jbanks@scsengineers.com
E-Mail address (if available)

Landowner (if different than applicant): Same
Mailing address: Same
Street or P.0. Box City State Zip
Contact person: Same Telephone: (__ ) Same
Same

E-Mail address (if available)

Cities, towns and areas to be served: Sarasota County

Population to be served:
Five-Year

Current: 422,630 Projection: 451,590
Date site will be ready to be inspected for completion: Opened January 1998
Expected life of the facility: 39 years
Estimated costs:
Total Construction: $ 38,870,000 Closing Costs: $ 40,000,000
Anticipated construction starting and completion dates:
From: 10/95 To: 12/97
Expected volume or weight of waste to be received:

yds®/day 860 tons/day gallons/day

DEP FORM 62-701.900(1)
Effective 05-27-01
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CERTIFICATION BY APPLICANT AND ENGINEER OR PUBLIC OFFICER

Bpplicant:

. . . , Sarasota County
The undersigned applicant or authorized representative of

is aware that statements made in this form and attached

Renewal of Operation

information are an application for a Permit from the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection and certifies that the information in
this application is true, correct and complete to the best of his/her knowledge and
belief. Further, the undersigned agrees to comply with the provisions of Chapter
403, Florida Statutes, and all rules and regulations of the Department. It is
understood that the Permit is not transferable, and the Department will be notified
prior to the sale or legal transfer of the permitted facility.

4000 Knights Trail Road
.. R :

Signaﬁhxe)of Applicant or Agent Mailing Address
Gary Bennett Nokomis, FL 34275
Name and Title (please type) City, State, Zip Code
gbennett@co.sarasota.fl.us (941 486-2600
E-Mail address (if available) Telephone Number
Date: -\~ 02

Attach letter of authorization if agent is not a governmental official, owner, or
corporate officer.

Professional Engineer registered in Florida (or Public Officer if authorized under
Sections 403.707 and 403.7075, Florida Statutes):

This is to certify that the engineering features of this solid waste management
facility have been designed/examined by me and found to conform to engineering
principles applicable to such facilities. In my professional judgment, this
facility, when properly maintained and operated, will comply with all applicable
statutes of the State of Florida and rules of the Department. It is agreed that the
undersigned will provide the applicant with a set of instructions of proper
maintenance and operation of the facility.

<
/%Mﬂ SCS Engineers, 3012 US Highway 301 N., Suite 760

/,/”" ¢'grnature Mailing Address
john A. Banks, P.E., Project Manager Tampa, FL 33619

Name and Title (please type) Ccity, State, Zip Code

jbanks@scsengineers.com
5 - E-Mail address (if available)
5957 7 (813, 6210080
Florida Regist;ation Number Telephone Number
(pleabe afflx seal) e 2 - 23,\&2_\

DEP FORM 62-701.900(1)}
Effective 05-27-01
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SARASOTA COUNTY

“Dedicated to Quality Service”

February 28, 2002

Kim B. Ford, P.E. D. E.P.

Solid Waste Section

Florida Department of Environmental Protection MAR G 1 2007
Southwest District .
3804 Coconut Palm Drive Southwest District Tampa

Tampa, FL 33619-8318

Re:  Operating Permit Renewal
Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex

Dear Mr. Ford:

Please find attached to this letter four copies of Sarasota County’s application for permit renewal
of the operating permit at the Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex. Enclosed also is a
check in the amount of $10,000. Onyx Waste Services, our landfill contract operator, 1s
contemplating a change in the fill sequence plans which we would review and forward to you
should it change from the existing plan. We are sensitive to the timeframe for review and would
send it to you shortly if a change were to take place.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
}A)‘M?‘L 3. C.am_jj“\ D-E- P.n
Gerald L. Bennett MAR 0 1 002

Solid Waste Operations Manager Southwest DiStﬁCtTampa

Attachments

cc: Robert J. Butera, P.E., FDEP - Tampa

WCCSWDFWOLI\USER\shared\projects\Central County Solid Waste Disposai Complex\FDEP\Correspondence\FDEP - Ford - February 28, 2002 .doc

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, Solid Waste Operations ¢ 4000 Knights Trail Road, Nokomis, FL 34275

Tel 941-486-2600 ¢ Fax 941-486-2620
/)1(; (V’ Z;J ;f R t'/ gﬂ'}"‘f:‘?ﬁcﬂ)?’%ﬁer




F‘A DEPARTMENT OF '

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

MAR ¢ 1 2002

SOUTHWEST DISTRICT
TAMPA

Operation Permit Renewal Application

Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
Sarasota County, Florida

Prepared for:

Sarasota County Environmental Services
Solid Waste Operations
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, Florida 34275

Prepared by:

SCS Engineers
3012 U.S. Highway 301 N., Suite 700
Tampa, Florida 33619
(813) 621-0080

File No. 09201010.01
February 28, 2002



OPERATION PERMIT
RENEWAL APPLICATION
CENTRAL COUNTY SOLID WASTE
DISPOSAL COMPLEX
SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA

Prepared for:

Sarasota County Environmental Services
Solid Waste Operations
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, Florida 34275

Prepared by:

SCS Engineers
3012 U.S. Highway 301 North, Suite 700
Tampa, Florida 33619
(813) 621-0080

File No. 09201010.01
February 28, 2001

February 28, 2002

D L] E [ P-
MAR 0 1 2002
Southwest District Tampa












Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

January 22, 2002

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

Solid Waste Operations
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: Yard Trash Mulch and Soil Mixture for Initial Cover
Permit No.: S058-299180, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The Department has no objection to the use of a yard trash mulch and
soil mixture for initial cover subject to the following conditions:

1. A sample of the mixture shall be screened periodically and upon
request by the Department to confirm that 100% passes a 2”
screen, 85% passes %" screen, and 70% passes a %” screen; and

2 The mixture shall be applied in a 6 inch compacted layer.

If any inspections disclose problems with use of the cover mixture,
such as failure to maintain normal operation and prevent ponding and
leachate discharge outside the active disposal area, approval may be
discontinued. If you have any questions you may call me at (813)
744-6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,
\

< :,\_,/\\_“}

Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab

caois Paul Wingler, P.E., Sarasota County
Qb'Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.
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File No. 09201010.01

Sarasota County CCSWDC
Operations Permit Renewal, Pre-application Meeting
November 6, 2001

Discussion Agenda

L. The following items within the operations plan are proposed for revision:

)
2

~3)

4)

5)
6)
7)

v

)

9

Pp. 5-5. Delete requirement to get permission for each contaminated soil load.

Pp 5-6. Method and sequence of filling waste, revert back to the up to 15ft-lift
height. Include language to allow for short-term deviations from fill gauging plans.

Pp 5-7. Revise description of deployment of new cell cover to allow flexibility of
how much to deploy.

Pp. 5-12 and 5-24. Revise discussion of offsite treatment of leachate to delete
reference to onsite treatment option. Add Bee Ridge WWTP as primary disposal
location and include the possibility of other options.

_ DTS oy s bas .
Pp.5-12. Revise testing requirement of stormwater in secondary containment area
of leachate storage tank to match current approved practice.
Pp. 5-19. Initial Cover - Include description of approved materials included in ka‘(/f s
permit. Add shredded yard waste for initial cover during rainy weather. Q: oY

CToslc Foa polier, P Lemna 25 v

Pp. 5-21. Revise litter fencing requirements to replace large movable litter fence at
working face with a litter fence at the perimeter of the disposal area.

Pp. 5-21. Revise Figure 5-2, delete construction of additional berm, set back litter
fence 20 ft, use original fence detail using 2 x 4-inch posts.

Pp. 5-21. Erosion Control Procedures - Revise description to specifically allow for
stormwater runoff from initial cover areas provided that the initial cover meets the
requirements of the Rule.

-10) Pp. 5-27. Revise LFG Monitoring to include two view buildings; C&D building

and County Maintenance building.

~./ 11) Pp. 5-30. Dust Control - Include use of leachate per DEP letter.

11. FDEP Issues

[II. Submittal Schedule
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Department of ‘ o
Environmental Protection

Southwest District

Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

October 19, 2001

Mr. Chris Bedell, P.E.

The David J. Joseph Company
P.O. Box 1078

Cincinnati, OH 45201-1078

Re: Kingsway Road Landfill - Phase IV
pending Modification $#30456-004, Hillsborough County
Permit No.: 30456-003-50

Dear Mr. Bedell:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the additional information in
support of the request for a permit modification, received September
21, 2001, to allow operation of Phase IV.

This letter constitutes notice that a permit modification will be
required for your project pursuant to Chapter(s) 403, Florida
Statutes.

Your request for a permit modification remains incomplete. This is
the Department’s 2nd request for additional information. Please
provide the information listed below promptly. Evaluation of your
proposed project will be delayed until all requested information has
peen received.

The following information is needed in support of the request for a
solid waste permit modification [Chapters 62-701, Florida
administrative Code (F.A.C.)]. Please provide:

1. 62-701.320(15) . Revisions to section 3.0 of the Operations
Report to include a description of the training plan to
demonstrate that compliance with the training requirements will
be maintained are requested. )

2. 62-701.500. Revisions to section 4.2 of the Operations Report to
describe the components of design and operation of the second
leachate storage tank are requested.

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.
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Mr. Chris Bedell' S _ October 19, 2001

The David J. Joseph Company '~ 'Page Two ' :

3. 62-701.500(8) . Revisions to gsection 5.0 to describe and
(/{ti:;» reference the new leachate reporting forms as part of Table 1,

including the monthly worksheet and summary for recording and
reporting separate quantities of leachate from each stage in
Phase IV are requested.

4. Revised Figures 10 through 21 to include: 1) detail for the east
side access into Phase IV 2) temporary access into each segment
of Phase IV; and 3) the permanent access road along the west side

slope.

Compliance with Ccurrent Permit Conditions.

5. Permit #30456-001-SC. supporting information is requested as
follows:
a) certification of construction completion, signed and sealed

by a professional engineer, for the project and new
leachate storage tank; and

b) a report assessing the effectiveness of the new Phase IV
lJeachate collection systems, and associated pumps and

piping.

6. Permit #30456-003-S0. supporting information is requested as
follows:

a) a site plan (a current topographic"map with contours is
suggested) with the location markers for the top edge of
the liner and a cross—-section to show the setback distance
for waste placement to allow for future closure (to connect
the future top liner to the bottom liner at the anchor
trench); and

b) confirmation by a professional engineer that all waste
along outslopes is no steeper than 3 to 1 and that waste is

(,—w::ﬁbx adequately setback from the liner anchor trench along the
,w”“/d perimeter of the entire lined and filled disposal areas.

Please provide all responses that relate to engineering required for
construction or operation, signed and sealed by a professional
engineer. All descriptions of operational procedures provided as part
of responses should be included as revisions to the Operations Plan.
Revised replacement pages and figures should be provided as originals,
with the date of revision on each.




Mr. Chris Bedell : _ S October 19, 2001

The David J. Joseph Company ' page Three

wNOTICE! Pursuant to the provisions of section 120.60, F.S., if the
Department does not receive a response to this request for information
within 90 days of the date of this letter, the Department may issue a
final order denying your application. Yyou need to respond within 30
days after you receive this lettexr, responding to as many of the
information requests as possible and indicating when a response to any
unanswered questions will be submitted. 1f the response will require
longer than 30 days to develop, you should develop a specific time
table for the submission of the requested information for Department
review and consideration. Failure to comply with a time table
accepted by the Department will be grounds for the Department to issue
a Final order of Denial for lack of timely response. A denial for
lack of information or response will be unbiased as to the merits of
the application. The applicant can reapply as soon as the requested
information is available."

Pleaée submit your response to this letter as one complete package.
on all future correspondence;, please include Robert Butera on
distribution. If you have any questions you may call me at (813)
744-6100, extension 382.

sincerely,

Voo AN
Kim B. Ford, P.E.

solid Waste section
pDivision of Waste Management

KBF/ab

cc: Dennis Syrja, P.E., URS —Tampa
Glenn Armstrong, P.E.. URS -Cincinnati
qb Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa
susan Pelz, P.E., FDEP Tampa
Ron Cope, EPCHC
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
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Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary
Mr. Gary Bennett Juiy 3, 2001

Sarasota County Solid Waste Operations Division
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275

Re: Potentially Impacted Stormwater, Phase 3
Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
DEP Permit No. SO58-299180, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The purpose of this letter is to follow up the verbal notification received by the Department yesterday
regarding the options for handling potentially impacted stormwater at the referenced facility. It is the
Department’s understanding that the interceptor berm located around the working face in Phase 2 was
breached during rainfall events that occurred last week and that potentially impacted stormwater flowed into
unused Phase 3. Don Shaulis also indicated that the pump in Phase 3 has been taken out of service until it
has been determined how the potentially impacted stormwater contained in this phase will be handled.

Based on the information described above, the Department offers two options for handling the potentially
impacted stormwater contained in Phase 3, as follow:

1. Pump the potentially impacted stormwater contained in Phase 3 through the leachate collection system
to the leachate storage tank for treatment; or

2. Pump the potentially impacted stormwater contained in Phase 3 to the stormwater system upon receipt
of written authorization from the Department. A one-time discharge event will be considered by the
Department subject to the following conditions:

a. One sample that is representative of the potentially impacted stormwater contained in Phase 3 shall
be analyzed for the parameters listed in Rule 62-701.510(8)(b), F.A.C., plus chloride, sodium, and
total ammonia. The method detection limits reported by the laboratory must be low enough to
allow comparison with the standards for Class III freshwaters listed in Chapter 62-302, F.A.C. For
those parameters with surface water standards that are lower than the practical quantitation levels
established by the Department, the laboratory must report detection limits at the practical
quantitation levels. '

b. Samples for field measurements of pH, conductivity, and turbidity of the liquids from each of
Phase 3, Phase 4, Phase 5, and Pond No. 1 shall be taken (Pond No. 1 is stormwater pond-located
northwest of Phase 3).

c. Results of the laboratory analysis of the sample collected from Phase 3 and the field measurement
of the samples collected from Phase 3, Phase 4, Phase 5, and Pond No. 1 shall be provided to the
Department.

d. The potentially impacted stormwater contained in Phase 3 must: meet the standards for Class IiI
freshwaters established in Chapter 62-302, F.A.C.; not exhibit oily sheen; have a specific
conductance that is not more than 50% above the specific conductance in Pond No. 1 or does not
exceed 1,275 pmho/cm, whichever is greater; and, have a turbidity that is not more than 29 NTU
above the water in Pond No. 1.

. “More Protection, Less Process”
s_w/jrm/sarasota/corresp/sarasotacentrall.601.doc

Printed on recycled paper.
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Mr. Gary Bennett I .

July 3, 2001
Page 2 of 2

e. The discharge from Phase 3 shall commence within 24 hours of receipt of Department
authorization, and shall be completed within 96 hours of initiation. The quantity of liquid
discharged to the stormwater system during the discharge shall be recorded and provided to the
Department.

£ The water level in Pond No. 1 shall be observed and recorded during the discharge of potentially
impacted stormwater from Phase 3. If water is not released from Pond No. 1 during the discharge
of potentially impacted stormwater from Phase 3, additional sampling shall not be required. If
water is released from Pond No. 1 during the discharge of potentially impacted stormwater from
Phase 3, collection of samples from station Nos. B2 and B4R shall be required for analyses of the
parameters listed in Rule 62-701.510(8)(b), F.A.C., plus chloride, sodium, and total ammonia.
The samples from station Nos. B2 and B4R, if required, shall be collected immediately following
the termination of pumping from Phase 3.

Upon approval of all the information listed in option Nos. 2.c., the Department will provide written,
conditional authorization to discharge the potentially impacted stormwater from Phase 3 to the stormwater
system. Please note that if any of the requirements listed in option No. 2.d., are not met, the Department
shall require the potentially impacted stormwater contained in Phase 3 to be pumped through the leachate
collection system to the leachate storage tank for treatment. Other than the conditional authorization for a
one-time discharge to the stormwater system described herein, the requirements of Specific Condition
No. 15 of the referenced permit and of the Department’s letter dated September 9, 1999 (attached) shall
remain in effect. :

As required by Specific Condition No. 28, please provide written notification to the Department that
describes the failure of the interceptor berms, remedial measures to be taken including the methods to
prevent recurrence, and the time needed for repairs. This written potification shall be submitted to the
Department by July 9, 2001.

Please contact me at (813) 744-6100, extension 336, if you have questions about this letter.

Sincerely,

%@Oﬂfé’iﬂ{g{ ( Q

@m R. Morris, P.G.
solid Waste Section

Southwest District
Attachment

cc: ' Don Shaulis, Sarasota County Solid Waste Operations
3 Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa -
;i,/iv,l(im Ford, P.E., FDEP Tampa



@ Department of @
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Paim Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

September 9, 1999

Mr. Gary Bennett, Sarasota County Solid Waste Director
Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex

4000 Knights Trail Road

Nokomis, Floida 34275

Re: Leachate Impounded on Rain Cell Cover — Central County Solid Waste Complex

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The Department has reviewed the sampling analysis of the impounded leachate on the rain cell cover
within Cell No. 2 of the Central County Solid Waste Complex submitted by Sarasota County. The sampling
analysis does not provide results for mercury which was present in the leachate sample at a concentration which
exceeded ground water and surface water standards. In addition the Department does not have the authority to
authorize the discharge of leachate. Leachate as defined by 62-701.200(59) means liquid that has passed through or
emerged from solid waste and may contain soluble, suspended or miscible materials. The Department therefore
requires that the impounded leachate be discharged to the leachate collection system.

The Department was informed that this breach of the berm has been the second occurrence of a leachate
discharge. As a result of the Department’s inspection on September 1, 1999 it appears the facility is not operating
in accordance with Section 5, 7.g. or 7.j. of the Operations Plan. Section 5, 7g. specifically states that intermediate
cover “will be applied within 7 days if final cover or an additional lift is not applied within 180 days. It also states
that “Intermediate cover areas that will not be landfilled or covered with final cover in 6 months will be sodded
(external slopes) or seeded and mulched (internal and top slopes) to avoid slope erosion”. I had discussed with you
the requirement for a second berm, which is already included in Section 5, 7.j. of the Operations Plan. Without
going into detail on this matter, I have attached a copy of the applicable sections of the Operations Plan that the
County should be utilizing to verify the contractor’s compliance with the permit. The Department requests that the
secondary berms required in accordance with the Operations Plan be installed within 10 days of receipt of this letter
and the Department be notified when the berm is constructed. All leachate that may be impounded between the
berms may be recirculated only over the active area of the landfill and shall not be recirculated over intermediately
closed external slopes.

If you have any questions concerning this letter or further information relating to the operations plan please
contact Kim Ford at 813-744-6100, Ext. 382. :

Sincerely,

"/’ . A
Robert J.Butera, P.E.
Solid Waste Manager

Southwest District

Attachment

cC: Kim Ford, P.E., FDEP
John Morris, P.G., FDEP

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



_' Department of @
Environmental Protection

Southwest District

Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619 Secretary

January 26, 2001

Mr. Paul Wingler, P.E.

Solid
Saraso

Waste Operations
ta County

4000 Knights Trail Road

Nokomi

s, FL 34275

Re: CCSWDC - Stormwater Removal from Tank
Permit #S058-299180, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Wingler:

The De
contai

partment has no objection to the stormwater removal from the secondary
nment of the tank as described in your January 8, 2001 letter subject to the

following conditions:

1.

If yo

KBF/ab
cc:

&

Stormwater in the secondary containment shall be inspected to verify the
absence of color and oily sheen. Stormwater with visible color or oily
sheen shall not be discharged to the stormwater network but pumped to the
primary leachate tank.

Specific conductance of the stormwater in the secondary containment shall
not be more than 50% above the specific conductance of water in the nearest
downstream stormwater pond or shall not exceed 1,275 umho/cm, whichever is
greater.

Turbidity of the stormwater in the secondary containment shall not be more
than 29 NTU above the turbidity of water in the nearest downstream
stormwater pond.

Results of visual inspection for color and oily sheen and field measurements
of specific conductance and turbidity shall be documented for each pumping
event.

Leachate records shall be adjusted and notated for each stormwater removal
event to reduce the amount of rainfall into the primary leachate tank that
will be reported as leachate.

u have any questions please call me at (813) 744-6100, extensions 382.

Sivperely,

o1 /
Kim B. Ford, P.E.
Solid Waste Section

Division of Waste Management

Gary Bennett, Sarasota County
Don Shaulis, Sarasota County
Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa

ZINGOhn Morris, P.G., FDEP Tampa

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.




®  Department o
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Jeb Bush 3804 Coconut Palm Drive David B. Struhs
Governor Tampa, Florida 33619

_ Secretary

January 18, 2000

Mr. Gary Bennett
Sarasota County

Solid Waste Operations
4000 Knights Trail Road
Nokomis, FL 34275,

Re: Leachate Reuse at SCSWDC
Permit #S058-299180, Sarasota County

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The Department has no objection to the reuse of leachate for dust control
(not re-circulation) on active areas as described in your January 12, 2000
letter and operations plan for leachate reuse via truck mounted spraying
(attached), subject to the conditions in these referenced letters and
attachments. The reuse of leachate for dust control at SCSWDC is considered
experimental and over-application should be avoided.

If any inspections disclose problems with this leachate reuse, such as
failure to maintain normal operation and prevent ponding and leachate
discharge outside the active disposal area, approval may be discontinued.
If you have any questions you may call me at (813) 744-6100, extension 382.

Sincerely,

LA
Kim B. Ford, P.E.

Solid Waste Section
Division of Waste Management

KBF/ab
Attachments
cc: Paul Wingler, P.E., Sarasota County
‘b Robert Butera, P.E., FDEP Tampa
Steve Morgan, FDEP Tampa

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.
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SARASOTA COUNTY %Wes, e Wy
“Dedicated to Quality Service” Sty Tan
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January 12, 2000

Kim B. Ford, P. E.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619-8318

Re: Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex
Leachate Reuse

Dear Mr. Ford:

Our Contract Landfill Operator, Waste Management has requested leachate reuse as a dust control agent.
They have submitted the attached “Operations Plan for Leachate Reuse via Truck Mounted Spraying”
which outlines their proposed activity.

We would require the following additional conditions if the proposed activity is acceptable to the
Department.

a) Leachate reuse is subject to the acceptance of the Sarasota County Solid Waste Operations
Manager or his designee and will be suspended or terminated at his discretion.

b) The leachate reuse management system will operate to prevent the exposure of leachate to the
stormwater control network.

c) The truck used for leachate hauling must be thoroughly cleaned before being used for any other
watering purpose.

d) The truck tank must be free of leaks. If a leak is discovered the truck must be decommissioned
for the purpose of repair.

e) Use of the leachate for dust control must not result in ponding within the authorized operation

area of the landfill cell(s).

Sincerely,

Hoar S B

Gerald L. Bennett
Solid Waste Operations Manager

GLB:1h

Attachment

c: Anita Largent, General Manager, Solid Waste
Stephen Barton, WM/Englewood Disposal Company
Robert J. Butera, P.E., Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Tampa
Ed Norris, Sarasota Landfill Management

2 CCSWDRAVOLI'USER shared' projests\Central County Solid Waste Disposal Compiex Landfill Operator Correspoodence: FDEP K. Ford - Leachute Reuse. Joc

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, Solid Waste Operations ¢ 4000 Knights Trail Road, Nokomis, FL 34275
Tel 941-486-2600 « Fax 941-486-2620



Sarasota County Centeal Solid Waste Disposal Complex
Proccdures for Leachate Reuse

l)cccn‘hcr G, 1999
Operator: Sarasota Landfill Management
; SOLID WASTE OPERATIONS

T R
RISy k LG:{
Operations Plan for Leachate Reuse via Truck Mounted Spraying

KECEIVED

Leachate reuse will be cuployed for dust control and as a supplemental method to manage leachate. The

reuse of leachate involves spraying swall quantities of leachate from a spray bar mounted on the rear of a
tank-truck onto active fill arcas of the landfill. This approac

1 las been used successlully at numcerous Class
I landfills in Florida. The advantages of this method are the rc

duction of leachate by cvaporation, the
promotion of the decomposition of organic matter in the landfilled refuse and dust control.

The landfill opcration crew will mouitor the rate of leachate application, soil wmoisture conditions and the
specific landfill arcas uscd so that leachate application

does not generate run-of(. This form of lcachate
reuse should be acceptable as a supplementary means o
under the following conditions:

f leachate management. Leachate may be applied

Leachate may ouly be sprayed on active, bermed fill arcas, including the working face, and
arcas with the required six (6) inches of initial cover.

Leachate may not be sprayed on arcas with intcriediate or final cover.

AL alt times arcas‘receiving leachate must be controlled to preveat run-of{ rom cutering the
stornmwaler system.

Leachate may not be sprayed whea the application arca isina saturatcd condition.

The application rate of leachate should be such that leachate docs not accumulate on the
tandfill surface, nor infiltrate quickly into the covered refuse.

Leachate should not be sprayed at the end of the day on the initial cover of the working face
oc other arcas. Spraying should be done early in the moming after any d

cw cvaporates and
continue until carly aftcrnoon or until all available arcas have been utilized.

The Site Manager will record daily the gallons of leachate sprayed per this wncthod and provide this
information to the County on a weekly basis. Leachate reuse will be conducted in strict compliance with
these procedures.




