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AGENDA REPORT
July 9, 2019

US Army Corp of Engineers Permit for US 192 Project

SUBJECT:
Request the Board of County Commissioners to provide direction to staff about signing
the US Army Corp of Engineers Permit for the US 192 Project.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Fiscal impacts for the different options are detailed in the summary.

DEPT/OFFICE:
Solid Waste Department

REQUESTED ACTION:

It is requested that the Board of County Commissioners provide direction to the Solid
Waste Management Department about signing the US Army Corp of Engineer’'s ERP
Permit for the US 192 Project and give other direction to the Department regarding the
disposal of Class Il materials in the south area of the county.

SUMMARY EXPLANATION and BACKGROUND:

The Sarno Road Landfill will reach the end of its life as estimated by the engineers by the
year 2020 without a height variance and 2024 with a height variance. In order to maximize
the use of the Sarno Landfill, staff has requested that the City of Melbourne grant a height
variance (the City uses other terminology) from the existing 40 feet above grade to 81 feet
above grade. This will align the height with the FDEP permit as well as the height allowed
by the Federal Aviation Administration in the current landfill. The Item is scheduled to go to
the City's Planning & Zoning Board on July 5, 2019 at 6:30 P.M. and to the City Council
on July 23, 2019 at 6:30 P.M.

On April 9, 2019 the Board of County Commissioners directed the Department to hold off
on signing the US Army Corp ERP Permit for the US 192 Site and to bring it back to the
Board as an agenda item on the Board’s July 9, 2019 meeting. There are several options
that have been discussed recently as well as during the course of the project that are
outlined and updated in an Executive Summary attached herein for the Boards’
information and consideration.

Also, as per Board of County Commissioner direction, staff has issued a Request for
Proposal for alternative technologies. After the RFP was published at the pre-proposal
meeting, several vendors requested additional time to respond. As a result, the due date



for responses has been extended from  June 26, 2019 to August 30, 2019.

1. Transporting Class Il materials to the Central Disposal Facility at the end of Sarno
Landfill's lif

This option explores the possibility of transporting the materials received at the Sarno
Road Class Il Landfill to the Central Disposal Facility (Class 1) located near Cocoa after
the Sarno Road Landfill has reached permitted capacity. The Sarno Transfer Station
would have to be hardened to accept this type of waste. By the nature of Class IlI
materials, they are more abrasive and will make the transfer station maintenance more
frequent. Six tractors and eight trailers are estimated to be needed for the additional
tonnage being handled by the transfer station (using existing tonnage). Some employees
would be transferred to other places in the organization but the overall closure of Sarno
would result in a slight decrease in operating expenditures. This scenario does not take
into consideration the construction of a yard waste facility that would be needed in the
south end of the county. The yard waste facility would be needed in order to process the
yard waste before it is transported elsewhere. The facility would need to be approximately
17 acres in size plus a stormwater retention area is needed in addition to the 17 acres.

We recently prepared a cost projection for this option which at that time was missing the
cost of a yard waste area. We now have the missing information and are estimating the
cost of this option for the next twenty-years at $57.2M plus $4.2M for yard waste and an
estimated $1.5M for stormwater for a total of $62.9M. When you compare this option with
others you will note that this option is only for twenty years instead of twenty-five year
timeline of the other options. The reason is that this option consumes 1/3 of the life of the
Central Disposal Facility, so the life of the facility would be reduced to twenty years
instead of the projected thirty years. Thereby we could not use the same timeline of
twenty-five years. Another consideration is that the US 192 project was restarted in 2006
and judging by that project we would have to start looking for a replacement site for our
Class | materials in less than four years due to the time required to acquire and fully
develop landfill facilities.

This option uses expensive class | landfill airspace instead of less expensive class l|
airspace.

2. Develop the Northeast (68 Acres) Property Adjacent to the Sarno Road Landfill.

This option looks at maximizing the use of a property that is located to the northeast of the
Sarno Facility. It is currently being used for the managing of lagoon dredging materials
(muck removal from the lagoon). That contract for that use ends next year. With the end of
the use for managing dredging materials, the property can be used for the disposal
system needs. With a view to maximizing the use of the property, we commissioned a
study from an engineering firm which is attached titled “Technical Memorandum on the
Conceptual Site Development Plan of the Northeast Property Sarno Road Class |l
Landfill”.

The conceptual plan is the development of the site and entails building a yard waste pad
of about 17 acres, a landfill cell of about 16 acres, leachate tanks, a stormwater retention
pond of about 10 acres and other supporting infrastructures.



In order to use this property as an extension of the Sarno Facility the following major
points have to be considered:

* The City of Melbourne would have to approve the site plan and accept the changes in
the Conditional Use Permit.

* A height variance would be needed to maximize the use of the property. The height
affects the cost per cubic yard of airspace as stated later.

* The existing wetlands would have to be mitigated requiring an Environmental Resource
Permit from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and possibly approval
from the US Army Corp of Engineers. The mitigation would occur offsite by purchasing
mitigation credits.

* A construction permit from the Federal Aviation Administration will be needed since the
landfill would be within 10,000 feet of the end of one of the Melbourne Airport runways.

At forty feet above ground level the landfill is expected to have a life of 4 years with a cost
of $9.00 per cubic yard. At 80 feet elevation over ground level the life is expanded to 6
years with a cost of $5.50 per cubic yard. Total cost for this option is estimated at $22M.
The timeline for permitting and construction is estimated at 45 months assuming there is
no or little opposition in the permitting process. The process would have to start in 2020 to
have the site ready for the end of life of the existing Sarno Landfill if we are able to obtain
the additional height.

3. Purchase of the Florida Recyclers Landfill and expanding it to join the Sarno Road
Landfill

On May 25, 2018, staff received an Investment Value Consulting Report for 45 acres
currently used as a construction & demolition landfill AKA Florida Recyclers with an
investment value of $8,416,000. The report (attached) was transmitted by Jack A.
Kirschenbaum representing the owners of Florida Recyclers. On January 22, 2019 the
Board directed staff to conduct a report (attached) on the possibility of purchasing the
Melbourne Landfill AKA Florida Recyclers. This report was sent to the Board via email on
March 22, 2019.

Please note that the capacity of this landfill is restricted to an elevation of 40-feet because
of height restrictions from the City of Melbourne. This limitation has an impact of the
potential life for this option as detailed in the report to the Board.

As part of the evaluation process staff contracted with Clayton, Roper & Marshall, Inc. to
conduct an appraisal on the Florida Recyclers property. A notice to process was issued on
March 6, 2019 to conduct the appraisal. The appraisal has not been able to be completed
for reasons stated in the Status Report from the appraiser firm that we have attached.
According to the report the appraisers are waiting on information to be provided by Florida
Recyclers “sometime in mid-July”. Assuming the information required to complete the
appraisal is provided we would expect a final report around August 20, 2019.

This property could have some environmental impact that would have to be considered as
the Board would be assuming the environmental risks, if present. Mulch is currently on a
major portion of the property and would have to be removed as this material would not be
of use for the Department which has a surplus of the same.



4. Continue the Development of US 192 Project by Authorizing Staff to Sign the US Army
Corp of Engineers Permit.

This project was conceptually started in 1982 with the current version restarted in 20086.
In 2016 it was scaled down to exclude any Class I landfill for several decades. On April
30, 2019, staff sent a History Report (attached) to the Board stating the efforts undertaken
through the years on this project. A minor correction should be made to the report in that
the Environmental Resource Permit from FDEP was issued for this project in April
12,2018.

Brevard County upon the signature of the US Army Corp of Engineer permit will have all
the state and federal permits needed for this project with the exception of the FAA permit
(which had been granted in the past and expired, needing to be resubmitted) and the
Florida Department of Transportation entrance permit. These remaining permits are
expected to be issued when submitted.

The County has negotiated a settlement agreement with Deseret Ranch concerning the
solid waste permit that authorizes the construction of the Class Il landfill. The County
also has negotiated a settlement agreement concerning the issuance of the ERP that
authorizes the construction of the stormwater system and the wetland impacts. With this,
the County has addressed and resolved the concerns raised by Deseret Ranch. Although
Deseret Ranch opposes the project, it has signed off on the terms and conditions that
would allow the project to be built.

This option is estimated to cost about $66.8M which includes infrastructure that will serve
the system for the next 66 years of estimated capacity for this option. Construction is
estimated to occur over a two year period in several phases as follows:

Phase 1: Turning lanes, driveway construction must occur before any construction is
permitted on site.

Phase 2: Site work for the protection of the existing wetlands as well as enhancements
and deletion of marginal wetlands in order to make a more effective natural environment.

Phase 3: Actual construction of the internal infrastructure as well as the landfill itself.
If the Board chooses to proceed with this option, the Board can direct staff to return to the
Board for approval before proceeding with

any phase.

5. Any other direction the Board chooses to provide.

Summary
Implementation | Cost Increase Environmental
Time (In years) Life to the | Risks
System
Transporting | 1 $62.9M -10 Known
Northeast 3.75 $22M 4 (at 40| Known
feet)




6 (at 81

feet)
Florida Unknown Unknown |8 (at 40| Unknown
Recyclers +$13.2M feet)

Unknown |20 (at 81
+ $14.4M | feet)

Us 192 2 $66.8M +66 Known
ATTACHMENTS:

Description
o Florida Recyclers of Brevard LLC - Investment Value Consulting Report
n Florida Recyclers of Brevard LLC - Status Report - CRM File No. 19-030
o JEA Report - FL Recyclers Landfill Evaluation
o Melbourne Landfill AKA Florida Recyclers Report to the Board
n  US192 Future Landfill Site Project History Report to the Board
n S2Li BC - NE Property Development - Tech Memo
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONER FLORIDA’S SPACE COAST

Tammy Rowe, Clerk to the Board, 400 South Street « P.O. Box 999, Titusville, Florida 32781-0999 Telephone: (321) 637-2001
Fax: (321) 264-6972
Tammy.Rowe@brevardclerk.us

July 10, 2019

MEMORANDUM

TO: Euripedes Rodriguez, Solid Waste Director

RE: Item I.1., US Army Corp of Engineers Permit for US 192 Project

The Board of County Commissioners, in regular session on July 9, 2019, tabled the discussion
of signing the US Army Corp of Engineers Permit for the US 192 PrOJect to the September 17,
2019, Board meeting.

Your continued cooperation is always appreciated.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SCOJT ELLIS, CLERK

% SOINMA_

mmy Rowe, Deputy Clerk

/kp

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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1795 WEST NASA BLvD. /
G R A Y R O B I N S O N POST OFFICE BOX 1870 (32902-1870) //f/0C4 RATON
MELBOURNE, FLONIDA 32901,/ FORT LAUDERDALE
ATTORNEYS AT LAW TeL 321-727-8100  Fonr atvers

FAX 321-984-4122

GAINESVILLE
JACKSONVILLE
Jack A. Kirschenbaum KEY WesT
LAKELAND
32|-727-8|00 MELBOURNE
JACK.KIRSCHENBAUM@GRA Y-ROBINSON.COM Miam
NaPLES
May 25,2018 ORLANDO
TALLAHASSEE
TAMPA
Euripides Rodriguez
Brevard County Solid

Waste Management Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, #A118
Melbourne, FL. 32940-6605

Re:  Florida Recyclers
Dear Mr. Rodriguez:

Enclosed please find two copies of the Investment Value Consulting Report prepared
by Shawn E. Wilson, MAL, regarding the landfil].

My clients will accept the appraised value for this property.

I'look forward to speaking with you regarding this matter.

Very l:'ulyly urs,

— /
Jack A./[Kf'irs‘ henbaum
JAK/kf /

Enclosures

www.gray-robinson.com



Compass Real Estate Consulting, I nc.

Real Estate Consultant Liligation Valuation
120 East Pine Street « Suite 1 « Lakeland, Florida 33801

INVESTMENT VALUE CONSULTING REPORT

45 Acres of Land
Owned by
Florida Recyclers
of Brevard, LL.C

BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA

Prepared For

GrayRobinson
1795 West NASA Boulevard
Melbourne, Florida 32901

By

Shawn E. Wilson, MAI
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ503



PROPERTY:

COUNTY:

TAX ID:

LAND SIZE:

IMPROVEMENTS:

HIGHEST AND BEST USE:

DATE OF VALUE:

SCOPE OF WORK:

DEFINITION OF VALUE:

VALUATION SUMMARY:

SUMMARY

45 acres of land owned by Florida Recyclers of Brevard, LLC, in
Melbourne, Florida.

Brevard

27-36-24-00-507
27-36-24-00-508

45 acres, more or less

Currently used as a C&D landfill and recycling center.
Landfill

April 10, 2017

Estimate investment value by analyzing land value plus cost to
construct a new C&D landfill on the site.

This assignment estimates investment value. Investment value
is defined as “the value of a property to a particular investor or
class of investors based on the investor’s specific requirements,
Investment value may be different from market value because it
depends on a set of investment criteria that are not necessarily
typical of the market.” (The Dictionary of Real Estate
Appraisal, Sixth Edition, 2015, page 121)

Investment Value

$ 8,416,000
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ADDRESS AND LOCATION

The subject property is located at 3351 Samo Road in Melbourne, Florida

PROPERTY OWNER NAME AND ADDRESS

Florida Recyclers of Brevard, LLC
3351 Sarno Road
Melbourne, Florida 32934

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Lengthy; please see deeds in Addenda.

PROPERTY INSPECTION

The subject property was inspected on January 6, 201 7, and April 10, 2017.

APPRAISAL REPORT FORMAT

This is an Investment Value Consulting Report which is intended to comply with the reporting
requirements set forth under Standard Rule 2-2(a) of the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice for an Appraisal Report. As such, it presents only a summary of the data,
reasoning, and analyses that were used in the appraisal process to develop the appraiser's opinion
of value. Supporting documentation concerning the data, reasoning, and analyses is retained in
the appraiser's file.

HISTORY OF THE PROPERTY (LAST FIVE YEARS)

The subject property has not transferred ownership during the last five years. It has operated as a
landfill and recycling center since 1998.

Instrument: Trustee’s Deed

Grantor: Joseph J. Weisenfeld, Trustee
Grantee: Florida Recyclers of Brevard, Inc.
Transaction Date: 3/31/98

O.R. Bk/Pg: 3826 /3814



Instrument: Trustee’s Deed

Grantor: Joseph J. Weisenfeld, Trustee
Grantee: Florida Recyclers of Brevard, Inc.
Transaction Date: 9/30/99

O.R. Bk/Pg: 4087 /1036

Instrument: Corrective Trustee’s Deed
Grantor: Joseph J. Weisenfeld, Trustee
Grantee: Florida Recyclers of Brevard, Inc.
Transaction Date: 3/13/01

O.R. Bk/Pg: 4310/3384

I'was unable to discover, during the normal course of the appraisal process, any evidence of a
current Agreement of Sale, listing, or option of the subject property.

The appraiser is informed that a portion of the property is leased to Simply Organic Lawn and
Garden Center.
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PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 1:
~ Looking south at
landfill scales.

Photo 2:
Looking north
along driveway
towards Sarno
Road.

Photographs taken by Shawn Wilson, MAI, April 10, 2017,



Photo 3:
Representative view
of soil composting
area.

Photo 4:
Looking south
toward C&D area.

Photographs taken by Shawn Wilson, MAI, April 10, 2017.



Photo 5:
Looking south toward
Sarno Landfill.

Photo 6:

Looking east
toward Brevard
County Dredge
Material
Management Area.

Photographs taken by Shawn Wilson, MAL April 10, 2017.



AREA AND NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS

Intended users of this appraisal report are very familiar with the subject property’s location,
neighborhood, market area, and the greater Melbourne area. For this reason, only a brief analysis

is summarized here.

The subject property is generally located in an industrial area between Interstate 95 and the
Orlando Melbourne International Airport, lying within the City of Melbourne. The subj ect's
neighborhood includes a variety of industrial uses, including warehousing, manufacturing, and
industrial office. The subject property is marked with a red star on the aerial map below,

c
o
2
- ]
4
X 2]

'(.].] a )

The Sarno Landfill and Transfer Station is located immediately west and south of the subject
property. The Brevard County Dredge Material Management Area (DMMA) for the Eau Gallie
River and Elbow Creek Restoration Dredging Project is located immediately east of the subject

property.

SoLID WASTE AND C&D LANDFILLS - OVERVIEW

Waste management is the collection, transport, processing, recycling or disposal and monitoring of
non-hazardous waste materials. The term usually relates to materials produced by human activity
and is generally undertaken to reduce their effect on health, the environment, or aesthetics. A landfill
site, also known as tip, dump or rubbish dump, is a site for the disposal of waste materials by burial
and is the oldest form of waste treatment. The first US landfill opened about 1937, Prior to that our
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ancestors burned most of their garbage or buried it in outlying rural areas.

Modern landfills are well-engineered and managed and are located, designed, operated and
monitored to ensure they comply with federal regulations. Municipal solid waste (MSW) consists of
organic material, paper, plastic, glass, metals, and other refuse collected by municipal authorities. It
typically does not include waste collected outside of formal municipal programs nor does it include
the sewage, industrial waste, or construction and demolition waste generated by cities.

Solid waste is categorized either by material type or by product type. By material type this includes
paper and paper board, yard trimmings, food scraps, plastics, metals, glass, wood, rubber, leather,
textiles, and other materials. By product type this includes containers and packaging, nondurable
goods (newspaper), durable goods (appliances), food scraps, and others. Although the use of
landfills remains the common practice of disposal in most countries, about a quarter of the word’s
garbage is diverted to recycling, composting, or digestion, options that are environmentally superior
to landfills and incinerators. In 2013 the US’s share of recycled municipal solid waste, which was
just 6.2% 50 years ago, grew to 34.4% or 1.5 pounds of garbage per person per day.

The waste industry is highly correlated with consumer spending and stems from consumer products -
and packaging. Thus, municipal solid waste tends to be generated in much higher quantities by
wealthier nations and regions of the world. While wealthier nations produce more inorganic waste,
such as plastics, paper, and aluminum, poorer and rural areas produce a higher share of organic
matter. The 34 industrialized nations of the world produce about 1.6 million tons of MSW per day
with the US producing 4.4 pounds per person per day or the daily equivalent of 60,000 garbage
trucks.

Some interesting facts about waste management in the US include the following:

Americans generate about 250 million tons of garbage each year in landfills

An average American throws away around 1,200 pounds of waste each year that could be
composted

The amount of waste generated has tripled since 1960

The average office worker uses over 500 paper cups per year

Each year around 100.2 billion plastic bags are used by Americans

36% of what is thrown away in the US each year is paper or cardboard

Aluminum can be recycled innumerable times with no loss of quality

Each ton of paper recycled can save three cubic yards of landfill space

About 22 billion plastic bottles are thrown out every year in landfills; shielded from sunlight
they take thousands of years to decompose

In the 1970s there were 10,000 landfills in the US. Because of consolidation and more efficient use
of these facilities, the number of open landfills was reduced to 1,900 by 2013 and 1,654 by 2015. In
2015 the US collected over 245.7 million tons of municipal solid waste of which over 58.4 million
tons of material was recovered for recycling, and 20.6 million tons were recovered for composting.
In June 2016 annual MSW collection had risen to 254 million tons but recycling increased with 87
million tons recycled or composed.



David Biderman, President of the Solid Waste Association of North America recently stated that the
lack of capacity in the nation’s landfills is largely overblown and he estimates that the nation overall
has 62 years of capacity left. According to Mr. Biderman, seven states will run out of space in five
years, one, in five to ten years, three, in 11 to 20 years, most have a significant capacity for many
years, and 22 have no long-term problem at all.

Tipping fees are typically used to cover operating and maintenance costs and include personnel,
equipment, fuel and anticipated capital costs such as cell expansions, cell closures, and capping.
Government plays a huge role in determining rates and how the money will be spent. Often fees are
used to fund local projects, solid waste management organizations, statewide waste reduction
programs, or environmental efforts within the state.

In January 2016, the average tipping fee in the US was $48.27 with a substantial variation between
states noted. A list of landfill tipping fees published by Clean Energy Projects, Inc. for the 50 states
indicated that, besides Hawaii, the highest tipping fees were in the northeast region of the US and
included Delaware, Mainc, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island and Vermont.

Information from Dun & Bradstreet dated December 5 » 2016, on their waste management services
industry profile for the quarter ending in September 2016 reported that the US waste management
industry includes about 24,000 companies (single-location and units of multi-location companies)
with combined annual revenue of about $85 billion. The profitability of individual companies
depends on an efficient operation as the service is based on price. Big companies enjoy economies
of scale in purchasing equipment and establishing networks of facilities. Small companies can
compete by offering specialized services or serving local markets.

The US industry is concentrated with the 50 largest companies accounting for about half of the
industry’s revenue. The largest waste management companies in the US are Waste Management,
which has 21,000 collection and transfer trucks and services more than 20 million customers in the
US and Canada, and Republic Services, which serves over 2,800 communities throughout the US.
One of the problems in the industry is preventing monopolization by big companies which may mean
higher costs and subpar services for customers.

The collection process is the biggest part of the waste industry and accounts for about 55% of the
industry’s revenue. Waste treatment and disposal are responsible for 20% of the revenue which
includes composting, incineration, landfill and recycling. About 15% of the annual revenue is
remediation of waste which includes cleaning oil spills, cleaning contaminates on the ground,
removal of asbestos and lead paint, restoration of strip-mined areas, and processing hazardous waste.

Landfill Classifications

As of December 2016, there were 333 permitted solid waste management facilities in Florida and
five new facility applications. These include landfills, C&D disposal, C&D recycling, waste
processing, and tire and soil treatment facilities. Landfills are classified as Class I and Class III.
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Class I landfills are those which receive municipal solid wastes, or garbage. Class II landfills accept
an average of fewer than 20 tons of solid waste per day. Class III landfills receive only yard trash,
construction, and demolition debris, waste tires, asbestos, carpet, cardboard, paper, glass, plastic
furniture other than appliances, or other materials which are not expected to produce leachate which
poses a threat to public health or the environment. In addition to the Class I, Il and I landfills, there
are Construction & Demolition Debris facilities known as C&D facilities. Mixing of construction
and demolition debris with other types of solid waste will cause a landfill to be classified as other
than construction and demolition facilities.

Construction and Demolition Landfills

The landfill that is the subject of this report is classified as a construction and demolition debris
(C&D) landfill. C&D landfills are reviewed and approved by the State Department of
Environmental Protection through a state permitting process. It is reported that in December 2016
there were about 70 C&D facilities in Florida. According to the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, about 25% of all of the state’s municipal solid waste was C&D debris.
C&D material is defined as debris generated during the construction, renovation, and demolition of
buildings, roads, and bridges, and is typically not included in the category of municipal solid waste.
C&D materials often contain bulky, heavy materials that include concrete, wood from buildings,
asphalt from roads and roofing shingles, gypsum the main component of drywall, metals, bricks,
glass, plastics, salvaged building components (doors, windows, and plumbing fixtures), and trees,
stumps, earth, and rock from clearing sites. Construction and demolition landfills are able by
regulation to take most of the full complement of materials deposited into landfills, except for paint,
carpet, tires, furniture, household garbage, biomedical waste and industrial or hazardous waste.
Some soils are also prohibited as they may be contaminated. The Environmental Protection Agency
estimates the overall percentage of debris in C&D materials falls within the ranges provided below.

MAKE-UP OF DEBRIS IN C&D LANDFILLS
Concrete & Mixed | 40-50% | Metals 1-5%

Rubble
Wood 20-30% | Bricks | 1-5%
Drywall 5-15% | Plastics | 1-5%

Asphalt Roofing 1-10%

Reducing and recycling C&D materials conserves landfill space, reduces the environmental
impact of producing new materials, creates jobs, and can reduce overall building project
expenses through avoided purchase and disposal costs. Less waste can lead to fewer disposal
facilities and reducing, reusing and recycling C&D materials offsets the need to extract and
consume virgin resources. Deconstruction and selective demolition methods divert large
amounts of materials from disposal and provide business opportunities to the local community.
Recovered materials can be donated to qualified charities resulting in a tax benefit to the donator,
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Industry Trends

There are several trends that may define the future of the waste industry. The first is achieving
Zero Waste, a trend by cities and others to push recycling programs, to ban the use of specific
products, and to increase waste to energy programs. Some refer to this as the four “R” approach:
reducing waste at the source, then reusing, recovering, or recycling any waste that remains.

The second trend is for smaller waste removal companies to acquire or merge with other
companies. The intent is for smaller companies to make a bigger impact on the industry, like
their bigger competitors. If the merger or acquisition is not well planned, however, these
activities can lead to increases in costs, invoice chan ge issues, and even service interruptions.

The third trend is the development of advanced technology in trash and recycling containers,
This trend will help companies decrease energy use, save money, and increase efficiency by
using solar powered dumpsters. These containers can send a digital signal when they are near
capacity, so over or under collecting by waste management companies does not occur. In another
emerging disposal technique, semi-underground containers are used to reduce odor, reduce the
growth of bacteria, and deter invasion by animals.

The fourth trend is for municipalities to take steps to eliminate or cut down food and organic
waste by enforcing composting programs. According to the EPA, every year Americans generate
around 14 million tons of food waste or about 107 pounds per person. Some cities now require
sporting venues, restaurants at large hotels, large food manufacturers and wholesalers to recycle
all food waste. It is noted by many in the industry that these programs may cause a significant
amount of stress for businesses trying to comply with these new regulations.,

Conclusion

As recently as forty years ago it was common practice in F lorida, as in most parts of the United
States, to either burn solid waste materials or use open dumps to alleviate solid waste problems.
Back then, there were 500 open dumps in Florida. Today there are 333 solid waste management
facilities permitted in Florida by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection. These
facilities are located in every county and include at least one special waste materials construction

and demolition disposal facility in every county.

Sources: Basic Information about Landfills, Environmental Protection Agency, April 20135,
“Municipal Solid Waste Trends and Changing Demo graphics,” by Nick Chiu, Seeking Alpha, December 26,
2012,
“20 Horrifying Waste Management Statistics and Facts About Landfilis,” Trash Talkin’, December 10, 2013.
“Think Outside the Bin,” Environmental Protective Agency, June 27, 2016
“Trash by the Numbers: Startling Statistics about US Garbage,” by Melissa Breyer, Business/Environmental
Policy, July 1, 2016
“Four Waste Management Trends Defining the Waste Industry,” by Carmine Esposito, National Waste Associates,
September 10, 2015,
Solid Waste Management Facilities List, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, December 27, 2016.
Landfill Tipping Fees in USA, Green Power, Inc., January 2016.
Landfill Statistics, Environmental Protection Agency, June 27, 2016.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE CONSULTING SERVICE

The subject property is currently permitted for use as a construction and demolition debris
landfill (C&D). The property owners now operate a recycling and landfill operation on the
property. Recycling activities include a mulch and soil composting operation, Simply Organic
Lawn and Garden Center, with wholesale and retail sales activity on-site.

In addition to the on-site recycling activity, typical C&D recycling items such as concrete, metal,
and plastics are also removed from the waste stream and recycled off-site. The location of the
subject property is conducive for continued use as a landfill. However, the Simply Organic Lawn
and Garden Center mulch and soil operation is under separate ownership and does not require a
landfill permit for operation. That business could be moved to a different location if the business

owners chose to do so.

As described previously, the subject property is surrounded on three sides by Brevard County
Government solid waste facilities: Sarno Transfer Station, Sarno Landfill, and a Dredge Material

Management Area.

The Brevard County Board of County Commissioners is charged with providing and regulating
waste collection and disposal. The Brevard Code of Ordinances sets forth annual special
assessments and service fees for collection, recycling, and disposal services. Because of the
manner in which tipping fees for C&D waste are assessed, privately owned landfills in Brevard
County cannot operate at levels of profit which are possible in counties which have a more
traditional pricing model.

The subject property is the only privately owned and operated C&D landfill in Brevard County.
The subject landfill is profitable, in part, because its operating income is augmented by the on-
site recycling operation.

The subject property is also unique among properties in Brevard County because it is bounded on
three sides by existing government-owned solid waste facilities. By sharing common boundaries
with other government solid waste facilities, the subject land can afford additional utility and
horizontal expansion capacity when designed in conjunction with adjoining facilities, particularly
in conjunction with the adjoining Sarno Landfill improvements.

Because of these atypical locational and market characteristics, a traditional market value
analysis is not utilized in this assignment. The consulting problem is addressed by examining the
investment value of the subject property's potential air space if used by the Brevard County solid
waste program.

Note that the market value of the landfill and business which currently operate on the site is not
part of this analysis.
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ZONING AND FUTURE LAND USE

The subject property is located in Brevard County and is governed by the City of Melbourne
Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations.

Zoning; C-MI (Neighborhood Commercial District / Light
Industrial District)

Future Land Use Designation: Industrial

The Industrial Future Land Use designation is intended for “manufacturing, assembling, and
distribution activities; assembling and distribution activities; warehousing and storage activities;
general commercial activities; and other similar land uses.” It is determined by the impact on
existing and planned public services, utilities, water resources, and energy resources.

The C-M1 zoning is “intended to apply to an area adjacent to arterial and major collector streets
and convenient to major residential areas. The types of uses permitted are intended to serve
consumer needs. Lot sizes and other restrictions are intended to reduce conflicts with adjacent
residential uses and to minimize the interruption of traffic along thoroughfares.”

The zoning and Future Land Use designations provide for a variety of medium intensity uses.
The subject property could be improved with one or more of the permitted uses, as a mixed-use
development.

The capacity of the existing landfill operation is determined by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP) permit and the subject property’s City of Melbourne zoning.
The permissible height of the landfill currently differs, being 80" for the FDEP permit, and a 40°
height limit imposed by zoning, The appraiser is informed that a reasonable probability of
obtaining a zoning variance for a height of 80° exists, primarily because neighboring Brevard
County solid waste facility improvements are permitted to exceed 40’ in height. This height
differential is discussed further in the Extraordinary Assumption section of the report.

ASSESSED VALUE

Parcel ID Assessed Assessed Value Assessed Value
Number Value Land Improvements Total
27-36-24-00-507 $844,000 $0 $844,000
27-36-24-00-508 $600,660 $0 $600,660
Total $1,444,660 $0 $1,444,660

Note that the tax assessment for the subject property is provided for reference purposes only.
Tax assessments are based upon mass appraisal techniques and are not generally reliable for
market value estimates.
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PROPERTY RIGHTS APPRAISED

This value estimate for the subject property is appraised as a fee simple estate. This is defined as
"Absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or estate, subject only to the limitations
imposed by the governmental powers of taxation, eminent domain, police power, and escheat."
(The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, 2015; page 90).

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE RESTRICTIONS

As described previously, the subject property holds a permit for use as a C&D landfill. This
permit is administered by the FDEP, and the landfill activities on the site are governed by the
restrictions related to that permit. The appraiser is informed that the permit is active, with no
atypical restrictions or deficiencies noted on the effective date of value.

Other than the items described previously, I did not find evidence of any public or private
restrictions that would have a significant effect on the highest and best use of the subject
property. 1did not find any evidence of other encumbrances that would have a negative effect on
the utility or market value of the land as if vacant.

PURPOSE AND INTENDED USE OF THE APPRAISAL

The purpose of the appraisal is to estimate the investment value of the subject property as of the
effective date of valuation. The client who has ordered this appraisal is GrayRobinson, attorneys
for the property owners. The intended users are the client, property owners, and their authorized
representatives. The appraiser has been informed that this appraisal consulting report will be used
for a potential negotiated sale of the subject property to Brevard County Government,

HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION

A hypothetical condition is “that which is contrary to what is known by the appraiser to exist on
the effective date of the assignment results, but is used for the purpose of analysis.”
(The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, 2015, page 113)

This investment value consulting assignment is based on the assumption that the subject property
is vacant and available to be improved with a C&D landfill.

The use of this hypothetical condition may affect the assignment results.
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EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTION

Extraordinary Assumption is defined as “an assumption, directly related to a specific assignment,
as of the effective date of the assighment results, which, if found to be false, could alter the
appraiser’s opinions or conclusions.” (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal

Practice, 2016-2017 Edition, Page 3.)

This investment value consulting assignment is based on an extraordinary assumption that a
zoning variance from the City of Melbourne to permit landfill activities to a height of 80” is
reasonably probable.

This assignment includes an estimate of waste volume, or air space, which has been consumed by
the existing landfill operation. A topographic survey and consumption data provided by William
Moit Land Surveying Inc. has been relied upon to estimate air space consumption as of the
effective date of value. The investment value herein is based upon an extraordinary assumption
that the consumption data provided therein is accurate.

James E. Golden, P.G. of Grove Scientific and Engineering has provided a cost model for the
permitting and construction of a conceptual C&D landfill, similar to that on the subject property.
His conceptual design results in a waste volume, or air space, of approximately 2,800,000 cubic
yards. His detailed cost model and engineering report are included in the Addenda of this
consulting report. The investment value estimate herein is based upon an extraordinary
assumption that permitting of the conceptual design is reasonably probable and that the technical
information and cost model within the Grove Scientific report are accurate.

The use of this extraordinary assumption may affect the assignment results.

TyPE AND DEFINITION OF VALUE

This assignment estimates investment value. Investment value is defined as “the value of a
property to a particular investor or class of investors based on the investor’s specific
requirements. Investment value may be different from market value because it depends on a set
of investment criteria that are not necessarily typical of the market.”

(The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, 2015, page 121)

EFFECTIVE DATE OF VALUE OPINION (DATE OF VALUE)

The effective date of value is April 10, 2017, the most recent date of inspection.
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DATE OF REPORT

The date of this report is June 22, 2017.

SCOPE OF WORK

This section describes the extent of the process of collecting, confirming, and reporting data.

This is an appraisal consulting service. The effective date of value is April 10, 2017,

As described previously, a traditional market value analysis is not utilized in this assignment,
The consulting problem is addressed by examining the investment value of the subject property's
potential air space if used by the Brevard County solid waste program,

The scope of work for this assignment results in an estimate of the investment value of the
subject property when analyzed as vacant land available to provide additional C&D landfill
capacity to Brevard County Government, with an adjustment for airspace which has already been
consumed on the site. Note that the market value of the landfill and business which currently
operate on the site is not part of this analysis.

Information on the subject property was gathered from the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection, Brevard County Property Appraiser resources, other public records, published studies,
various news publications, information from the property owner, the appraiser’s files, and other
sources.

Market data utilized in the valuation process was gathered from public records, tax assessment
records, Multiple Listing Service records, other appraisers, local Realtors and licensed real estate
salespersons, and through research for comparable properties. Market data gathered includes
sales and listings of land similar to the subject property.

A highest and best use analysis is part of this assignment, including consideration of all the
physically possible, legally permissible, financially feasible, and maximally productive uses of
the subject property. The data utilized to value the subject land as if vacant is based on this
highest and best use conclusion.

The appraiser reviewed documents regarding the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection’s landfill permitting process and Florida Recyclers’ permit history.

The scope of this consulting assignment includes providing a written report in a summary format.

Professional assistance with landfill research, valuation, and report drafting was provided by
John A. Gillott, MAI, SRA, State-certified general real estate appraiser RZ212. James E.
Golden, P.G. of Grove Scientific and Engineering provided a conceptual plan and cost model for
the construction of a C&D landfill on the subject property.
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HIGHEST AND BEST USE

Definition

Highest and Best Use is defined as “the reasonably probable and legal use that results in the
highest value. The four criteria that the highest and best use must meet are legal permissibility,
physical possibility, financial feasibility, and maximum productivity.” (The Dictionary of Real
Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, 2015; page 109).

Analysis — Current Condition

Legally permissible uses for the subject property are those permitted by the property’s zoning and
Future Land Use (FLU) designations. A discussion of this issue is presented in this appraisal
report under the heading, Zoning and Future Land Use. In summary, industrial uses are

permitted,

Physically possible uses for the site as if vacant are governed by setback and size restrictions
which are related to zoning. The property currently operates as a permitted landfill and recycling
center, with appropriate site improvements to support same.

Financially feasible uses for the site include those which are legally permissible, physically
possible, and would attract sufficient prospective purchasers to assure profitable development.
The existing landfill is permitted and has consumed approximately 950,000 cubic yards of waste
volume. It has adequate remaining capacity for continued operation over an estimated period of
23 years. FDEP requirements are in place for closure of the landfill when capacity is reached.
These closure requirements are imposed regardless of whether or not maximum permissible
waste volume is reached. For that reason, the most productive use of the property as improved is
for the continued operation of a C&D landfill until the maximum permissible waste volume is in
place, followed by closure of the landfill.

Therefore, the maximally productive use of the subject property is for continued use as a C&D
landfill until the maximum permissible waste volume is in place.
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Analysis — as if Vacant

Legally permissible uses for the subject property are those permitted by the property’s zoning and
Future Land Use (FLU) designations. A discussion of this issue is presented in this appraisal
report under the heading, Zoning and Future Land Use. In summary, industrial uses are
permitted,

Physically possible uses for the site as if vacant are governed by setback and building size
restrictions which are related to zoning. The property is a permitted landfill and has an adequate
land area to be improved as a C&D landfill, or with a variety of industrial building
improvements.

Financially feasible uses for the site include those which are legally permissible, physically
possible, and would attract sufficient prospective purchasers to assure profitable development.
The subject property is located in an industrial neighborhood, just west of an airport, and
proximate to Interstate 95. It is bounded on three sides by existing government-owned solid
waste facilities, including the Sarno Landfill. These locational characteristics are well-suited to
construction and operation of a landfill, or similar industrial uses.

The site, as if vacant, is permitted for use as a C&D landfill, Such permits are considered to have
value, as they are in demand but somewhat scarce, and are generally more difficult to obtain than
permits for non-landfill industrial uses.

Therefore, the maximally productive use of the subject property as if vacant is for the
construction of a C&D landfill.

APPROACHES TO VALUE

The scope of work for this assignment calls for an estimate of the investment value of the subject
property when analyzed as vacant land available to provide additional C&D landfill capacity to
Brevard County Government. The investment value analysis includes elements of the Cost
Approach, including the value of the land as if vacant and the cost to construct a conceptual new
landfill on the site. The Sales Comparison Approach is used to estimate the value of the land as

if vacant.

As discussed previously in this report, the manner in which tipping fees for C&D waste are
assessed in Brevard County creates an economic environment where privately-owned landfills
cannot operate at levels of profit which are possible in counties with a more traditional pricing
model. As a result, the market value of the landfill and business which currently operate on the
site is not part of this investment value analysis. For that reason, the Sales Comparison Approach
and Income Approach for an improved landfill of the type which currently operates on the
property was not processed.
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ESTIMATE OF LAND VALUE (AS IF VACANT)

The Sales Comparison Approach is based upon the Theory of Substitution which holds that a
prudent purchaser would be willing to pay no more for a particular property than the cost of
acquiring an equally desirable substitute. This also implies that a willing seller would be willing
to sell for no less than that value or price that would allow him to acquire a property of
comparable utility and desirability.

The essence of this approach involves the researching of comparable sales, and the analysis of
those sales so that they may be directly compared to the subject propetty to yield an appropriate
range of value for the subject. Properties such as the subject are typically bought and sold based
upon land area, expressed in square feet. For purposes of this analysis, the price per square foot
of total land area is used as the basis for comparison.

The comparable sales selected for comparison to the subject property have several elements of
similarity:

Market Conditions - The comparable sales used were transferred before the effective date of
value. The sales are relatively recent in nature. Changing market conditions are considered in
the analysis, but no specific adjustment is applied because insufficient sales data is available to
precisely formulate such an adjustment. However, the age of each sale is considered in the
correlation of a final value opinion.

Financing - All sales were cash to seller, or cash equivalent, so no financing adjustments were
necessary.

Conditions of Sale - All sales were arm’s-length, fair market value transactions for fee simple
estates. Accordingly, no adjustments for conditions of sale were needed.

Size - Larger parcels typically sell for less on a per unit basis than smaller sites due to economies
of scale and the amount of capital outlay necessary for the purchase. The comparison of each

sale to the subject for this factor is considered in the reconciliation process.

Please refer to the Addenda of this appraisal report for additional information for the land sales
used in comparison.
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The comparable sales given primary consideration in this analysis are presented in the grid

below.
Subject #7 Lexmar Sale #2 Palm City Sale #5 Dike Road Sale #14 Digital Light
Sale
Sale Price $300,000 $1,100,000 $700,000 $430,000
Sale Date 324/15 7/8/16 5/25/14 10/9/15
Location Sarno Road 1000 Clearmont Robert J. Conlan 205 Dike Road Digital Light Drive
Frontage Street Blvd NE
Size 45 acres 4.93 acres 24.10 acres 17.28 acres 7.45 acres
Zoning / FLU C-M1 / Industrial L-1 / Industrial BMU / Bayfront R-3/UD-Res M-1 / Industrial
Mixed Use INST /P-1
Selling Price/SF $1.40/SF $1.05/SF $0.93/SF $1.33/8F
Selling Price/AC $60,852 / AC $45,643 7 AC $40.509 / AC $57,718 / AC

The unit prices for the four land sales range from $0.93 to $1.40 per square foot, The total land
area for the comparable sales ranges from 4.93 acres to 24.10 acres, which in all cases is smaller
than the subject property’s land area of approximately 45 acres.

Sale #14 - Digital Light Drive, is the sale in closest proximity to the subject property. It is
located approximately 0.5 miles directly to the west. Although the locational aspects of the sale
are very similar, it is only 7.33 acres in size. At $1.33 per square foot of land area, it is
considered to establish an upper limit of value for the subject land when considered as vacant.

The two comparable sales which are largest in size, #5 - 205 Dike Road and #2 - Palm City
Investments, have unit prices which range from $0.93 to $1.05 per square foot. These sales are
more similar to the subject property in size and are given greatest weight in the analysis.

After careful consideration of the foregoing comparable land sales and with all data gathered and
analyzed, the appraiser concluded that the market value of the subject land as if vacant is $1.00
per square foot.
The value of the subject land as if vacant is calculated as:
45 acres x 43,560 sf/ acre x $1.00 per square foot = $1,960,200
Rounded to $1,960,000

INVESTMENT VALUE ANALYSIS

James E. Golden, P.G. of Grove Scientific and Engineering has provided a cost model for the
construction of a C&D landfill on the subject property. His conceptual design results in a waste
volume, or air space, of approximately 2,800,000 cubic yards (similar to that of the subject
landfill). His detailed cost model and engineering report are included in the Addenda of this
consulting report.
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Mr. Golden’s cost model is summarized below:

Development Costs
1. Mobilization & Demobilization $80,000.00
2. Site Work & Infrastructure $873,755.45
3. Disposal Cell Earthwork $1,590,375.00
4. Leachate Control System $4,508,796.96
5. Leachate Storage Facility $389,900.00
6. Groundwater Monitoring $50,500.00
7. Bidding Assistance $5,000.00
8. Surveying Layout & As-Built $50,000.00
9. CQA & Geotechnical Testing $227,500.00
10. Final Design, Permits, Construction Management & Certification| $450,000.00
Subtotal $8,225,827.41
Contingency 10% $822,582.74
Total Development Costs $9,048,410.15
COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY
Predevelopment Costs $723,500.00
Development Costs $9,048,410.15
Total $9,771,910.15
-Total, Rounded $9,772,000.00

The estimated cost for permitting and constructing a landfill with 2,800,000 cubic yards of waste
volume is $9,772,000, or $3.49 per cubic yard. This unit value has been compared to published
resources and other materials in the workfile and is considered to be reasonable and well
supported.

Recall that a portion of the waste volume, or air space, associated with the existing Florida
Recyclers landfill has been consumed. A topographic survey and consumption data provided by
William Mott Land Surveying Inc. has been relied upon to estimate air space consumption. Our
analysis indicates that approximately 950,000 cubic yards had been consumed on the effective
date of value. The available capacity is therefore 2,800,000 less 950,000 = 1,850,000 cubic
yards. The cost of construction per cubic yard developed above is applied to the available
capacity as follows:

1,850,000 x $3.49/cu yd = $6,456,500
Rounded $6,456,000
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The land value for the subject property was developed in an earlier section of the report and is
estimated to be $1,960,000. This land value, combined with the cost to construct the available

landfill capacity, results in the investment value estimate.

!(;(’)stw to construct available caPacity§$6,45 6,000.00

(Land value 1$1,960,000.00
P ———
! Investment Value Estimate '$8,416,000.00

The subject land value results in an overall construction cost which is somewhat higher than
usual because the subject land is smaller and closer to the path of development than sites which
are typically purchased for construction of a C&D landfill. When considering investment value,
the somewhat elevated land cost is considered to be offset by the economies of scale and
potential for additional air space utility which is created by use of a 45-acre site surrounded on
three sides by existing Brevard County solid waste facilities.

The scope of work for this assignment calls for an estimate of the investment value of the subject
property when analyzed as vacant land available to provide additional C&D landfill capacity to
Brevard County Government. That investment value is estimated to be:

$8,416,000

SUMMARY

The total cost for acquiring the subject land as vacant, permi tting the project, and constructing a
landfill with a total of 2.8 million cubic yards of waste volume on the site was estimated. These
costs were then adjusted for the air rights consumed on the subject property as of the date of the

appraisal.

The subject site is smaller and better-located than sites which would typically be purchased in a
more rural area for construction of a C&D landfill. When considering investment value, the
somewhat higher land cost is considered to be off-set by the economies of scale and potential for
additional air space utility which is created by sharing boundaries with existing Brevard County
solid waste facilities.

Thus, based on the extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical condition stated in this report, the
investment value of the subject property, as of the effective date of the appraisal of April 10,

2017, is estimated to be:

EIGHT MILLION FOUR HUNDRED SIXTEEN THOUSAND DOLLARS
$8,416,000
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CERTIFICATION

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:

June 22, 201

The statements of fact contained in this appraisal report, upon which the analyses, opinions, and conclusions
expressed herein are based, are true and correet, and no pertinent facts affecting value are knowingly withheld. In
completing my analyses and arriving at the conclusion set forth herein, certain statements were relied upon as fact.
If these statements ultimately prove untrue or misleading, my conclusions may be invalidated and warrant
reconsideration.

The reported analysis, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting
conditions, and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions. The
appraisal report sets forth all the limiting conditions (imposed by the terms of this assignment or by the
undersigned) affecting the analyses, conclusions, and opinions in this report.

T have no present or contemplated future interest, nor any personal interest or bias with respect to the subject
matter or real estate of this appraisal report or the parties involved in this assi gnment.

My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.

My engagement and compensation are not contingent upon developing or reporting a predeterniined value of
direction in value which favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a
stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.

To the best of my knowledge and belief, this certificate, the appraisal analysis, opinions, and conclusions have
been developed and this appraisal report has been prepared in conformity with, and the use of this report is subject
to the minimum requirements of [a] the State of Florida for Certified Appraisers, and [b] the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice. | further certify thal, to the best of my knowledge and belief] the reported
analysis, opinions und conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the
requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the
Appraisal Institute. As of the date of this report, I have completed the continuing education program for
Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute.

The preparation and usc of this report are subject to the requirements of [a] the Appraisal Institute and [b] Florida
Real Estate Appraisal Board inclusive of review by their duly authorized represcntatives. Other than those
persons identified within the report, no one has provided significant professional assistance to the person signing
this report.

T have performed no other services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the subject property within
the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

I have personally inspected the property which is the subject of this appraisal report.

A list of Assumptions and Limiting Conditions is shown elsewhere in this appraisal report and is made a part
hereof by reference thereto and these “Assumptions and Limiting Conditions” are a part of the valuable
consideration between appraiser and client for this report.

iflott, MAI, SRA, State-

Professional assistance with landfill research and valuation was provided by John A, G
ifjc and Engineering has

certified general real estate appraiser RZ212. James E. Golden, P.G. of Grove-$tien
provided a cost model for construction of a C&D landfill on the subject

~J

Date Shawn Wilsgh, I
State-certified gendral réql éstile appraiser RZ503
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ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

This is an Appraisal Report which is intended to comply with the reporting requirements set forth
under Section 2-2(a) of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. Supporting
documentation concerning the data, reasoning, and analyses utilized in this appraisal is retained in
the appraiser’s file. The information contained in this report is specific to the needs of the client
and for the intended use stated in this report. The appraiser is not responsible for unauthorized

use of this report.

No responsibility is assumed for legal or title considerations. Title to the property is assumed to
be good and marketable unless otherwise stated in this report.

The property is appraised free and clear of any or all liens and encumbrances unless otherwise
stated in this report.

Responsible ownership and competent property management are assumed unless otherwise stated
in this report.

The information furnished by others is believed to be reliable. However, no warranty is given for
its accuracy.

All engineering is assumed to be correct. Any plot plans and illustrative material in this report
are included only to assist the reader in visualizing the property.

It is assumed that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil, or
structures beyond those associated with the detrimental condition that render it more or less
valuable. No responsibility is assumed for such conditions or for arranging for engineering
studies that may be required to discover them.

It is assumed that there is full compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local
environmental regulations and laws unless otherwise stated in this report.

It is assumed that all applicable zoning and use regulations and restrictions have been complied
with, unless a nonconformity has been stated, defined, and considered in this appraisal report.

It is assumed that all required licenses, certificates of occupancy or other legislative or
administrative authority from any local, state, or national governmental or private entity or
organization have been or can be obtained or renewed for any use on which the value estimates
contained in this report are based.

It is assumed that the utilization of the land and improvements is within the boundaries or
property lines of the property described and that there is no encroachment or trespass unless
otherwise stated in this report.

Unless otherwise stated in this report, the subject property is appraised without a specific
compliance survey having been conducted to determine if the property is or is not in conformance
with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. The presence of architectural and
communications barriers that are structural in nature that would restrict access by disabled
individuals may adversely affect the property’s value, marketability, or utility.
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Possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not carry with it the ri ght of publication. It may
not be used for any purpose by any person other than the party to whom it is addressed without
the written consent of the appraiser, and in any event, only with proper written qualification and
only in its entirety,

Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report (especially any conclusions as to value, the
identity of the appraiser, or the firm with which the appraiser is connected) shall be disseminated
to the public through advertising, public relations, news sales, or other media without prior
written consent and approval of the appraiser,
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SALE NO.:
Recording Data:
Grantor:

Grantee:

Date of Sale:
Dimensions/area:
Consideration:

Price per unit:

Type of Instrument:

Financing:
Tax ID #:
Zoning / FLU:

Utilities:
Location of Sale:

Comments:

LAND SALES DATA SHEET

#7 — Lexmar Holdings

Brevard County OR Book 7331 Page 2206
Robert A. Webb

Lexmar Holdings, LLC

March 24, 2015

Land area is 4.93 acres; 214,750 square feet
$300,000

$60,852 / per acre, $1.40 / per square foot
Warranty Deed

Cash to the seller

2834849

L-1 (Light Industrial and Warehousing) / Industrial, City of Palm Bay,
Florida

Public water, sewer and electric are available.
The site is located at 1000 Clearmont Street, Palm Bay, Florida.

This vacant wooded parcel is located between Palm Bay Road NE and
Port Malabar Boulevard NE.



Aerial of Lexmar Holdings
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SALE NO.:
Recording Data:
Grantor:
Grantee:

Date of Sale:
Dimensions/area:
Consideration:

Price per unit:

Type of Instrument:

Financing:
Tax ID #:

Zoning / FLU:

Utilities;
Location of Sale:

Comments:

LAND SALES DATA SHEET

#2 — Palm City Investments

Brevard County OR Book 7691 Page 2825
Citizens Bank and Trust

Palm City Investments F.H., LLC

July 8, 2016

Land area is 24.10 acres; 1,049,796 square feet
$1,100,000

$45,643 / per acre, $1.05 / per square foot
Special Warranty Deed

Cash to the seller

2826096 and 2852961

BMU (Bayfront Mixed Use District) / Bayfront Mixed Use, City of Palm
Bay, Florida

Public water, sewer and electric are available.
The site is located on Robert J. Conlan Boulevard NE, Palm Bay, Florida.

The east boundary of the site abuts a railroad right-of-way. The property
is somewhat below the grade of the adjoining roadway.



Aerial of Palm City Investments
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LAND SALES DATA SHEET

SALE NO.: #5 — 205 Dike Road

Recording Data: Brevard County OR Book 7216 Page 0810

Grantor: PNC Bank, National Association

Grantee: Dike Ventures, LL.C

Date of Sale: September 25, 2014

Dimensions/area: Land area is 17.28 acres; 752,717 square feet

Consideration: $700,000

Price per unit: $40,509 /acre, $0.93 / square foot

Type of Instrument:  Special Warranty Deed

Financing; Cash to the seller

Tax ID #: 2801294

Zoning / FLU: R-3 (Multiple Family) / UD-Res (Urban Density Residential) and INST
(Institutional) / P-1 (Institutional), City of West Melbourne, Florida.

Utilities: Public water, sewer and electric are available.

Location of Sale: ‘ The site is located on 205 Dike Road, West Melbourne, Florida.

Comments: The property is located in the northeast quadrant of 1-95 and U.S.

Highway 192.



Acerial of 205 Dike Road




SALE NO.:
Recording Data;
Grantor:
Grantee:

Date of Sale:
Dimensions/area;
Consideration:

Price per unit:

Type of Instrument:

Financing:
Tax ID #:
Zoning / FLU:

Utilities:
Location of Sale:

Comments:

LAND SALES DATA SHEET

#14 — Digital Light Drive

Brevard County OR Book 7474 Page 0527
Mark J. Pieloch

Erchonia Corporation, LLC

October 9, 2015

Land area is 7.45 acres; 324,522 square feet
$430,000

$57,718 / acre, $1.33 / square foot

Special Warranty Deed

Cash to the seller

2742853

M-1 (Light Industrial District) / Industrial, City of Melbourne,
Florida

Public water, sewer and electric are available.
The site is located on Digital Light Drive, Melbourne, Florida.

The site is located in a platted industrial park, just west of the Sarno
Landfill.



Aerial of Digital Light Drive
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GROVC,.

June 7, 2017

Jack Kirschenbaum, Shareholder
Gray Robinson

1795 West NASA Blvd.
Melbourne, Florida 32901

Subject: Development Cost Estimate For Conceptual
Construction and Demolition Debris Disposal Facility
East-Central Florida
GSE Project No. 291200

Dear Mr. Kirshenbaum:

Grove Scientific & Engineering (GSE) has completed a development cost estimate for a
construction and demolition (C&D) debris disposal facility in accordance with our approved scope
of work. The C&D facility is assumed to be developed in east-central Florida. Therefore, the
specific land, siting, permitting, design, and operational limitations of this locale have been applied
to the cost estimate. A cost model for the C&D facility was developed that reflected a typical
Florida location, size, height and site life. This report first discusses the conceptual facility design,
goes on to estimate the predevelopment costs, such as design and permitting, and then finishes
with the estimated costs to develop the site to allow acceptance of C&D wastes.

Conceptual Site Design

The cost model used in this estimate is a 45 acre total site size, with a 35 acre disposal area
footprint. Site infrastructure, such as paved entrance roadway, stormwater ditches, ponds, scale
house and scale, and setbacks, make up the remaining acreage, see attached Figure 1. Minimum
setbacks from the disposal footprint are assumed to be 100 feet from adjacent parcels, and 150 feet
facing the front collector roadway. The C&D disposal facility is assumed to be lined with leachate
controls, a stormwater control system of perimeter ditches/swales, and ponds to control the 25-
year storm. C&D facilities have been required to be lined in Florida since July 2010. To provide
for the required lined disposal cell base grade of a 1-2% slope to a sump at one end, and to stay
above the assumed shallow water table, the disposal unit area must be filled on the upgrade top of
slope of the cell, see Figure 1.

The final abovegrade design of the facility was evaluated to understand the permitting and site
planning constraints. The sideslopes are assumed to be 3’ horizontal : 1’ vertical, with terraces and
letdown pipes to prevent erosion. The height is assumed to be 80 feet above grade, with a flat top
slope of 3%, see Figure 2. These basic design criteria comply with the maximum allowed C&D
facility design according to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) Rule

6140 EDGEWATER DRIVE « SUITE F « ORLANDO, FLORIDA 32810-4810
PHONE (407)298-2282 » FAX (407)290-9038 e www.grovescientific.com




requirements, see Rule 62-701 excerpt, Attachment 1. The final cover would also be required to
be impervious, like the bottom liner. This final cover would generate higher stormwater runoff
than a soil covered site, thus the ditch and pond system needs to be sized accordingly. This
conceptual abovegrade design results in a waste volume, or air space of approximately 2,800,000
cubic yards (CY) in-place, or at an in-place density of 1,500 Ibs. per cubic yard, 2,100,000 tons of
waste. At a waste input rate of 1000 cubic yards, or 250 tons per day, and 2 2.5 compaction ratio,
a 23 year site life would be available. Soil cover volume was not included, since C&D facilities
are not required to provide waste cover, unless a temporary closure is required.

The following additional site assumptions were used for the cost model:
1. The terrain was assumed to be relatively flat.

Groundwater table on the site was assumed to have a seasonal high of 3 feet below grade

and an average depth on 5 feet. Therefore, all disposal unit construction is to be above

grade. Subsurface soils are assumed to be medium permeability sands and silts, with an
intermediate aquifer at 30 feet below grade, and a clayey sand confining unit at a 75 foot
depth.

Geology is assumed to be stable and not sinkhole prone.

The site is assumed to be heavily wooded with no wetlands.

5. Land use and zoning is assumed to have to be heavy industrial, with adjacent uses
compatible with that use.

6. It was assumed that a 500 foot paved 2-lane access road, with a turn lane off of a collector
2-lane road would be required to access the site.

7. Soils are assumed to be stable.

8. Surrounding land uses are similar heavy industrial uses, such as landfills, recycling
facilities, wastewater/sludge treatment facilities, etc. Variances have been approved by the
local municipality for the surrounding land uses for setbacks and heights to 80 feet above
grade.

9. Utilities , such as water, sewer, and electric are available within 500 feet of the site.

10. Land costs are not included in the cost estimate.

W

C&D Debris Disposal Facility Pre-Development Costs

In developing the cost estimate for this model, it was assumed that the pre-development period,
from the point investigations began, to the time the construction permit is received would last
three years. In our experience, this is an average time in Florida, with some contested permits
lasting five or more years. Landfills, and related solid waste facilities are considered LULUEs, or
“locally undesirable land uses”, that are always opposed by nearby land owners, environmental
groups, and competitors (commonly disguised as a home owner’s group). Therefore, these land
uses are very difficult to get approved though the County, and/or City, Zoning and
Commissioner boards because of the nuisance stigma (odors, noise, traffic, groundwater
pollution, air pollution, reduced property values, etc.). Many landfill and C&D projects have
failed in recent years in Florida because of opposition. In addition, in east-central Florida it is
also very difficult to find 45 acres of land that is zoned heavy industrial or remote
agricultural/open space land that would allow a Conditional Use permit for a C&D facility. For
the cost model, we are assuming a moderate amount of difficulty to obtain local
zoning/permitting approvals.



As previously described, for the cost model, we are assuming that an FDEP solid waste permit
can be obtained for an 80 foot high disposal unit on the 35 acre footprint. This basically is the
maximum height, at a 3:1 sideslope, that can be reached. It is also assumed that the local
municipality’s zoning code only allows for a 50 -foot high structure in a heavy industrial zoned
land use. Therefore, to go to the 80 foot height, a variance to the code would be required. We are
assuming that the surrounding heavy industrial land uses had previously received variances for
heights up to 80 feet above grade, thus setting a precedent for a height variance. This is not
uncommon for well buffered industrial uses.

In addition, the land that is selected must meet the landfill siting Prohibitions of the local
municipal codes, and FDEP Rule 62-701.300, such as a geologically stable foundation, minimum
wetlands setback, potable well setbacks, and surface water setbacks, see Attachment 1. For this
cost model, we have assumed that a suitable 45 acre site can be found to develop a C&D facility.
Based on GSE’s experience with landfill siting, design and permitting, the following
predevelopment tasks and associated estimated costs are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. East-Central Florida C&D Disposal Facility- Predevelopment Costs

1. Site Selection Study, market analysis and Phase I/IT ESA $30,000
2. Boundary and Topographic Survey 22,500
3. Conditional Use Permit application, Public hearings, Fees* 75,000
4. Lobbying and Legal Services* 50,000
5. Environmental Assessments-Wetlands, T&E. 35,000
6. Hydrogeological Investigation 100,000
7. _Geotechnical Investigation 50,000
8. Landfill/Stormwater Control System Engineering Design & Plan Sets 200,000
9. FDEP Solid Waste and Stormwater Permit Applications-Operations Plan, | 100,000
Groundwater Monitoring Plan, Closure Plan, Closure Cost Estimate, Fees
10. Roadway and Turnlane Design and Permitting 30,000
11. Water Supply Well design and permitting 3,500
12. Scalehouse, parking, utilities design and permitting 7,500
13. Leachate lift Station design and permitting. 20,000
Total $723,500

*assumes no major opposition to land use approvals. Contingency costs have been included.

Other than the engineering design, the hydrogeological and geotechnical studies are the most
substantial predevelopment items, see required FDEP Solid Waste Rule scope for these studies in
Aftachment 1. For these studies, we assumed 13 SPT borings were completed to a depth of 50
feet to the first confining layer, and a series of 10 piezometers installed within the shallow
aquifer, to a depth of 20 feet, and into the intermediate aquifer, to a depth of 45 feet, to evaluate
the hydrogeology on the 35 acre disposal unit footprint. An additional 6 shallow borings to 30
feet were used to investigate stormwater pond, roadway, and scalehouse foundations. Soil
Jaboratory testing of 25 samples for soil type characteristics, permeability, and clay content were
assumed. Slope stability, foundation analysis, and slug tests were also included in the costs



estimate for these studies. A sinkhole investigation would also be included in the Geotechnical
task.

Under the current FDEP Rule 62-701.730, C&D disposal units must be designed with a liner and
a leachate collection system, see Attachment 1. This liner system is basically the same as those
required for a class III landfill. Therefore, almost the same extensive amount of engineering
design and evaluations are required to be applied to this cost model, as applied to a full class I
sanitary landfill. Once the leachate is collected, it is assumed that a storage tank is designed to
provide for storage capacity prior to off-site disposal or transmission to a sewer system. For the
model site, we assumed the design and permitting of a secondarily contained leachate storage
tank, discharging to a lift station to a sewer force main along the collector roadway, 600 feet

from the facility.

We also assumed the design of typical site infrastructure improvements, such as water service, a
. water well to supply dust control water, 3-phase electrical service, truck scale, 500 SF office
trailer/ scalehouse, customer and handicapped parking spaces, access ramps and washrooms.

Facility Construction Cost to Accept Waste

For costing purposes, it was assumed that the entire C&D disposal facility was excavated, lined,
and otherwise constructed at one time, where in reality, liner construction would likely proceed in
phases. Typically, each phase, or cell, is operated for about 10 years, and each phase closed as they
are filled. Figure 1 depicts the conceptual C&D disposal facility model used to develop the costs
to construct. Excavation and surface quantities are based on a 35 acre disposal unit size, see Figure
1.

The estimated costs to construct the 35 acre C&D facility for waste acceptance pursuant to FDEP
rules are presented in attached Table 2. Unit costs are based on recent (2015) landfill construction
projects in Orange County and Brevard County, Florida, FDOT 2016 average unit costs for
roadway construction, and GSE’s recent bidding experience on central Florida landfill projects.
Specific references are listed in later sections of the report. It should be noted that the Ultimate I-
4 highway project is significantly impacting regional borrow soil costs in central Florida. Because
of this, soil pricing is common at $20.00-22.00 for material, delivery and placement. For this cost
model, we are using a 2015 landfill closure borrow soil bid from Brevard County at $18.25/CY.

The following discussion explains the cost items related to the construction of the conceptual C&D
facility itemized on attached Table 2

Items 1 & 2-Mabilization, Site Work and Infrastructure

Items 1 and 2 on Table 2 present the costs of the initial mobilization of contractor’s heavy
equipment and personnel to the site (typically 1% of the total project), and the basic earthwork to
construct the access roadways, stormwater control system, fencing, and utilities. Assuming that
the 45 acre site is wooded, clearing and grubbing would be required. Excavation is based on in-
bank volume, with 15% swell and losses. The 32,000 cubic yards of excavated fill from the
stormwater ponds and ditches is assumed to be used on-site for fill under the lined disposal units.

4



Typical waste disposal site improvements have been assumed, such as a 500 SF office trailer, or
scalehouse with entrance ramps, truck scale, lighting, signage, office furniture, and office software,
The office trailer cost is estimated at $15,000, the scale, foundation and installation is $70,000,
and the remainder of the costs are area lighting, security and scale cameras, signage and access
ramps.

A 375 foot turnlane, and a 375 foot deceleration lane are assumed to be required at the entrance
from the local 2-1ane collector roadway. The site access road is an 800-foot paved 2-lane road from
the entrance into the truck scale, paved scalehousc parking area, and then up to the disposal cells.
Pavement assumes a limerock base and a 2-inch asphalt surface. A 1200 foot long landscape berm,
along the frontage with the collector street is assumed, with trees at 20 feet on center and shrubs
to create a visual buffer, a common requirement of a local land use permit. Utilities, such as 3-
phase electric (leachate pumps), sanitary sewer, and potable water service, are assumed to be
installed approximately 600 feet to the operations area from the utilities on the frontage roadway
right of way. An irrigation well is typically used to provide irrigation and dust control water. If
municipal water is available, as assumed, it is common for a fire hydrant to be required by the
local Fire Marshall. A 6-foot galvanized steel perimeter security fence and locking gates are
required by the FDEP, and most local codes. The total estimated cost for items 1 and 2 is
$953,755.45.

Item 3-Disposal Cell Earthwork

The abovegrade disposal facility design, and the shallow water table assumed for the site, requires
that significant earthwork be completed prior to constructing the lining the disposal facility cells.
The cost model design has two 17 acre cells sloped to leachate collection sumps, see Figure 1. This
design requires raising the elevation of the upgrade end of the cell liner some 6 feet above the
sump level to obtain the minimum cell center conduit slope of 1.0 %, and the side flow slopes at 2
%. It was assumed that the sump is excavated 2 feet below grade. Soil from that cut, and the
stormwater cut, is used to add fill to build up the site. Even with this fill, borrow soils of an
estimated 75,000 CY are required to be imported to construct the cells base. In addition, an intercell
berm separates the cells, a common design to allow a partial closure of a filled cell. The total
estimated cost of the carthwork to construct the 35 acres of lined C&D cells is $1.590.375. Again,
the current high costs of imported fill greatly impacts this cost.

Item 4-Leachate Control System

As discussed previously, C&D disposal cells are required to be lined with leachate controls, as
described in Attachment 1. A geosynthetic clay liner is required to be installed underneath all
leachate collection trenches and the sumps. The 60-mil smooth liner is used on the floor of the
cell, and the 60-mil textured liner is used along the sideslopes and berm surrounding the cell base.
A geocomposite drainage net is used to convey the leachate along the base of the cell liner to the
central conduit and onto the sump. Per the FDEP design, a 24-inch drainage/protective sand layer
overlies the liner. This sand is also assumed to be imported from off-site. The pipe, pumps and
gravel materials make up the central leachate conduit and sump construction in each cell. A 6-inch
force main conveys leachate to the storage tank near the scalehouse, and then on to the lift station,
see Figure 1. The total estimated cost of item 4. [eachate control system is $4.508.796.96.




Item 5-Leachate Storage Facility

A leachate storage facility consisting of an aboveground steel tank with secondary containment
was assumed for the cost model. A typical rule of thumb in Florida for leachate generation is 2500
gallons per day per open landfill acre, as an average annual rate. Therefore, if it is assumed that
one cell is open, or 17.5 acres x 2500 GPD x 2 days storage, equals an estimated 87,500 gallon
storage tank. Because of needed extra capacity, a 100,000 gallon storage tank was assumed. A 110
% impervious concrete containment structure is also required for a leachate tank. Leachate transfer
pumps and controls would also be required. A lift station would be required to transfer the leachate
to the municipal sewer force main assumed to be along the collector roadway, for disposal at the
local wastewater treatment plant. This is the preferred disposal method for leachate in Florida.
Leachate disposal costs have not been considered in this cost model, but can reach $0.25 per gallon.
The estimated cost of this item is $389.900.

Item 6-Groundwater Monitoring

A groundwater monitoring system of wells is required for all C&D facilities in Florida, with a
minimum of one upgradient well, and two downgradient wells. However, in our experience, the
FDEP would require shallow aquifer and intermediate aquifer monitoring well clusters and
additional downgradient well locations to provide adequate coverage. Therefore, a system of 5
well clusters, or 10 wells is assumed, as depicted on Figure 1. Prior to the facility receiving waste,
the wells would require background parameter sampling, laboratory analysis and well completion
reports. Installation, sampling and reporting are included in the lump sum cost estimate in Table
2. It is also assumed that one surface water sample location would require a background sample.
The total estimated cost for this item is $50.500.

Item 7-Bidding Assistance

It is assumed that the landfill developer will need some technical assistance with bidding the
specialty construction trades required for the leachate control and storage systems, at an estimated

cost of $5.000.

Item 8-Surveying

Surveying services over the 12-month construction period are critical to accurate construction
grades, liner and pipe installation and as-built reporting required for the FDEP construction
certifications. This item has been estimated at cost of $50.000,

Item 9-Construction Quality Assurance

Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) is strictly regulated and must be followed for C&D facility
lined disposal unit projects. FDEP Rules specify fulltime engineer’s supervision and testing of all



soil and liner materials per Rule 62-701.400. The cost per acre is an average of similar GSE
projects and local landfill bids. The estimated unit cost includes professionals, technicians, soil
and liner laboratory tests. A final CQA report is also included. The estimated cost of soils and liner
COA services is $227.500.

Item 10-Final Permits and Construction Management and Certifications

Item 10a. includes all final construction engineering design, final State/local permitting, and
construction management for items such as access roadways, turnlanes, utilities, lift station,
scalchouse and scale building permits, local impact fees, irrigation well, and engineer certification
reports. It is estimated that to construct the 35 acre facility, with associated support facilities, would
take 12 months. The estimated cost of this item is $150.000.

Item 10b.-Finanacial Assurance is the estimated cost of a guarantee performance bond required by
the FDEP in case an owner/operator abandons the facility before it is closed, see Rule excerpt 62-
701.630 in Attachment 1. It is estimated that the subject cost model disposal facility would require
$3,000,000 in closure and long term care costs. This amount of financial assurance would need to
be provided through one of the FDEP approved instruments prior to waste acceptance. For this
cost estimate, we have assumed that a bond could be obtained, and that a 10% fee payment is
required for the facility owner to get coverage. Therefore, the estimated cost of the bond is
$300,000, which makes the total for item 10 $450.000.

As presented in Table 2, the total estimated cost of construction of the 35 acre C&D facility is to
gel approval to accept C&D waste is $8.225.827.41.

Item 11-Contingency

A 10% contingency has been added to all construction items, which is a typical amount for similar
projects. This contingency is available to provide fundin g for material and labor increases in the
interim period from bidding to construction, and any unforeseen site problems, such as dewatering,
impact fees and insurance. The estimated cost for this item is $822.582.74.

Therefore, the total estimated cost of the facility construction is $9.048.410.15.

Limitations and Related Cost Issues

GSE’s C&D disposal facility cost model was limited to the assumptions presented, unit costs
referenced, and our experience with similar projects. The construction costing of a specific location
and facility design would vary. The conceptual facility design is indicative of an average east-
central Florida site. GSE’s sources of material and services costs included our professional
experience on similar construction projects, recent contractor bids, FDOT 2015-2016 average
roadway project costs, and:
1. Financial Responsibility Cost Estimates- Brevard County Solid Waste Management
System, FY 2015- Neel-Schaffer, Inc.; July 201 5;
2. Financial Responsibility Cost Estimates- Brevard County Solid Waste Management
System, FY 2016- Neel-Schaffer, Inc.; August 2016;

7



3. Brevard County Central Disposal Facility Phase V Closure, August, 2015 (Approximate
28 acre Closure). Neal-Schaffer, Inc.;

4. Orange County Cell 9-12 Phase I closure bid, October 2015 (Approximate 38 acre closure)
CH2MHill/ Neal-Schaffer, Inc.

Typically, C&D facilities are valued on the air space, or waste volume provided by their approved
permits and de51gns and the current market C&D disposal rates, or tipping fees. This cost model
did not consider air space or market tipping fees. To realize the value of that waste volume, a
facility must be operated with the appropriate heavy equipment, such as compactors, trained
operators, soil cover, and final closure cover. This cost model did not consider operational or
closure costs.

Conclusions

GSE has completed a cost model for the design, permitting and construction of a 45 acre site, with
a 35 acre C&D debris disposal facility. The cost model was based on typical site predevelopment
siting, design and permitting costs, regulatory requirements, and site improvements and
construction common to existing Florida C&D facilities. GSE’s cost model concluded that the 45
acre facility would have: 1) predevelopment costs of $723,500 (Table 1.); and 2) construction costs
of $9.048.410 (Table 2.) to accept C&D waste, resulting in an estimated project total of
$9.771,910.

We trust that this report meets with your scope of work expectations. Please contact us with any
questions.

Sincerely,

Grove Scientific and Engineering

J At y@u,/ PR

[

James E. Golden, P.G. James T. Show, P.E.
Vice President, Sr. Project Scientist Vice President, Engineering
Afttachments

cc: Shawn Wilson, Compass; John Gillott
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Florida Department of Environmental Regulation- Rule 62-701 Solid Waste Management Facilities, FAC.-Excerpts

Construction and Demolition Debris Definition:

(24) “Construction and demolition debris” means discarded materials generally considered to be not water soluble
and non-hazardous in nature, including but not limited to steel, glass, brick, concrete, asphalt material, pipe,
gypsum wallboard, and lumber, from the construction or destruction of a structure as part of a construction or
demolition project or from the renovation of a structure, including such debris from construction of structures at a
site remote from the construction or demolition project site. The term includes rocks, soils, tree remains, trees,
and other vegetative matter that normally results from land clearing or land develapment operations for a
construction project; clean cardboard, paper, plastic, wood, and metal scraps from a construction project; except
as provided in Section 403.707(9)(j), F.S., yard trash and unpainted, non-treated wood scraps from sources other
than construction or demolition projects; scrap from manufacturing facilities that is the type of material generally
used in construction projects and that would meet the definition of construction and demolition debris i it were
generated as part of a construction or demolition project, including debris from the construction of manufactured
homes and scrap shingles, wallboard, siding concrete, and similar materials from industrial or commercial facilities
and de minimis amounts of other non-hazardous wastes that are generated at construction or demolition projects,
provided such amounts are consistent with best management practices of the construction and demolition
industries. Mixing of construction and demolition debris with other types of solid waste will cause it to be
classified as other than construction and demolition debris

Siting Prohibitions:

(2) SitIng. Unless authorized by a Department permit or site certification in effect on May 27, 2001, or unless
specifically authorized by another Department rule or a Department license or site certification based upon site-
specific geological, hydrogeological, design, or operational features, no person shall store or dispose of solid waste:

(a) In an area where geological formations or other subsurface features will not provide support for the solid
waste;

{b) Within 500 feet of an existing or approved potable water well unless storage or disposal takes place at a
facility for which a complete permit application was filed or which was originally permitted before the potable water
well was in existence. This prohibition shall not apply to any renewal of an existing permit that does not involve
lateral expansion, nor to any vertical expansion at a permitted facility;

(¢} In a dewatered pit unless the pit is lined and permanent leachate containment and special design technigues
are used to ensure the integrity of the liner;

(d) In any natural or artificial body of water including ground water and wetlands within the jurisdiction of the
Department. This prohibition also applies to areas where waste may settle into ground water as a result of the
maximum expected loads over the waste. This prohibition does not apply to areas of standing water that exist only
after storm events, provided that the storage or disposal does not result in objectionable odors or sanitary nuisances;

(e) Within 200 feet of any natural or artificial body of water unless storage or disposal takes place at a facility for
which a complete permit application was filed or which was originally permitted before the water body was in
existence. This prohibition shall not apply to any renewal of an existing permit that does not involve lateral
expansion, nor to any vertical expansion at a permitted facility. For purposes of this paragraph, a “body of water”
includes wetlands within the jurisdiction of the Department, but does not include impoundments or conveyances
which are part of an on-site, permitted stormwater management system, or bodies of water contained completely
within the property boundaries of the disposal site which do not discharge from the site to surface waters. A
person may store or dispose of solid waste within the 200 foot setback area upon demonstration to the
Department that permanent leachate control methods will result in compliance with water quality standards and
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criteria. However, nothing contained herein shall prohibit the Department from imposing conditions necessary to
assure that solid waste stored or disposed of within the 200 foot setback area will not cause pollution from the site

in contravention of Department rules; and
() On the right of way of any public highway, road, or alley.
Permit Application:

All applications shall include the information in paragraphs (b) through (f) of this subsection, and applications
to construct or laterally expand a disposal unit shall also include the information in paragraph (a) of this subsection.

{a) An engineering report, signed and sealed by a professional engineer, that includes:

1. A site plan, of a scale not greater than 200 feet to the inch, which shows the project location and identifies
the proposed disposal units, total acreage of the site and of the proposed disposal units, and any other relevant
features such as water bodies or wetlands on or within 200 feet of the site, and potable water wells on or within 500

feet of the site;
2. A geotechnical investigation which meets the criteria of Rule 62-701.410, F.A.C.
3. A hydrogeological investigation which meets the criteria of paragraphs 62-701.410(2)(a), (c) and (d), F.A.C.;

4. An estimate of the planned active life of the facility, the design of the disposal areas, the final design height
of the facility, and the maximum height of the facility during its operation;

>. Documentation that the facility location will comply with the requirements of paragraphs 62-701.730(4)(c)
and (d), F.A.C.

(b) A boundary survey, legal description, and topographic survey of the property;

{c) An operation plan which describes how the applicant will comply with subsection 62-701.730(7), F.A.C,,
which must include procedures for emergency preparedness and response as required in subsection 62-701.320(16),
F.A.C;

{d) A closure plan that describes how the applicant will comply with subsections 62-701.730(9) and (10), F.A.C.;
(e) The financial assurance documentation required by subsection 62-701.730(11), F.A.C.; and
{f) The CCA treated wood management plan as required in subsection 62-701.730(20), F.A.C.

(3) Certification. Certification of construction completion shall be done in accordance with paragraph 62-
701.320(9)(b), F.A.C.

Hydrogeological and Geotechnical Studies:

(2) Hydrogeological investigation and site report. The hydrogeological investigation and site report required by
subsection 62-701.330(3), F.A.C., shall be site specific, shall be conducted by or under the supervision of a
professional geologist or professional engineer with experience in hydrogeologic investigations, and shall:

{a) Define the geology and hydrology of the disposal facility site and its relationship to the local and regional
hydrogeologic patterns including:

1. Direction and rate of ground water and surface water flow, including seasonal variations;

2. Background quality of ground water and surface water;
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3. Any on-site hydraulic connections between aquifers;

4. For all confining layers, semi-confining layers, and all aquifers below the site that may be affected by the
disposal facility, the poresity or effective porosity, horizontal and vertical permeabilities, and the depth to and
lithology of the layers and aquifers; and

5. Topography, soil types and characteristics, and surface water drainage systems of the site and surrounding
the site.

{b) Include an inventory of all the public and private water wells within a one-mile radius of the site. The
inventory shall include, where available:

1. The approximate elevation of the top of the well casing and the depth of each well;

2. The name of the owner, the age and usage of each well, and the estimated daily pumpage; and
3. The stratigraphic unit screened, well construction technique, and static water levels of each well.
(c) Identify and locate any existing contaminated areas on the site.

(d) Include a map showing the locations of all potable wells within 500 feet of the waste storage and disposal
areas to demonstrate compliance with paragraph 62-701.300(2)(b), F.A.C.

{3) Geotechnical site investigation. The geotechnical site investigation required by subsection 62-701.330(3),
F.A.C,, shall be conducted by or under the supervision of a professional engineer with experience in geotechnical
engineering. Investigations required in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this subsection may be conducted by a
professional geologist. Prior to any construction on the site, the engineer shall define the engineering properties of
the site that are necessary for the design, construction, and support of the disposal facility and all installations of
the facility and shall:

(a) Explore and describe subsurface conditions including soil stratigraphy and ground water table conditions;
{b) Explore and address the presence of muck, previously filled areas, soft ground, and lineaments;

(c) Evaluate and address fault areas, and seismic impact zones, as described in 40 C.F.R. 258.13, hereby adopted
and incorporated by reference (bttp://www.firules.org/Gateway/reference.asp?No=Ref-05041), and 258.14, hereby
adopted and incorporated by reference (http://www flrules.org/Gateway/reference.asp?No=Ref-05041). To obtain
these documents see subsections 62-701.210(6) and 62-701.210(7), F.A.C., respectively;

{d) Include estimates of the average and maximum high ground water table across the site;

(e) Include a foundation analysis to determine the ablility of the foundation to support the expected maximum
loads and stresses imposed by the disposal facility. It may include geotechnical measures necessary to modify the
foundation to accommodate the imposed loads and stresses. The foundation shall be analyzed for short-term, end
of construction, and long-term stability and settlement conditions. Considering the existing or proposed subgrade
conditions and the disposal facility geometry, the analysis shall include but not be limited to:

1. Foundation bearing capacity;
2. Subgrade settlements, both total and differential;
3. Subgrade slope stability;

(f) Evaluate the potential for sinkholes and sinkhole activity as those terms are defined in Section 627.706(2),
F.5., and unstable areas as described in 40 C.F.R. 258.15, hereby adopted and incorporated by reference
(http://www flrules.org/Gateway/reference.asp?No=Ref-05041). To obtain this document see subsection 62-
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701.210(8), F.A.C. The initial site investigation phase shall include, at a minimum, an evaluation of the following for
the proposed site:

1. Historical aerial photography;
2. Site topographic survey to indicate potential depressional areas;
3. Lineament features that transverse the site;

4. General information indicating the potential for sinkhole formation such as the Floridan Aquifer Vulnerability
Assessment (FAVA) map at http://www.dep.state.fl.us/geology/programs/hydrogeology/FAVA, and sinkhole or
subsidence occurrence maps; and,

5. Results of borings and/or geophysical work performed to describe the nature of the subsurface geology and
hydrogeology for the proposed landfill site, including the potential for unstable areas as described in 40 C.F.R.

258.15; and,

(g) If the investigations required above indicate that portions of subsurface below the disposal facility show
signs of past sinkhole activity, or are reasonably expected to develop sinkholes or sinkhole activity in the future,
additional geotechnical investigations shall be included to further characterize the subsurface below the disposal
facility for the purpose of assessing potentially unstable areas and for evaluating the effectiveness and design for
any engineering measures proposed for any potentially unstable areas. The investigation shall also include an
evaluation of any engineering measures needed to provide reasonable assurance that the subsurface of the site in
those areas will be adequate to support the disposal facility without adversely affecting the performance of the liner
or leachate collection system.

(4) Geotechnical report. The geotechnical site investigation report shall describe the site subsurface conditions and
shall include, at a minimum, the methods used in the investigation, including but not limited to, all soil boring logs

and laboratory results, analytical calculations, cross sections, interpretations and conclusions. The report shall also
include a description of any engineering measures proposed for the site.

(5) Report verification. The site reports and supporting information, including detailed description of the
methods, calculations, and interpretations used, shall be signed and sealed by the appropriate professional. The
hydrogeological report shall be signed and sealed by a professional geologist or professional engineer with
experience in hydrogeological investigations. The geotechnical report shall be signed and sealed by a professional
engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering. Any portion of the geotechnical report conducted or prepared
by a professionai geologist shall be signed and sealed by the professional geologist who performed the work.

(6) C&D Facility Design requirements.

(a) Each new disposal unit, as well as each lateral expansion of an existing disposal unit, that has not received a
Department permit authorizing construction or operation prior to July 1, 2010, shall be constructed with a liner and
leachate collection system, unless the applicant demonstrates, based upon the types of waste received, methods
for controlfing the types of waste disposed of, the proximity of ground water and surface water, and the results of
the hydrogealogical and geotechnical investigations including any ground water monitoring analyses, the operation
of the facility is not expected to result in violations of ground water standards and criteria otherwise.

(b) The liner system shall consist of at least a single 60-mil minimum average thickness HDPE geomembrane. In
the sumps located inside the disposal facility footprint and in the leachate collection trenches, the geomembrane
shall be placed on a GCL with a saturated hydraulic conductivity of less than or equal to 1 x 10-7 ¢cm/sec, or on a
compacted clay liner which is a minimum six inches thick with a saturated hydraulic conductivity of less than or equal
to 1 x 10-7 cm/sec. The liner shall be placed on a prepared subgrade that will not damage the gecomembrane liner or
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the GCL. A primary leachate collection and removal system and a drainage layer shall be installed above the
geomembrane liner. Except in sumps and leachate collection trenches, the system shall be designed to limit leachate
head above the liner during routine facility operation after placement of initial cover to no greater than 12 inches.
The liner system and leachate collection system must be constructed in accordance with the requirements of
paragraphs 701.400(3)(a), (d), (e), and (f), and subsections 62-701.400(4), (7), and (8), F.A.C. Any alternative liner
system shall be approved only in accordance with the provisions of Rule 62-701.310, F.A.C.

(c) Leachate shall be managed in accordance with subsection 62-701.500(8), F.A.C. Any leachate storage tanks
or surface impoundments constructed or operated at the facility shall comply with the requirements of subsection
62-701.400(6), F.A.C.

(11) Financial assurance.

(a) Closure cost estimates, estimate updates and financial mechanisms shall comply with the provisions of
subsections 62-701.630(1) through (4), F.A.C., except that the cost of long-term care shall be based upon a five-year
period, and the costs shall be based upon compliance with this section. Landfill shall mean facility.

-630{1)(b) As a condition for the issuance of a landfill permit, or permit modification authorizing expansion, the
owner or operator shall provide the Department with closure cost estimates for the permitted portions of the landfil!
as part of the application. Proof of financial assurance issued in favor of the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection in the amount of the approved current dollar closing and long-term care cost estimates for each
permitted disposal unit as determined pursuant to subsection 62-701.630(3), F.A.C,, shall be provided at least 60
days prior to the planned initial receipt of waste at such unit. The owner or operator shall maintain financial
assurance through the design period of the landfill and through any corrective action period.

(3) Cost estimates for closure.

(a) For the purpose of determining the amount of proof of financial assurance that is required for closure by this
section, the owner or operator shall estimate the total cost of closure in current dollars for the time period in the
landfill operation when the extent and manner of its operation make closing most expensive. The owner or operator
shall submit the estimates, together with all necessary Justification, to the Department as part of the permit
application. Except as allowed in paragraph 62-701.630(3){d), F.A.C., the costs shall be estimated and certified by a
professional engineer for a third party performing the work, on a per unit basis, with the source of estimates
indicated.

{b) Closing costs shall be based on the nature and characteristics of the wastes disposed of at the site and shall
include estimated costs of cover material, topsoil, seeding, fertilizing, mulching, labor, and any other costs of
compliance with Rules 62-701.600-.610, F.A.C.

(c) Long-term care costs shall include land surface care; gas monitoring; leachate pumping, transportation,
management and treatment; water quality monitoring, collection and analysis; and any other costs of compliance
with Rule 62-701.620, F.A.C. The annual cost of long-term care shall be estimated, listed separately, and multiplied
by the number of years required in the long-term care period.

.630.Proof of financial assurance under this subsection shall include surety bonds, certificates of deposit,
securities, letters of credit, trust fund agreements, closure insurance {excluding independent procurement), or
financial tests and corporate guarantees, showing that the owner or operator has sufficient financial rescurces to
cover, ata minimum, the costs of complying with all state landfill closing and long-term care requirements, and, if
applicable, costs for corrective action.
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I » . % Prepared by and recorded copies

should be sent to:
Mildred S. Crowder, Esq. ~ 5 3

‘ Weisenfeld & Associates, P.A.

550 Biltmore Way, Suite 1100
Coral Gables, Florida 33134

/ N ‘ Sandy Crawford
T
#pgsi 3 - #5300  Sewv 000
crnswoogroy___oFaemmstan T A%, W P egmnge Reserved
OR Book/Page: 3826 ¢ _3814_ B Mig: 000 e

TRUSTEE’S DEED

THIS INDENTURE, made this /%Y  day of March, 1998, between JOSEPH J.
WEISENFELD, TRUSTEE under an unrecorded Land Trust Agreement dated January 10, 1979,
whose post office address is ¢/o Weisenfeld & Associates, P.A., 550 Biltmore Way, Suite 1120,
Coral Gables, Florida 33134 (hereinafter referred to as "Grantor") and FLORIDA RECYCLERS
OF BREVARD, INC,, a Florida corporation, whose post office address is ¢/o Bvans-Butler Realty,
Inc., 1688 W. Hibiscus Avenue, Melbourne, Florida 32901 (hereinafter referred to as "Grantee").

Folio Number: 27-36-24-00-501
WITNESSETH:

That the said Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00) and
other good and valuable consideration, to it in hand paid by the said Grantee, the receipt whereof is
hereby acknowledged, has granted, bargained and sold to the said Grantee, its heirs, executors,
administrators, successors and assigns forever, the following described land, situate and being in the
County of Brevard, State of Florida, to-wit:

See Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part
hereof (hereinafter referred to as the "Property").

SUBJECT TO:
1. Taxes and assessments for the year 1998 and all subsequent years.

TOGETHER with all of the tenements, hereditaments, privileges and appurtenances
thereunto belonging or in any way appertaining.

And the Grantor hereby covenants with the Grantee that it is lawfully seized of said land in
fee simple; that it has good right and lawful authority to sell and convey said land; that it hereby
fully warrants the title to said land and will defend the same against the lawful claims of all persons
claiming by, through or under Grantor.




This instrument is executed solely in the exercise of powers conferred upon Trustee by the
Trust and no personal liability or obligation for performance is undertaken or assumed by Trustee.
No claim may be enforced or personal judgment obtained against Trustee individually on account

of any covenant or warranty of Trustee set forth herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has caused these presents to be executed in its name
the day and year first above written,

Signed, sealed and delivered
in the presence of:

Rl e

; ISENKELD, Trustee under
ecorded Lan 1st Agreement dated

January 10, 1979
s ] -, =2
-~ 7 /
T o . T
rint or Type Name

STATE OF FLORIDA. )
COUNTY OF DADE )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
JOSEPH J. WEISENFELD, as Trustee under an unrecorded Land T

day of March, 1998, by
t Agreement dated January

10, 1979.
Wiy, /
S\, Crou %, OTARY PUBLIC, State of Florida
& S %, L
‘%. ....o N : o... % at arge
g if W% % E
=%: > E* =
A iSS
Z2°, :gf 522‘\2‘:40 ‘§§L Type or Stamp Name of Notary
[NOTARIAL SEAL 2SS AMASeS
UL STRE QN - .
Miaginmas My Commission Expires:
Personally Known OR  Produced Identification

Type of Identification Produced
V8159-\FL-RECYCLERS\DEED.TRS

UMY Anhiw

9R Book/Page: 3826 / 3815

“——-l




Exhibit "A"

DESCRIPTION:  (BY SURVEYOR) PARCEL "C"

PART OF LANDS DESCRIBED IN OFFICIAL RECORD BOOK 2816, PAGE 0783, PUBLIC
RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS

FOLLOWS:

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTH 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 27 SOUTH, RANGE 36

EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND RUN $ 87°20'37" W ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OfF
SAID_SECTION 24 A DISTANCE OF 53.06 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT—OF—~WAY LINE OF CRANE
CREEK DRAINAGE DISTRICT CANAL L—16; THENCE N 00°01'53" E ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT—
OF—WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 600.66 FEET TO THE POINT—OF—BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN
DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE LEAVING SAID WEST RIGHT—~OF—WAY LINE RUN S 87'20'37"
W ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTH 600 FEET OF THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SAID
SECTION 24 A DISTANCE OF 1269.26 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE EAST 1/2 HALF OF
THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 24; THENCE N 00°09'41" E ALONG SAID WEST LINE A
DISTANCE OF 761.70 FEET; THENCE N 87°'18'10" E A DISTANCE OF 1267.57 FEET TO THE
SAID WEST RIGHT—OF~WAY LINE OF CRANE CREEK DRAINAGE DISTRICT CANAL L—16;
THENCE S 00°01°53" W ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT—OF—WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 762.53 FEET

TO THE POINT—OF~BEGINNING,

TOGETHER WITH THE FOLLOWING ;

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTH 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 27 SOUTH, RANGE 36

EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND RUN S 87°20'37” W ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF
SAID SECTION 24 A DISTANCE OF 53.06 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT-OF—-WAY LINE OF CRANE
CREEK DRAINAGE DISTRICT CANAL L-16; THENCE N 00°01°53" E ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT-
OF--WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 1363.1§ FEET TO THE POINT—OF—BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN
DESCRIBED EASEMENT; THENCE LEAVING SAID WEST RIGHT—OF—WAY LINE-RUN S
87'18'10" W A DISTANCE OF 100.11; THENCE N 00°01'53" E A DISTANCE OF 1252.40 FEET TO
THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SAID SECTION 24 AND THE SOUTH RIGHT—OF—
WAY LINE OF SARNO ROAD; THENCE N 87'18°10" £ ALONG SAID NORTH LINE AND SOUTH
RIGHT-OF~WAY A DISTANCE OF 100.11 FEET TO THE SAID WEST RIGHT—OF~WAY OF CRANE
CREEK; THENCE S 00°01'53" W ALONG SAID .WEST LINE A DISTANCE OF 1252.40 FEET TO

JAVUCAMARRALY
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THIS INDENTURE, made this 30th day of September, 1989, between JOSEPH J.
WEISENFELD, TRUSTEE under an unrecorded Land Trust Agreement dated January 10,
1979, whose post office address is c/o Weisenfeld & Associales, P.A., 550 Biltmore Way,
Suite 1120, Coral Gables, Florida 33134 (hereinafter referred to as "Grantor") and

FLORIDA RECYCLERS OF BREVARD, INC., a Florida corporation, whose post office
address is c/o Evans-Butler Realty, Inc., 1688 W. Hibiscus Avenue, Melbourne, Florida
Sandy Crawford

Clerk OFf Courts, Bravard County

32901 (hereinafter referred fo as "Grantes").
: M 12
L #R:: e513.00 Serv: 0.60
Excise: 0.00

Folio Number:_27-36-24-00-501
: Trusk: 2.00 -
Deed: 1,036 int Tax: 0.00

WITNESSETH: &%

That the said Grantor. for and in consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS

($10.00) and other good and valuable consideration, to it in hand paid by the said Grantee,
the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, has granted, bargained and sold to the said
Grantes, its heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns forever, the following

described land, situate and being in the County of Brevard, State of Florida, to-wit:

See Exhibit "A" attached hereto and made a part
hereof (hereinafter referred to as the "Property").

SUBJECT TO:
Taxes and assessments for the year 1999 and all subsequent years.

1.
TOGETHER with all of the tenements, hereditaments, privileges and appurtenances

thereunto belonging or in any way appertaining.
And the Grantor hereby covenants with the Grantee that it is lawfully seized of said
land in fee simple; that it has good right and lawful authority to sell and convey said land;
that it hereby fully warrants the title to said land and will defend the same against the lawful
claims of all persons claiming by, through or under Grantor.
This instrument is executed solely in the exercise of powers conferred upon Trustee

by the Trust and no personal liability or obligation for performance is undertaken or
assumed by Trustee. No claim may be enforced or personal judgment obtained against
Trustee individually on accaount of any covenant or warranty of Trustee set forth herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has caused these presents to be executed

in its name the day and year first above written.

and deliver:
_‘%‘ 3; i E %M
QUASEPH J. WEISENFELD, Trustee under

’ . . Z
/4’7‘%///% / i e an unrecorded Lan{iust Agreement
dated January 10, 19V9

Print or Type Name

Signed, se
in the pr;

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE]




[CONTINUATION OF TRUSTEE'S DEED FROM JOSEPH J. WEISENFELD, TRUSTEE
UNDER AN UNRECORDED LAND TRUST AGREEMENT DATED JANUARY 10, 1979
TO FLORIDA RECYCLERS OF BREVARD]

Be it T hoaas |As To Signature of Joseph J, Weisenfeld,
Trustee]

Lourdes d. Kared
Print or Type Name

STATE OF FLORIDA )
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 30th day of September,
1999, by JOSEPH J. WEISENFELD, as Trustee under an unrecorded Land Trust
Agreement dated January 10, 1979.

W Py, OFTIIALNOTARY SEAL
AP 'S, PATRICIA G PERERA =
Q7O CoMDSION NUMBER e
M %  cC598804
[NOT FA] commssion PXPRES NOTARYPUBLIC

Personally Known ’/ OR Produced ldentification

Type of Identification Produced

JATATOREAL

00215850
O oo 4087 | 1037

\8159-\F-RECYCLERS\2ND-CLOS\DEED.TRS “m“
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PARCEL B

DESCRIPTION: (BY SURVEYOR)

PART OF LANDS DESCRIBED IN OFFICIAL RECORDS BOOK 2816, PAGE
0783, PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FQLLOWS:

COMMENCE AT THE SQUTH 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 27
SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND RUN S
87°20'37"W ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION-24 A DISTANCE
OF 53.06 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT—OF-WAY LINE OF' CRANE CREEK
DRAINAGE DISTRICT CANAL L-16; THENCE N 00'01'53"E ALONG SAID
WEST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 1363. 18 FEET, THENCE S
87°18'10"W A DISTANCE OF 100.11 FEET TO THE POINT- OF —BEGINNING
OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONTINUE S 87°18'10"W
A DISTANCE OF 1167.46 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE EAST ‘,é OF
THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SAID SECTION 24; THENCE N 00°09'41"E
ALONG SAID WEST LINE A DISTANCE OF 625.92 FEET; THENCE N
87°18'10"E A DISTANCE OF 1166.04 FEET; THENCE S 00°01'53"W A
DISTANCE OF 625.85 FEET TO THE POINT—OF—BEGINNING. CONTAINING
16.74 ACRES OF LAND MORE OR LESS.
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oRBgo\dP‘*
e




Ve

PREPARED BY AND RETURN TO:

|

|

|
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|
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|

ROBERT W. WATTWOOD, ESQ. ¢
O'BRIEN, RIEMENSCHNEIDER & KANCILIA, P.A. CFN:2001056802  03-28-2001 08:41 am
1686 W. Hibiscus Bivd. OR BookiPage: 4310 7 3384

Melbourne, FL 32901

CORRECTIVE TRUSTEE’S DEED

THIS INDENTURE, made this /j day of /%'@/( , 200 between JOSEPH J. WEISENFELD,

TRUSTEE under an unrecorded Land Trust Agreement dated January 10, 1979, whose post office address is c/o
Weisenfeld & Associates, P.A., 550 Biltmore Way, Suite 1120, Coral Gables, Florida 33134 (hereinafter referred to as
"Grantor"), and FLORIDA RECYCLERS OF BREVARD, INC., a Florida corporation, whose mailing address is
c/o Evans-Butler Realty, Inc., 1688 W. Hibiscus Avenue, Melbourne, Florida 32901 (hereinafter referred to as

"Grantee").

Folio Number: 27-36-24-00-501

WITNESSETH:

That the said Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00), and other good and
valuable considerations, 1o it in hand paid by the said Grantee, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, has granted,
bargained, and sold, to the said Grantee, its heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns forever, the
following described land, situate and being in the County of Brevard, State of Florida, to-wit:

See Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part hereof
(hereinafter referred to as the “Property”).

SUBJECT TO:
1 Taxes and assessments for the year 1998 and all subsequent years.

TOGETHER with all of the tenements, hereditaments, privileges and appurtenances thereunto belonging or in
any way appertaining,

AND the Grantor hereby covenants with said Grantee that it is lawfully seized of said land in fee simple; that
it has good right and lawful authority to sell and convey said land; that it hereby fully warrants the title to said land and
will defend the same against the Jawful claims of all persons claiming by, through or under Grantor,

This instrument is execnted solely in the exercise of powers conferred upon Trustee by the Trust and no
personal liability or obligation for performance is undertaken or assumed by Trustee. No claim may be enforced or
personal judgment obtained against Trustee individually on account or any covenant or warranty of Trustee set forth
herein,

This Corrective Trustees Deed is being executed, delivered and recorded for the purpose of correcting the legal
description of the second parcel referenced on Exhibit “A” attached hereto,

Scott Ellis
Clerk Of Courts, Brevard County
-lf_tPgs: :; #Names: 2
rust: 2.00 Rec: 1300 Serv: 0,00
Deed: 0.70 Exclse: 0.00

o\driveMlrecycl\corr trust deed — 9/18/00 \Ail‘t_gL Int Tax: 0.00

——— —— -




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has caused these presents to be executed in its name the day and year
first above written.

Signed, seal,

e

J . WEISENTELR, Trustee under an unrecorded
7[/(:'//‘? / /(4':4?’ Trust Agreemg:l entcd January 10, 1979,
\Qw e
Witness
Print Name. /%7//5 /%7’/

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF DADE
ok %’@«C /
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me ‘lhlS/ day of , 200}(, by

JOSEPH J. WEISENFELD, as Trustee under an unrecorded Land Trust Agreement dated January 10, 1979, £&4 who
is/are personally known to me, or [ who has/ have produced 7 .~ .~ asidentification.

SEAL ’ Notary Pfiblic

CFFICIAL NOT,
% PAmcAg Fec Print Name:
% COMMISSION NUy . i
¥ IOV NUgen My commission expires:

A

NOV. 20,2004
OR Book/Page: 4310 7 3385

j

o:\drive\flrecycl\corr trust deed — 9/18/00
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OR BookiPage: 4310 ; 3386

Exhibit "A"

DESCRIPTION:  (BY SURVEYOR) PARCEL "C

PART OF LANDS DESCRIBED IN OFFICIAL RECORD 800K 2816, PAGE 0783, PUBLIC
RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY. FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY OESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTH 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 27 SOUTH, RANGE 36
EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND RUN S B720'37° W ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF
SAID SECTION 24 A DISTANCE OF §3.06 FEET YO THE WEST RIGHT—-OF-WAY LINE OF CRANE
CREEK ORAINAGE DISTRICT CANAL L—16; THENCE N 00°01'83" £ ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT-
OF—WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 600.66 FEET TO THE POINT—OF=-BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN
DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE LEAVING SAID WEST RIGHT—OF-WAY UINE RUN S B720'37
W ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTH 600 FEET OF THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SAID
SECTION 24 A DISTANCE Of 1269.26 FEET YO THE WEST LINE OF THE EAST 1/2 HALF OF
THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 QF SECTION 24; THENCE N 000941 E ALONG SAID WEST LINE A
DISTANCE OF 761.70 FEET; THENCE N 8718'10" E A DISTANCE OF 1267.57 FEET TO THE
SAID WEST RIGHT-OF—WAY LINE OF CRANE CREEK DRAINAGE DISTRICT CANAL L—16:
THENCE S 00°01'53" W ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT—OF=WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 762.53 FEET
TO THE POINT—OF—-BEGINNING.

TOGETHER WITH THE FOLLOWING :

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTH 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 27 SOUTH. RANGE 36
EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND RUN S 87'20'37" W ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF
SAID 'SECTION 24 A DISTANCE OF 53.06 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT=OF~WAY LINE OF CRANE
CREEK DRAINAGE DISTRICT CANAL L—16; THENCE N 00'01'53 E ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT=
OF—WAY UNE A DISTANCE OF 1363.19 FEET TO THE POINT—OF—BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN
DESCRIBED PARCEL; . THENCE LEAVING SAID WEST RIGHT—OF=WAY LINE-RUN S
8718'10° W A DISTANCE ‘OF 100.11; THENCE N O0'01'53" E A DISTANCE OF 1252.40 FEEY TO
THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SAID SECTION 24 AND THE SOUTH RIGHT—OF-
WAY LINE OF SARNO ROAD; THENCE N 8718'10° E ALONG SAID NORTH LINE AND SOUTH
RIGHT—OF ~WAY A DISTANCE OF 100.11 FEET TO THE SAID WEST RIGHT—OF —=WAY OF CRANE
CREEK: THENCE S OUD1'5F W ALONG SA!D.WEST LINE A DISTANCE OF 1252.40 FEET TO
THE POINT—OF—BEGINNING.




Compass Real Estate Consulting, Inc.

120 East Pine Street = Suite | » Lakeland, Florida 33801

Shawn Wilson, MAT
CURRICULUM VITAE
LICENSURE AND CERTIFICATION

Florida State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser RZ503 (1990 to Present)
Guam Certified Non-Resident General Real Estate Appraiser CA-16-047 (2012 to Present)
Tennessee State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 5165 (2014 to Present)

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

Chair, The Appraisal Foundation Appraisal Practices Board (July 2016 to Present)
Member of The Appraisal Foundation Appraisal Practices Board (Tuly 2014 to Present)
MATI Member of the Appraisal Institute (1993 to present)

National Board of Directors of the Appraisal Institute (2011 to 2014)

Region X Third Regional Director (2009, 2010)

Region X Representative (2001, 2002, 2007, 2008)

West Coast Fl. Chapter, Membér Board of Directors (1998, 1999, 2000)

West Coast Fl. Chapter Government Relations Committee Chairperson (1996)
Association of Eminent Domain Professionals

Executive Board 1992 through 1998, 2002, 2003; Vice-President 2004; President 2005
International Right of Way Association - Member
Florida Department of Environmental Protection - Approved Appraiser List

EXPERT TESTIMONY

Has been qualified and presented testimony as an expert witness in the Circuit Courts of Orange,
Sarasota, Manatee, Polk, DeSoto, Pasco, Lee, Volusia, Seminole, Hillsborough, Charlotte, Clay, and
Marion Counties in the state of Florida, and in U.S. Bankruptcy Courts (Tampa and Jacksonville). Has
been qualified and presented testimony as an expert witness for the Value Adjustment Board, Sarasota
County, Florida, and for binding arbitration. Has provided consultation services in numerous settlement
conferences and court-ordered mediation sessions. Served as Special Magistrate for the Manatee,
Sarasota, Highlands, Charlotte, Hillsborough, and Polk County Valuation Adjustment Boards.

GEOGRAPHIC EXPERIENCE
Has provided real estate appraisal services in the following Florida counties:
Alachua Brevard Broward Charlotte
Citrus Clay DeSoto Duval
Glades Hardee Hendry Hernando
Highlands Hillsborough Indian River Lake
Lee Manatee Marion Martin
Nassau Okeechobee Orange Osceola
Palm Beach Pasco Pinellas Polk

Sarasota Seminole St. Lucie Volusia



Page 2
Has appraised properties in Tennessee and Guam,

PARTIAL LIST OF PROPERTY TYPES APPRAISED

Vacant urban land including commercial, multi-family, industrial, office park, planned development,
residential.

Vacant rural land including agricultural, residential, planned development, and mixed use.

Improved properties including residential, commercial, industrial, multi-family, shopping centers, planned
developments, restaurants, professional office buildings, medical office complexes, service stations,
convenience stores, parking garage, senior Healthcare Facilities, branch banking facilities, ranches, citrus
groves and waterfront residential property.

Special use properties including utility systems, plant nurseries, retention ponds, railroad

rights-of-way, billboards, dairy, sod farm, citrus nurseries, golf course, blueberry farms.

Partial interests including leasehold/leased fee, utility easements, drainage easements, construction

easements, and land leases.

PARTIAL LIST OF VALUATION ISSUE EXPERIENCE

Diminution in value claims related to:

Environmental contamination Bert Harris claims
Construction defects  Sinkholes

NIMBY issues

Eminent Domain takings resulting in;
Loss of, or change in, access
Business damages

Incurable damages

Partial taking of improvements
Changes in drainage patterns

Inverse condemnation

Changes in grade and/or elevation
Jurisdictional wetlands

Drainage canals and drainage easements
Elevated passenger expressways
Electrical substations

Development entry features and signage
Mangroves and wetland vegetation
Developments of Regional Impact
Wastewater treatment facilities
Probability of Rezoning

Title defects ~ Contractual disputes
Leasing disputes

Curable damages (cost to cure analysis)
Loss of parking

Changes in Highest and Best Use

Total taking of improvements

Change in site circulation

Maps of Reservation

Spoil banks and spoil easements

Electrical transmission facilities

Special governmental districts (i.e. hospital)
Airport noise and avigation/aviation easements
Spray effluent fields

Class I and III landfills .

Prescriptive easements

Pipeline easements

Muck and unstable soils

Severance damages

APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE

Owner, COMPASS REAL ESTATE CONSULTING, INC., 5/96 to present
Self-Employed Fee Appraiser, 7/92 to present
Affiliated with Sewell, Valentich, Tillis & Associates, 7/92 to 9/94
Appraiser and Project Manager, Kluza & Associates, 7/87 to 7/92



C/ay[on, Roper & A[arslm//, Inc., a Florida Corparah'on
CRAIG H. CLAYTON, MAI
State-Certified General Appraiser RZ 118

:: ‘ f -? PAUL M. ROPER, MAI, SRPA, SRA
M A R S H A L L State-Certified General Appraiser RZ 141

Years of Service|| STEVEN L. MARSHALL, MAI, SRA, AL-GRS
State-Certified General Appraiser RZ 155

CLAYTON ROPER

WWW.Crmre.com

June 11, 2019

Mr. Euripides Rodriguez, Director

Brevard County Solid Waste Management Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Building A, Suite 118

Viera, Florida 32940

Re: Status Report on Appraisal - 3351 Sarno Road, Melbourne; Florida Recyclers of Brevard, LLC
Dear Mr. Rodriguez:

This letter is provided to update you and the Brevard County Board of County Commissioners on the status of
our appraisal of the above referenced property, owned by Florida Recyclers of Brevard, LLC. I received the
NTP on March 6, 2019. Iregret to inform you that as of the writing of this letter, we are unable to complete the
appraisal report in a manner that would be consistent with acceptable appraisal procedures and practices. The
reason for our inability to complete the assignment relates to the property owners and their representatives
failing to provide us with their financial records relating to the facility’s operations. We have made multiple
requests for the required information and have received promising replies, but no results. Our primary contact
point has been Mr. James Golden, Vice President of Grove Scientific & Engineering. While Mr. Golden has
been cordial and has promptly replied to our requests, he has not been able to compile the requested financial
data. The appraisal of a unique asset, such as the subject landfill operation, requires careful consideration of the
income generated by and the expenditures made to generate said income. Without the subject financials, our
analysis would be incomplete.

To date we have been able to inspect the subject site and review public records regarding anticipated closure
costs (we still need the most current closure cost estimate from property owner). We have reviewed past and
current permit records, reviewed the Brevard County provided Site Assessment Report, and reviewed the
property owner provided Investment Value Report. Additionally, we have searched for comparable sales,
researched comparable tipping/dumping fees, prepared a discounted cash flow model for analyzing the subject
financial data, and have begun writing some of the descriptive portions of our report. While there is still
considerable work to be done on this project, substantial progress has been made.

A summary of our efforts to obtain the subject financial records is as follows:

1. On March 20, 2019, Dan Jones forwarded our request for the following information to the owner’s
representative, Jack Kirschenbaum, Esq.

¢ Profit and loss statements for last 5 years or so. At a minimum, we need the historical operating cost
data for the last few years.

¢ Production and receipt records. We would like to know what is being received, i.e. yard waste,
construction debris, and the tipping schedule for each classification.

e Current and historical tipping schedules for approximately the last 5 years.

e Copies of permits and environmental assessment reports that are currently applicable.

Real Estate Appraisers ®* Consultants * Since 1982
Orlando He-lclquarters: 246 North Westmonte Drive, Altamonte Springs, Florida 32714
Telephone: (407) 772-2200 / Facsimile: (407) 772-1340



June 11, 2019
Page 2
Mr. Euripides Rodriguez, Director
Brevard County Solid Waste Management Department

2. After some back and forth regarding available dates, we were able to schedule an inspection and meeting
with the owner representatives to occur on May 2™, During our inspection we met with the owner’s
representatives and again requested production of the historical operating records. This request was met with
some objection, but we left the property with the understanding that the owner’s confidentiality concerns
had been or can be abated. We thought the owners understood our need for the financial records and we
expected to receive the requested information “soon”.

3. On May 10" my partner, Craig Clayton, MAI, and I had a lengthy telephone conference with James Golden
to once again stress our need for their financial records. During this call it was expressed by Mr. Golden that
his client thought we should use the Cost Approach to value the property as the owners still had concerns
that financial information provided to us would become public record. We explained that we would keep
their information confidential to the best of our ability. Additionally, we agreed to send another letter
requesting said financial records and stating our intent to keep their information confidential.

4. On May 14" Mr. Golden provided a link to the FDEP records for the subject site.
5. On May 17" we sent a letter to Mr. Golden via email. The body of our letter read as follows:

Mr. Clayton and I enjoyed talking with you at length about C&D Landfill operational details
last week. However, as discussed, we find that the "Cost Approach”, as suggested by your
client, will not work well for us in its entirety. It is our belief that a prospective buyer for this
C&D Landfill site is going to look very carefully at sources of income, quantities and
expenses. Therefore, to prepare the most credible appraisal of this property, we are
requesting copies of the owner’s past three (preferably five) years of operating P&L
Statements, or at least a complete breakdown of the sources and amounts of revenues.
However, with only the sources and amounts of revenues, we will also need related quantities
and types of materials handled, processed and sold, the average tonnage (if not already
provided) and revenues from Tipping fees, revenue contracts with any other revenue sources.

Please advise your client that their information will remain confidential. Clayton, Roper &
Marshall will not disclose confidential information except as may be authorized by due
process of law or by a duly authorized peer review committee of the Appraisal Institute (the
committee cannot disclose anything either). We will take reasonable steps to safeguard
access to the confidential information.

The protection of confidential information is something we take great care in while
performing our duties to ensure the public’s trust in our work. This is covered in the Uniform
Standards of Appraisal Practice and the Ethics Rule...

6. After not receiving a reply for about a week, we sent a follow-up email to Mr. Golden on May 24",
Mr. Golden replied with the following statement on May 24%;
Paul,

We discussed your request on the call, and the owners are preparing 2 years of income and
expenses for the landfill and recycling operations to get to you in the next 2-3 weeks. Jim



Mr. Euripides Rodriguez, Director
Brevard County Solid Waste Management Department

7. On June 3 Mr. Golden forwarded a batch of FDEP reports for our review. This was the same information

June 11, 2019
Page 3

provided via link on May 14™. The requested income and expense data was not provided.

8. On June 10" we spoke with Mr. Golden again to request the required financial records and express the need
for their prompt delivery. Mr. Golden again expressed their confidentiality concerns but said he would
attempt to get the records. Later that same day, Mr. Golden called and said that the owners will send

financial information sometime in mid-July and that is where we are today.

As you can see, we have made multiple attempts to get the information requested. Considering our first request
for production was made on March 20™, the owners have had almost three (3) months to produce. While there is
a possibility that the owners will become cooperative and produce the requested information, we cannot move

forward with a credible appraisal based on the limited information available to us at this time.

PMR/sas

cc: Dan Jones
John Denninghoff

CRM File No. 19-030

Respectfully submitted,
CLAYTON, ROPER & MARSHALL
N = oy

P
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Vawld { AGran—r
Paul M. Roper, MAI, SRA
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
License Number: RZ 141
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MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER

(AKA FLORIDA RECYCLERS OF BREVARD, LLC)
LANDFILL EVALUATION

Brevard County Solid Waste Management Department | June 2018



MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER
(AKA FLORIDA RECYCLERS OF BREVARD, LLC)
WACS ID 18444

LANDFILL EVALUATION
TASK ORDER 17-01

Prepared for:
Brevard County
Solid Waste Management Department
2275 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Bldg. A Suite 118
Viera, Florida 32940

Prepared by:
Jones Edmunds & Associates, Inc.
730 NE Waldo Road
Gainesville, Florida 32641

Certificate of Engineering Authorization #1841

Jones Edmunds Project No.: 08705-048-01

June 2018
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Brevard County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD) contracted with Jones
Edmunds to evaluate the regulatory, economic, and environmental liability of the privately
owned and operated Melbourne Landfill and Recycling Center (aka Florida Recyclers of
Brevard, LLC). This private facility is adjacent to the County’s Sarno Road Class III Landfill
and the Sarno Road Transfer Station as shown in Figure 1, Overall Area Plan. The site is
permitted by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) as a Construction
& Demolition (C&D) debris recycling and disposal and yard trash processing facility.

The goals of this preliminary engineering evaluation are to review the existing design and
regulatory conditions of the Florida Recyclers facility and to identify the risks and benefits
related to operation of the facility and any further expansion. Jones Edmunds reviewed and
evaluated the following:

= Solid Waste Permitting History

=  Overall Facility Operations

®  Financial Assurance Documentation

= FDEP Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) History
= Permitted Stormwater Management System

®*  Historical Water Quality and Gas Monitoring Data

= Current Volume and Lifespan Analysis of the Facility
= Valley Fill Expansion Option

This evaluation is based on publically available data and information, and Jones Edmunds
used the FDEP Oculus Database and FDEP Water Permitting Portal to obtain historical
documentation. This evaluation does not consider permitting documentation that may be
maintained by the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) for the facility.
Jones Edmunds also reviewed the City of Melbourne Conditional Use Permit (CUP) granted
for the Sarno Road Class III Landfill and the 2017 aerial topographic survey performed by
Pickett and Associates provided by the County. Jones Edmunds understands that the Florida
Recyclers facility is also regulated by a City of Melbourne CUP, but a copy of the permit was
not available at the time of this review.

The Florida Recyclers of Brevard, LLC is recorded as the owner of two parcels of property?,
approximately 45 acres total, with about 36 acres permitted as disposal area. The facility
started operations in 1998 as an unlined C&D debris disposal facility. In 1999, the facility
converted to a Class III landfill; and in 2014, the facility filed a permit application
requesting classification as a C&D debris and recycling facility. FDEP granted the facility a
10-year operation permit as a C&D facility, but required the site continue to monitor
groundwater, surface water, and landfill gas in accordance with Class III landfill guidelines.
The 2014 change in designation from a Class III landfill to a C&D debris disposal facility
resulted in the facility being required to stop using an escrow account for financial
assurance and to pursue to an alternate method. In March 2017 FDEP issued the facility a

! parcel Nos. 27-36-24-00-507 (25.05 acres) and 27-36-24-00-508 (19.7 acres).
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Consent Order for failure to provide proof of an alternate financial assurance mechanism
(i.e. a trust fund). According to a verbal discussion with FDEP, the site has an approved
Trust Fund in place.

The sequence of ERPs for this facility on FDEP databases is incomplete, particularly with
regard to property ownership and easements. A complete timeline of the site’s stormwater
permitting history could not be developed. The February 2000 ERP application included a
proposed wetland mitigation plan for parcels purchased for the expansion of the landfill to
its current footprint. Jones Edmunds found documentation confirming the completion
of the wetland mitigation activities in August 2001.

Jones Edmunds compared the 2017 inflated costs against the closure and long-term-care
cost estimates for the 2017 Sarno Road Class III Landfill costs, on a cost-per-acre basis. In
our opinion, the cost per acre for closure is low, based on our experience with
recent significant increases in construction costs. In addition, the closure cost
estimate is based on a clay-soil final closure system.

The operation permit states that the facility accepts on average 200 tons per day. Based on
Solid Waste Quantity Reports submitted over the last 4 years, the site has landfilled
approximately 105 tons per day. The facility’s primary incoming waste stream is new
construction debris and vegetative waste.

Several down-gradient groundwater monitoring wells and shallow surficial wells
appear impacted by the facility. The sources of the elevated groundwater monitoring
parameters may be attributed to the type of materials processed at the facility and modest
management of sediment and erosion control at the site. There is no evidence of landfill
gas migration at the site.

Our estimate of the remaining lifespan of the 34-acre landfill using Florida Recyclers current
landfilling rates is approximately 35 years to its permitted buildout elevation of 104 feet.
However, the facility appears to be limited by a City ordinance restricting the buildout
elevation to 40 feet above natural grade. Based on this limitation, the estimated lifespan
to a buildout elevation 64 feet is 14 years.

To obtain additional airspace, Jones Edmunds explored the option of constructing a valley fill
expansion to merge the facility with the Sarno Road Class III Landfill. The proposed
expansion area would require a 60-mil minimum high-density polyethylene (HDPE) bottom
liner and geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) system and a primary leachate collection and
removal system. The estimated construction cost of this additional capacity is approximately
$300,000 per acre - refer to Section 9, Supplemental Information, for cost information.
Assuming Sarno’s current landfilling rates, the County could expect to gain approximately

4 to 9 years of additional disposal capacity from the valley fill option. The valley fill airspace,
plus remaining capacity at the Florida Recyclers facility, could provide about 8 to 20 years of
additional capacity at the Sarno current landfilling rate.

In general, the stormwater system appears to be adequate for the permitted design of the
existing facility. The as-built construction should be confirmed. If permitted design conditions
change (e.g., valley fill design), the stormwater system and groundwater monitoring
network will need to be modified.
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Based on our review, the facility appears to be operating in a manner consistent
with its permit and applicable regulatory guidelines. Based on our evaluation, the
following items were identified and should be given further consideration:

Jones Edmunds could not confirm that the stormwater system is constructed as
designed and permitted.

The obstacles that the County may face in obtaining a height variance as described in the
City of Melbourne CUP for the Sarno Road Landfill are unclear. It would be prudent to
review a copy of Florida Recyclers facility’s CUP to determine whether a height variance
is possible and whether any restrictions have been placed on the facility with regard to
dates of closure, or additional operational conditions.

In Jones Edmunds’ experience, unlined disposal facilities exhibit higher environmental
risk. The environmental liability of this facility is unclear.

Evidence of groundwater contamination exists at this facility. The source and long-term
risk posed by this evidence may require further evaluation.

If the County were to pursue the valley fill expansion option, the cost benefit results of
constructing the expansion area (including requirements for a bottom liner, leachate
collection system, stormwater redesign) compared to the additional capacity obtained for
Class III waste disposal may be unfavorable if limited by City restrictions.

The property could be valuable if the County wanted to pursue the continued operation
of the facility as primarily a recycling and yard waste processing center.,
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Brevard County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD) contracted with Jones
Edmunds to evaluate the regulatory, economic, and environmental status of the privately owned
and operated Melbourne Landfill and Recycling Center (aka Florida Recyclers of Brevard,
LLC). This privately owned facility is at 3351 Sarno Road, Melbourne, Florida, adjacent to
the County’s Sarno Road Class III Landfill and the Sarno Road Transfer Station as shown in
Figure 1, Overall Area Plan, and Figure 2, Site Plan. The site is permitted by the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) as a Construction & Demolition (C&D)
debris recycling and disposal and yard trash processing facility.

Considering its proximity to the Sarno Road Class III Landfill and Transfer Station, SWMD is
performing due diligence with this preliminary evaluation of the facility to determine the
risks and benefits related to operating the facility and any future expansions.

The goals of the evaluation were to review the existing design and regulatory conditions of
the Florida Recyclers facility and to identify potential benefits and items of concern or risks
to the County related to its continued operation and potential expansion and incorporation
into the Sarno Road Class III Landfill. Jones Edmunds reviewed and evaluated the following:

= The permitting history and general operations data.

#  The financial assurance documentation.

= The last 5 years of groundwater and landfill gas monitoring data.

®  The stormwater management system and permit history.

® The volume and lifespan analyses for the existing site and for possible expansion/merger
with the Sarno Road Class III Landfill.

This evaluation did not include a site visit, field investigations, or an evaluation of costs to
operate the facility. This evaluation is not intended to provide a real estate value of the
property. Jones Edmunds’ evaluation was based on publicly available data and information.
The information in this report presents our general findings and recommendations.

2 BACKGROUND

Florida Recyclers of Brevard, LLC is recorded as the owner of two parcels of property? that
make up the facility for a total area of approximately 45 acres, with about 36 acres
permitted as disposal area. The facility started operations in 1998,

Jones Edmunds reviewed publicly available information from FDEP’s Oculus (Electronic
Document Management System) database. In accordance with our review of these
documents, the permitting and regulatory history of the site is as follows:

® 1998: 20-acre unlined C&D debris disposal facility permitted.
= 1999: Landfill expansion to 36 acres (unlined) and site converted to Class III Landfill.

2 parcel Nos. 27-36-24-00-507 (25.05 acres) and 27-36-24-00-508 (19.7 acres).
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= 1999: Site applied for a Materials Recovery Facility permit (FDEP Permit
No. SO 05-0133456-005 MRF).

= 2005: Permit renewed (FDEP Permit No. SO 05-0133456-006 Class III and -007 MRF).

®  2010: Permit renewed (FDEP Permit No. SO 05-0133456-008 Class III and -009 MRF).

= 2014: Intermediate permit modification and renewal application (FDEP Permit
No. SO 05-0133456-010); permit modification requested to go back to a C&D debris and
recycling facility; 10-year permit issued (expires June 1, 2024).

= May 2015: Order granting Variance issued by FDEP to allow for continued use of escrow
account while seeking an alternative financial assurance mechanism for closure.
Variance allowed for 12 months to secure an alternative financial mechanism.

= August 2015: Gas monitoring and reporting requirements were revised by FDEP to
meet rule requirements.

®= June 2016: Request by Owner to extend the Order granting Variance denied.

®=  March 2017: Consent Order OGC File No.: 16-1272 issued.

= April 2017: Permit modified to incorporate relevant actions from the Consent Order.

Florida Recyclers currently operates the facility under a 10-year operation permit for a C&D
debris disposal landfill and recycling facility. At the time of application, Florida Recyclers
paid one installment of the permit renewal fee; the 2" installment payment of $2,500 is
due by May 31, 2019.

The site’s stormwater is managed is accordance with FDEP ERP No. 05-10333455-002-EI.

In addition to its permitted disposal/recycling/yard processing operations, the facility also
operates the Simply Organic Lawn and Garden Center at the site. According to their
website? they are a full-service lawn and garden center that provides organic mulches, soils,
and fertilizers that are processed and sold on site.

3 SOLID WASTE OPERATIONS

The Florida Recyclers of Brevard, LLC disposal facility was initially designed and permitted
as an unlined C&D debris disposal facility in 1998. Upon conversion to a Class III landfill in
1999, FDEP required that the facility perform water quality and landfill gas monitoring in
accordance with Class III landfill requirements in effect at that time. In 1999, bottom liners
and leachate collection systems were not required for Class III landfills. The requirements
have since changed and these are now required for new or expanded Class III landfills.

In accordance with Rule 62-701, FAC, Class III and C&D debris is defined as follows:

62-701.200(14) "“Class III waste” means yard trash, construction and
demolition debris, processed tires, asbestos, carpet, cardboard, paper, glass,
plastic, furniture other than appliances, or other materials approved by the
Department, that are not expected to produce leachate that poses a threat to public
health or the environment.

* www.simplyorganiclawnandgardencenter.com
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62-701.200(24) “Construction and demolition debris” means discarded
materials generally considered to be not water soluble and non-hazardous in
nature, including but not limited to steel, glass, brick, concrete, asphalt material,
pipe, gypsum wallboard, and lumber, from the construction or destruction of a
structure as part of a construction or demolition project or from the renovation of
a structure, including such debris from construction of structures at a site remote
from the construction or demolition project site.

In 2014, the permittee requested to convert back to a C&D debris disposal facility because
the site did not receive Class III waste and the incoming waste stream was primarily from
new construction sites and vegetative waste. The solid waste operation permit was
modified, but FDEP continued to require the permittee to monitor groundwater, surface
water, and landfill gas per Class III landfill guidelines (as described in Section 6.0). FDEP
also required that the facility’s closure design be in accordance with Class III closure
requirements (closure with a barrier layer, 24-inches of protective cover soil, and
vegetation). The Operating Permit expires on June 1, 2024.

According to the permit drawings, the approximate natural grade on the site is at elevation
25 feet NGVD 29. The bottom of waste is at approximately elevation 24.4 feet. The setback
requirements of 100 feet from the property boundary for Class III landfills was reduced to
50 feet because of the adjacent Sarno Road Class III Landfill and Sarno Road Transfer
Station. The majority of the waste appears to be landfilled on the south portion of the site,
and there are piles of mulched material placed on the north half of the site. Based on the
current recycling and processing operations at the site, it is unclear if the entire permitted
footprint area has landfilled waste.

Waste is monitored and recorded at the facility scale house. The site’s 2014 Operation Plan
states that recyclable materials from construction waste and vegetative waste are recycled
and that non-recyclable construction debris is landfilled. The site does not currently accept
CCA pressure-treated wood for disposal. However, CCA-treated wood was likely accepted for
disposal in the past before FDEP's prohibition regarding disposal of this waste in unlined
landfills. The 2014 Operation Plan noted that “any CCA pressure-treated wood (telephone
poles) currently stored on site will be removed within 6 months from permit issuance.” The
facility is also authorized to process yard trash. Residential yard waste is processed into
landscaping mulch and topsoil.

The facility has 10 groundwater monitoring wells and one surface water sampling point;
monitoring and sampling are performed semi-annually. The facility also monitors landfill gas
migration quarterly at the perimeter landfill gas probes and within structures on the
property.

The Operating Permit states the facility accepts on average 200 tons per day. Based on our
review of tonnage data over the last 4 years, the site has accepted on average of about
105 tons per day.
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4 FINANCIAL ASSURANCE AND CONSENT ORDER REVIEW

The permittee previously maintained an escrow account for the closure financial assurance
of the site. FDEP rules originally allowed this for private- and government-owned facilities.
However, due to rule changes and changes in the facility’s designation from a C&D facility to
Class III to C&D, an escrow account is no longer a viable option for privately owned C&D
facilities.

In 2014, FDEP approved the Florida Recyclers of Brevard’s intermediate permit modification
and renewal application that requested the designation of the facility be changed from a
Class III landfill to a C&D debris disposal facility. This change meant that their escrow
account no longer met the requirements of Chapter 403.707(9)(c), FAC, which states that
escrow accounts may not be used as a mechanism to provide financial assurance for closure
of a C&D facility. The facility Operating Permit (issued July 28, 2014) required that Florida
Recyclers replace the escrow account with an alternative, acceptable financial assurance
mechanism. In accordance with our review, the following legal actions were initiated
between Florida Recyclers and FDEP:

* Application for Variance, October 20, 2014: Florida Recyclers requested a 2-year
variance for continued use of the funded escrow account to prevent economic hardship
while searching for an alternate mechanism.

" Variance Request Granted, May 22, 2015: FDEP approved Florida Recyclers
application for variance (OGC File No. 14-0657) for a period of 12 months (expiration
date - May 22, 2016).

"= FDEP Notice Letter, September 16, 2015: FDEP determined that the 2014 escrow
account balance was underfunded by approximately $5,000 and requested that a deposit
be made to adequately fund the closure account within 30 days.

* FDEP Warning Letter, June 10, 2016: FDEP issued a letter stating that Florida
Recyclers failed to meet the May 22, 2016 deadline for providing an alternate financial
mechanism and was in violation of Rules 62-701.730 and 62-701.630, FAC.

* Variance Extension Request Denied, June 17, 2016: FDEP denied Florida Recyclers’
request to extend the time allotment granted by the 2015 variance up to 24 months.
FDEP deemed a new application for variance would be required to request additional
time.

® Consent Order Issued, March 29, 2017: FDEP issued Consent Order (OGC
No. 16-1272) against Florida Recyclers for failing to provide an alternate financial
assurance mechanism. The solid waste permit was then modified to include relevant
actions of the Consent Order into the permit.

The issued Consent Order required the facility to initiate a Trust Fund as proof of financial
assurance and to make annual payments of $100,000 (plus any and all applicable trustee
fees and expenses) to the Fund by January 5 beginning in 2018. Among other conditions,
the facility is required to submit an updated Closure and Long-Term-Care Cost Estimate
every 5 years in accordance with the applicable conditions of Rule 62-701.630, FAC. The
cost estimate is due in 2019, Based on a verbal conversation with FDEP a Trust Fund has
been established as an alternate funding mechanism.

The most recently submitted closure cost estimate from Florida Recyclers was approved by
FDEP in April 2017 - estimated $2.62 million for closure of 35.31 acres, and estimated
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$382,000 over 5 years for long-term care of 44.72 acres. Jones Edmunds compared the
facility’s 2017 inflated costs against the closure and long-term-care cost estimates for the
Sarno Road Landfill most recently submitted in 2017, on a cost-per-acre basis. Table 1
provides the comparison figures.

Table 1 Closure and Long-Term Care Cost Estimate Comparison
Closure Cost Annual Long-Term-
Estimate Care Cost
($/acre) ($/acre)
Florida Recyclers Facility (2017) $74,100 $1,700
Sarno Road Class III Landfill (2017) $188,000 $2,000

The permitted closure design plan for the facility provides two final cover system options,
which are the installation of a geosynthetic clay liner cap or a 36-inch soil closure (18 inches
of clay and 18 inches of soil). The closure cost estimate accounts for a clay-soil cover but
not a geosynthetic clay liner closure cap. Based on our experience and with recent
significant increases in construction costs, it is our opinion that the cost per acre
for closure is insufficient. Therefore, it is probable that the Trust Fund is
underfunded.

5 STORMWATER PERMITTING REVIEW

Jones Edmunds reviewed the facility’s stormwater management system and permits, as
found on the Florida Water Permitting Portal (http:/flwaterpermits.com/). In general, the
information provided on the website appears incomplete, particularly with regard to
property ownership and easements. Jones Edmunds did not contact FDEP to clarify the
questions that arose during our review. The focus of our review was on the stormwater
system; the stormwater system design appears adequate for the final landfill design.

5.1 STORMWATER PERMIT DOCUMENT REVIEW

The facility site name is the “Florida Recyclers of Brevard.” However, the Florida Water
Permitting Portal shows it as the “Sarno Road Industrial Complex” and that website links to
the FDEP Nexus portal, which lists the Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) documents
related to the expansion and modification of the landfill as listed in Table 2.

Table 2 ERP History for the Sarno Road Industrial Complex
Permit o Expiration I
Number Facility Name Date Date Description
0133455- Florida Recyclers of .
001SI Brevard, Inc. 12/11/1997 Permit for Cell 1.

Permit for Cell 1

0133455-  Florida Recyclers of ) 085000 01/07/2005  expansion and a wet

002EI Brevard, Inc. detention pond.
; Permit Application for
01331553 L e ey Cl el of Sarno Industrial

Brevard/Sarno Road 08/21/2007 08/20/2012

Industrial Complex Subdivision on parcel

north of the landfill.

004EI
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The 0133455-001SI permit was for the original site and stormwater system, as shown in
Figure 3 (Parcel 27-36-24-00-507). Jones Edmunds reviewed the design drawings and
calculations submitted in the application package. The original design for the 25.05-acre
parcel was for the front entrance and a 20-acre landfill (Cell 1) as shown in Figure 3.
Stormwater treatment was provided by a “retention” area on the west, south, and east
sides of the cell. The drawings refer to a retention pond, but the calculations refer to a wet
detention pond. Typically, retention ponds are dry and rely on percolation to recover the
treatment volume. Wet detention ponds are typically excavated 8 to 12 feet into the
groundwater table to create a permanent pool of water. The wet detention pond at this
facility has a mean depth of 2.82 feet; significantly less than the typical depth. Wet
detention ponds have an engineered control structure to “detain” the treatment volume and
slowly release it over time.

The 0133455-002EI permit allowed the landfill to expand to the current footprint and
included the construction of a perimeter wet detention pond (labeled as a “retention” pond
on the design drawings). The plans provided with the ERP application show new wet
detention ponds on the north, northwest, east, and south sides of the landfill, and the
grading indicates the “retention” pond on the southwest side remained unchanged. Figure 4
shows the ERP application design drawing for the full buildout georeferenced to an aerial.

Jones Edmunds evaluated the stormwater system described in the 0133455-002EI permit
as the current condition for the landfill. We reviewed and compared the following:

® The design drawings and calculations submitted in the application package for
0133455-002EI.

® The wetland delineation and mitigation described in the application package for
0133455-002EI.

® The current aerial and the current digital elevation model (DEM) from LIDAR for Brevard
County.

* The FEMA special flood hazard areas as provided online through the FEMA Map Service
Center.

The design was for a 36-acre landfill cell (44.46-acre site), surrounded by interconnected
wet detention ponds, with a direct discharge to the L-16 Canal. The curve number for the
landfill cell is 80, which is equivalent to a grass field in good condition. This curve number is
within the typical range for a landfill that will be closed with a soil and grass cover. The wet
detention pond was designed to provide:

" 3.54 acre-feet (ac-ft) of water quality treatment volume.

® 4.08 ac-ft or permanent pool volume.

= A control structure with a 5-inch circular bleed-down orifice at elevation 22.50 feet
National Geodetic Vertical Datum (ft NGVD) (the seasonal high water table [SHWT]),
and a 4.5-foot rectangular weir with an invert of 23.26 ft NGVD.

u A pond bottom elevation at 17.0 ft NGVD.

®= A mean pond depth of 2.82 feet.
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Based on our review of the aerial, the stormwater system appears roughly the same size as
designed. The design is adequate for a final cover of grass in good condition, with 8 to

12 inches of permeable soil. The as-built documentation was completed by Timothy C. Jelus,
PE, of Jelus Engineering, Inc., and was submitted to FDEP on August 24, 2001.

The permit application for ERP 0133455-002FEI also included a discussion of wetland
mitigation. Figures 3 and 4 show the Cell 1 expansion with the wetland that was impacted
by the construction of the Cell. FDEP issued a letter to William Kerr, of BKI, Inc., dated
June 25, 2001, which stated that the preservation acquisition mitigation requirements for
permit 133455-002 had been satisfied; and that the conditions of the permit modification
133455-003 had been fulfilled. The letter goes on to provide authorization for the escrow
agent to release the security funds. Jones Emdunds was able to locate the permit
modification conditions file 133455-003. This documentation confirms satisfactory
completion of the mitigation requirement for the facility.

Jones Edmunds also compared the current aerial and Brevard County light detection and
ranging (LiDAR) data to the permitted design drawings, see Figure 5. The LiDAR data is
displayed as a range of colors with each color corresponding to a specific elevation. If the
landfill was constructed according to the plans, the colors would align with the contours. The
facility’s current operation is primarily recycling and yard waste processing. The side slopes
are not uniform or at the design elevation. It is very important to note that an ERP is based
on the design of the final grades of the closed landfill. Therefore, noting that the current
landfill grades are not the same as the ERP does not indicate that the landfill operation is
violating their permit. Rather, it indicates that work needs to be done to achieve the final
grade that was permitted in the ERP. In general, the stormwater system has the same
top-of-bank footprint as depicted in the permitted design drawing. The actual
depth of the system compared to the permitted design cannot be determined
without survey.

The landfill site is not within a flood hazard area. Figure 6 shows the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA)-approved Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area. The area
shaded in brown indicates the special flood hazard area. The landfill is outside of the
designated flood hazard area.

In 2007, Florida Recyclers applied to FDEP to modify their permit, 0133455-004EI, to
construct the “Sarno Road Industrial Complex” on the parcel to the north of the landfill (see
Figure 7). The permit application discussed expanding the landfill’s stormwater treatment
ponds to provide treatment for the proposed development and mitigating the impact to a
wetland on the parcel. FDEP did not issue the permit. In 2010, the west side of the parcel to
the north of the facility, which includes wetlands, was deeded to the City of Melbourne; and
in 2012, the east side of the parcel to the north of the facility was sold to Liberty
Investments of Brevard, LLC.

5.2 ERP GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

In general, the stormwater system appears adequate for the design. If the permitted design
conditions were to change (such as using steeper slopes or a more impervious cover such as
a geomembrane), the stormwater management system would need to be modified and re-
permitted.
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The ERP application and drawings did not include a detailed sediment and erosion control
plan. Although the site is primarily operating as a recycling and yard waste processing
facility, sediment control is generally recommended. Jones Edmunds expects that the
stormwater system will have accumulated sediment from the landfill operations and will
need some excavation to restore the design elevations.

6 WATER QUALITY AND LANDFILL GAS MONITORING
DATA REVIEW

6.1 BACKGROUND

The groundwater monitoring network at the Florida Recyclers facility consists of

10 groundwater compliance wells installed in the surficial aquifer, one surface water
monitoring point, and 10 landfill gas monitoring probes. The water quality monitoring and
reporting are subject to the Class III landfill requirements, Rule 62-701.510, FAC.
Groundwater and surface water quality monitoring is conducted semi-annually; samples are
analyzed for field and laboratory parameters as defined in Appendix 3 of the current solid
waste operations permit.

Based on a technical report dated May 2015, prepared by Universal Engineering Sciences
for Florida Recyclers, there is a containment wall (running north south) adjacent to the
drainage canal between the facility access road and the scale house as a means of
keeping potential contaminates within the landfill. The report states that the wall is
constructed of relatively impermeable clay and approximately 2 feet wide by 4 feet deep.
The report did not provide the length of the wall. However, in 2010 FDEP questioned the
existence of the wall since no as-builts or evidence of a sealed slurry wall/confining layer
was provided. FDEP stated even if the purported “clay layer” were a “confining clay” it
would not be much good as the well screenings crossed it; therefore, whatever is in their
ground water or surface water pond could seep into the L-16 canal.

A technical report was due in August 2017. We are unable to locate that report on the FDEP
Oculus site.

6.2 GROUNDWATER MONITORING NETWORK

The compliance groundwater monitoring wells are along the perimeter of the landfill and are
identified as MW-2, MW-4R, MW-5R, MW-6R, MW-7, MW-8, MW-9R, MW-10, MW-11, and
MW-12. The total well depths range from 14.8 to 16.6 feet below land surface with 10-foot
screen intervals. Wells MW-9R, MW-10, and MW-11 are up-gradient. Groundwater flow at
the site is generally south to southeast although flow appears to vary over time.

6.2.1 GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS

Jones Edmunds reviewed the last 5-years’ groundwater monitoring data for the facility. We
also reviewed the background groundwater monitoring well MW-16S at the adjacent Sarno
Road Class III Landfill (WACS ID 16255), and used that data as the control for comparison.
The Sarno Class III Landfill well MW-16 is also installed in the shallow surficial aquifer with a
total well depth of 15.5 feet below land surface with a 10-foot screen interval.
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The groundwater monitoring results for the past 5 years for all wells at the facility were
statistically compared to the past 5 years of data for the Sarno Class III Landfill background
well MW-16S using calculated control ranges. Any parameters with a result reported above
the laboratory detection limit at the facility were included in the comparison. For the
parameters included, any result reported as below the laboratory detection limit was
replaced with half the detection limit for statistical calculation purposes. An average 5-year
concentration for each selected parameter was calculated for MW-16S along with an outer
control limit (the average plus three times the standard deviation). The 5-year average
result for each well and selected parameters at the facility were compared to the associated
outer control limit for MW-16S. Summary tables are included in Attachment A. The tables
summarize results reported above groundwater protection standards for the past 5 years at
the Florida Recyclers and Sarno Road Class III Landfill background well MW-16S. The
following results were noted:

* Melbourne Landfill wells MW-2, MW-4R, MW-5R, and MW-6R have multiple indicator and
metals parameters with results that are statistically different than those reported for
background well MW-16S.

* Sodium in wells MW-7 through MW-12 is statistically higher than that reported in
MW-16S; however, the concentrations are relatively low level (by a factor of 10)
compared to MW-2, MW-4R, MW-5R, and MW-6R.

®  Although Chromium results are for wells MW-2 and MW-7 through MW-12 appear to be
outside the control range, this is an artifact of the calculation. Chromium was actually
below the laboratory detection limit for the entire report period in these wells. However,
the detection limit for the Melbourne wells was 4.5 micrograms per liter (ug/L) and the
detection limit for MW-16S was 2.5 ug/L, resulting in a false positive bias for samples
with a high number of non-detects. Results for Zinc have the same false positive bias.

= The only volatile organic carbons (VOCs) reported above detection limits for the facility
during the past 5 years were a single report of low-level 1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane
in MW-10 plus random low-level Acetone and Chloromethane in multiple wells. Acetone
and Chloromethane are common laboratory cross-contaminants.

®  Sulfate and Aluminum are not sampled at the Sarno Class III landfill, and results for the
facility wells are compared to groundwater standards only.

In addition to the control range comparison, historical linear-regression trend analysis
graphs were also prepared. The following trends were noted:

* Increasing Conductivity, Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), Ammonia-Nitrogen, Chloride, and
Sodium in MW-2, MW-4R, MW-5R, and MW-6R.

" Decreasing Chloride, Sulfate, and Sodium in MW-8, MW-10, and MW-11. Sulfate is
also decreasing in MW-7 and MW-9. Decreasing Total Dissolved Solids in MW-8, MW-9,
MW-10, and MW-11.

= Increasing Arsenic in MW-2, MW-4R, and MW-5R.

® Increasing Barium in MW-2, MW-4R, MW-5R, and MW-6R.

® Decreasing Iron in MW-2, MW-4R, MW-6R, MW-8, MW-11, and MW-12. Increasing Iron
in MW-5R,

= Increasing Nickel in MW-5R.
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® Increasing Vanadium in MW-2, MW-4R, and MW-5R. Decreasing Vanadium in MW-8,
MW-9, MW-10MW-11, and MW-12,
= Decreasing Zinc in MW-10 and MW-11.

6.2.2 SURFACE WATER DATA REVIEW

A review of surface water results at the Melbourne Landfill (sampling site SW-1) indicate
elevated Conductivity, Ammonia, Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD), Total Phosphorus,
Sulfate, Total Dissolved Solids, Total Hardness, Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Total Organic
Carbon, Antimony, Arsenic, Chromium, Copper, and Iron. Sources for these parameters
may be attributed to the type of materials being landfilled and/or processed at the facility
such as:

* Drywall/Sheetrock: Calcium Sulfate (Gypsum) - Conductivity, Total Dissolved Solids,
Total Hardness, Sulfate.

®= CCA-Treated Lumber: Arsenic, Chromium, Copper.

* Yard Waste/Mulch: Ammonia, COD, Total Phosphorus, Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Total
Organic Carbon.

6.2.3 GAS MONITORING PROBES

Gas monitoring at the Florida Recyclers facility is conducted quarterly per the requirements
of the July 28, 2014 site permit and the Monitoring Plan Implementation Schedule of
Chapter 62-160, FAC. Eleven gas monitoring probes (GMPs) are installed along the
perimeter of the landfill. The probes are sampled quarterly to determine if excessive
methane gas concentrations exist within the soils outside of the landfill. In addition, ambient
air is sampled within building structures adjacent to the landfill (i.e., scale house office,

etc.) for the presence of methane.

The most recent gas sampling event was conducted in February 2018 by Universal
Engineering Sciences, Inc. Based on the First Quarter 2018 Quarterly Gas Monitoring Event
report, dated February 23, 2018, no methane gas was detected to have concentrations
greater than the detection limit of the sampling instrument. The detection limit of the gas
sampling instrument is 1 percent.

The lower explosive limit (LEL) for methane gas is 5 percent or 50,000 parts per million
(ppm). The FDEP Solid Waste Department and Rule 62-701, FAC, guidelines for a
combustible gas exceedance is 25 percent of the LEL, or 12,500 ppm. Since December
2015, all quarterly gas monitoring results are reported as % LEL methane, and no gas
exceedances were measured.

From August 2004 to September 2015, the quarterly monitoring results were measured and
reported as ppm methane units, and in all cases no monitoring point samples exceeded
12,500 ppm methane.

6.2.4 MONITORING DATA GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

The facility’s shallow surficial wells MW-2, MW-4R, MW-5R, and MW-6R have elevated levels
of Conductivity, Chloride, Sodium, Suifate, TDS, and Barium compared to background well
MW-16S at the Sarno Landfill. TDS was consistently above the Safe Drinking Water
Standard (SDWS) of 500 milligrams per liter (mg/L) in all four down-gradient Melbourne
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wells, and Ammonia-Nitrogen, Chloride, and Sodium were repeatedly reported above their
respective groundwater protection standards during the past 5 years. In addition,
Conductivity, TDS, Ammonia-Nitrogen, Chloride, Sodium, and Barium are all increasing in
wells MW-2, MW-4R, MW-5R, and MW-6R. Increasing Arsenic was also reported in MW-2,
MW-4R, and MW-5R, and reported concentrations have repeatedly been greater than the
Primary Drinking Water Standard (PDWS) of 10 ug/L.

Groundwater in the down-gradient wells appears to be impacted by the landfill. The source
is likely the type of materials being landfilled and/or processed at the Melbourne facility
including yard waste, mulch, compost materials; and construction debris such as drywall
and CCA-treated lumber. A review of surface water results at the Melbourne Landfill indicate
elevated levels of Conductivity, Ammonia-Nitrogen, COD, Total Phosphorus, Sulfate, TDS,
Total Hardness, Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Total Organic Carbon, Antimony, Arsenic,
Chromium, Copper, and Iron. These parameters are also consistent with erosional run-off
from materials in the landfill.

Groundwater impacts, in a pattern similar to that noted for the Florida Recyclers’ facility,
were noted in the two Sarno Class III Landfill shallow-surficial wells, MW-24S and MW-25S,
just down-gradient of the Florida Recyclers’ property boundary.

7 VOLUME AND LIFESPAN ANALYSES

As part of this preliminary engineering evaluation, Jones Edmunds performed volume and
lifespan analyses for the existing site and for the possible expansion/merger with the Sarno
Road Class III Landfill. The following sections discuss the City of Melbourne buildout
constraints, volume analyses, and a possible option of merging the two facilities and
designing a valley fill.

7.1 BACKGROUND

On November 12, 2009, the City of Melbourne approved Brevard County’s application for a
CUP (CU-2009-06) and City Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2009-41) for a 9.5-acre expansion of
the Sarno Road Class III Landfill up to a height of 40 feet above grade. The Florida
Recyclers facility also has a similar CUP; however, Jones Edmunds was not able to obtain a
copy of the document.

If the County were to acquire the Florida Recyclers facility and expand the Sarno Landfill
footprint, the County would be required to submit a CUP application with a revised site plan
to the City Engineering Department and Planning and Economic Development Department in
accordance with City Ordinance No. 2009-41, Condition 2.a. Since City land development
regulations limit the height of any structure or material or debris pile to less than 40 feet,
the County will also have to make a request for a variance to exceed the height restriction.

According to the Ordinance, the County is expected to close the Sarno Road Class III
Landfill by December 31, 2020, unless the County applies for and receives approval of a
new proposed closure date by the City. The results of Sarno’s 2017 capacity analysis
submitted to FDEP indicates that landfill closure is expected by September 2024. This
lifespan estimate included the approximately 9.5-acre footprint of the Pond A expansion
area and a final landfill elevation of 104 ft NGVD.
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7.2 VOLUME ANALYSIS

7.2.1 FLORIDA RECYCLERS MELBOURNE LANDFILL

The Florida Recyclers facility is permitted to a buildout elevation of 104 ft NGVD; however,
the site’s CUP from the City of Melbourne limits the full buildout to a maximum of 40 feet
above grade or about an elevation 64 ft NGVD. Jones Edmunds performed two remaining
volume analyses for the Florida Recyclers facility: one assuming full buildout to elevation
104 feet and one to elevation 64 feet based on the CUP. The volumes were calculated using
AutoCAD Civil 3D 2016 software and based on the following:

= Topographic survey dated March 17, 2017, performed by Pickett & Associates Inc.

® Permitted Final Closure (up to 104 feet elevation), Melbourne Landfill and Recycling
Center top-of-waste surface (final cover surface lowered 3 feet to account for final
cover), dated March 2014.

* Conceptual Final Closure (up to 64 feet elevation), Melbourne Landfill and Recycling
Center top-of waste surface (final cover surface lowered 3 feet to account for final
cover).

Florida Recyclers performs recycling and yard waste processing operations within the
footprint of the facility. Several areas identified as mulch or recycling material stockpiles
are not representative of permanent waste disposal and were removed from the survey
data. Currently, landfilling operations are isolated to the south edge of the facility; the
current Operation Permit states that on average the facility accepts about 200 tons per day
or 830 cubic yards per year (CY/yr) (assuming 500 pounds per cubic yard [Ib/CY] waste
density).

The estimate of the remaining life of the facility, summarized in Table 3. Given the
information available, Jones Edmunds performed the lifespan calculation using an average
of the annual volumetric disposal rate, in CY/yr, over the last 4 years.

As of March 17, 2017, Jones Edmunds estimates that approximately 970,000 cubic yards
(CY) of waste is in-place at the facility. We assumed that this waste is primarily new
construction debris or vegetative waste. In March 2013, a topographic survey report*
determined that approximately 786,000 CY of waste was in-place. From 2013 to 2017,
approximately 185,000 CY of design capacity was consumed, which equates to about
46,300 CY/yr over 4 years.

4 Prepared by William Mott Land Surveying.
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Table 3 Florida Recyclers Facility — Estimate of Remaining Life Based on
Current Landfill Rates

Total Desi Estimated Estimated Annual
Buildout Elevatio oCa e_?gn Used Remaining Waste Lifespan
ns a(pg{c; Y Capacity Capacity Rate: (yr)
(CY) (CY) (CY/yr)
Annual Waste Rate: FL Recyclers
104 feet Permitted 2,600,000 (1‘) 970,000 1,618,000 (3) 46,300 35
Eringsls (el 1,620,000 (2) 970,000 650,000 46,300 14

Restriction
Annual Waste Rate: Sarno Landfill
104 feet Permitted 2,600,000 (1) 970,000 1,618,000 (3) 150,000 11
64 feet CUP
Restriction
Notes:
1. Total design capacity to permitted buildout elevation of 104 feet NGVD from
March 1999 FDEP Permit application.
2. Estimated remaining volume from CAD.
3. Estimate of remaining capacity as of March 2017.

1,620,000 (2) 970,000 650,000 150,000 4.3

7.2.2 EXPANSION OPTION

The Sarno Road Class III Landfill and the Florida Recyclers facility limits-of-waste
boundaries are approximately 300 feet apart. If the County were to acquire the facility from
Florida Recyclers of Brevard, Inc., there is a potential to merge the footprint of the two
facilities by filling the airspace between the two disposal areas, i.e., valley fill. By pursuing
the option of valley fill construction, an approximate 6.6 acres of additional disposal area
footprint is gained or up to 1,330,000 CY of capacity (assuming 104-foot final buildout
elevation).

Valley fill designs are not unusual, but they do present several challenges during the design
and construction phases. Assuming the expanded area would be permitted as a Class III
disposal facility, the following regulations would apply:

® Rules 62-701.400(3)(g) and 62-701.430(1)(c), FAC - a bottom liner system (60-mil
minimum HDPE bottom liner and GCL) and a primary leachate collection and removal
system would be required.

= Rule 62-701.340(3)(c), FAC - limits of waste shall be set back 100 feet from the
property boundary, measured from the toe of the proposed final cover slope to the
landfill property boundary.

Jones Edmunds performed a volume analysis of the conceptual valley fill design, using two
conceptual closure surfaces with buildout elevations of 104 feet and 64 feet. These two
surfaces were created to represent design closure grades required to blend the final closure
surfaces listed below over the valley fill area:

1. Permitted Final Closure (up to elevation 104 feet) Florida Recyclers facility top-of-waste
surface (final cover surface lowered 3 feet to account for final cover), dated March 2014.
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2. Permitted Final Closure (up to elevation 104 feet) Sarno Road Class III Landfill top-of-
waste surface (final cover surface lowered 3 feet to account for final cover), dated
August 2016.

Table 4 shows the total conceptual design capacity and life span of the valley fill based on
an airspace consumption rate matching the Sarno Road Class III Landfill (about

150,000 CY/yr). Table 4 also shows the total life span of the valley fill airspace plus the
remaining capacity of the facility at the Sarno Road Class III Landfill consumption rate.

Table 4 Valley Fill Construction Option - Volume and Lifespan Analysis
Buildout Elevations Cog;[e;[;E:LthaJ ?CeYs)lgn Annua(ICV¥7;:)e bt L|f(e;rp;an
Valley Fill Lifespan
104 feet Permitted 1,330,000 150,000 9
64 feet CUP Restriction 537,000 150,000 4
Valley Fill plus Florida Recyclers Facility
104 feet Permitted 2,950,000 150,000 20
64 feet CUP Restriction 1,200,000 150,000 8

If the County were to pursue this expansion option, the regulatory and design requirements
need to be further evaluated to determine the feasibility and cost benefit of a valley fill
expansion. The estimated construction cost of this additional capacity is approximately
$300,000 per acre - refer to Section 9, Supplemental Information, for cost estimates.

8 GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
8.1 SUMMARY

Based on our review and evaluation of publicly available information, it appears that this
facility is operating in a manner consistent with their permit and following regulatory
guidelines. General findings related to the data review are as follows:

= Facility Operation:

® The site operates primarily as a C&D recycling and yard waste processing facility.
Disposed waste is primarily recycling residual from these operations (i.e., new
construction material, vegetative waste).

= Approximately 40 percent of the permitted volume has been consumed since 1999.
The in-place waste density is unknown.

=  Financial Assurance Review:

® The site was issued a Consent Order (OGC File No. 16-1272) requiring the permittee
to establish a Trust Fund as an alternative mechanism for financial assurance. It
appears this was completed by the Owner.

* Based on the approved closure cost estimate submitted to FDEP in 2017, the Trust
Fund is likely underfunded when compared to recent higher closure costs at similar
facilities.
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=  Stormwater System Evaluation:

® In general, the stormwater system appears to be adequately designed for the
permitted design of the existing facility.

* If permitted design conditions change, such as steeper slopes or a more impervious
cover (i.e., geomembrane) is permitted, the stormwater system will need to be
modified.

" The ERP application and drawings did not include a detailed sediment and erosion
control plan. Jones Edmunds expects that the stormwater system will have
accumulated sediment result from landfilling operations and will require excavation
to restore design elevations.

= Stormwater Permitting Review:

" The sequence of ERPs publicly available on FDEP databases for this facility is
incomplete.

= A complete timeline of the site’s stormwater permitting history could not be
developed based on the documents available on FDEP's Oculus website.

=  Wetland Mitigation:

" The February 2000 ERP application discussed wetland mitigation and included a
proposed mitigation plan for the expansion area. Jones Edmunds found
documentation of acceptance of a final mitigation plan and documentation of
satisfactory completion of the mitigation requirement.

®  Groundwater and Gas Monitoring Network Evaluation:

* The existing groundwater monitoring and landfill gas monitoring system at the
facility meets regualtions and is monitored semi-annually following Class III landfill
monitoring regulations.

= Environmental Monitoring Data Review:

" Several down-gradient groundwater monitoring wells and shallow surficial wells
appear to be impacted by the facility. The sources of the elevated groundwater
monitoring parameters may be attributed to the type of materials processed at the
facility and poor management of active face areas.

* The facility has no evidence of groundwater assessment plans in effect.

= Gas migration is not evident at the facility. No combustible gas exceedances have
been measured outside of the limits of waste on the property boundary since August
2004. Data before August 2004 was not reviewed.

= Volume Analysis and Lifespan Evaluation:

=  Florida Recyclers facility:

* The remaining lifespan of the 34-acre landfill for the volume of waste currently
landfilled at the Florida Recyclers facility ranges from 14 years at a buildout to
elevation 64 feet to 35 years at the permitted buildout elevation of 104 feet.
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= The remaining lifespan of the 34-acre landfill based on the volume of waste currently
landfilled at the Sarno Road Landfill ranges from 4 years at a buildout elevation of
64 feet to 11 years at the permitted buildout elevation of 104 feet.

Valley Fill Option:

=  The estimated lifespan of the conceptual 6.6-acre valley fill option based on the
volume of waste currently landfilled at the Sarno Road Landfill ranges from 4 years
at a buildout elevation of 64 feet to 9 years at a buildout to the permitted elevation
of 104 feet.

" The estimated lifespan of the valley fill option plus the remaining capacity of the
Florida Recyclers facility based on the volume of waste currently landfilled at the
Sarno Road Landfill ranges from 8 years at a buildout to elevation 64 feet to 20 years
at a buildout to the permitted elevation of 104 feet

Landfill Expansion Construction Requirements:

= Assuming the expansion area would be a permitted Class III disposal facility in
accordance with Chapter 62-701.400(3)(g), FAC, a bottom liner system (60-mil
minimum HDPE bottom liner and GCL) and a primary leachate collection and removal
system are required.

Major Construction Permit Modification:

® The expansion project would require a major redesign and permit modification. The
expansion challenges will be the design and construction of the liner and leachate
collection system over the existing unlined landfills and likely significant stormwater
modifications.

= If a height variance is not granted by the City, the new expansion area would be
limited to an approximately 64-foot buildout elevation and limited lifespan.

Major concerns related to the data review are as follows:

In Jones Edmunds’ experience, unlined disposal facilities exhibit higher environmental
risk. The environmental liability of this facility is unclear.

There is evidence of groundwater contamination at this facility. The source and long-
term risk posed by this evidence of contamination may require further evaluation.

It is unclear what obstacles the County may face in obtaining a height variance as
described in the City of Melbourne CUP for the Sarno Road Landfill. The City’s 40-foot
height limitation could reduce the permitted landfill capacity by approximately

40 percent.

If the County were to pursue the valley fill expansion option, the cost benefit results of
constructing the expansion area compared to the additional capacity obtained for
Class III waste disposal may be unfavorable.

8.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

Since we could not locate final as-built drawings of the stormwater system in the FDEP
files, Jones Edmunds recommends that the as-built certification be requested or a
detailed survey be performed to determine adequacy of system.
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= Jones Edmunds recommends that Brevard County request documentation of adequacy of
the Trust Fund for closure costs.

* Jones Edmunds recommends that Brevard County obtain the City Ordinance granted for
the Florida Recyclers facility and confirm with the City of Melbourne the current
procedures in place for obtaining a height variance.

9 SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

The following supplemental information provides additional cost information to supplement

Section 7.2.2 regarding liner development costs associated with the capacities presented in
Table 4. Table 5 presents approximate development costs based on an estimated $300,000
per acre for lining the valley and unfilled portions of the Florida Recyclers landfill. This table
also provides the relative development cost for the additional capacity in terms of cost per

cubic yard of disposal capacity.

The Valley Fill Lifespan calculations assume that both the Sarno Class III and Florida
Recyclers cells have been filled to capacity, and the area to be lined, associated cost, and
cost per disposal capacity are presented for build-out elevations of 64 feet NGVD and
104 feet NGVD. The 64-foot option requires 13 acres to be lined at an estimated cost of
$3.9 million with relatively high development cost of $7.30 per cubic yard; whereas, the
104-foot option more than doubles capacity and requires 20 acres to be lined at an
estimated cost of $6.0 million and development cost of $4.51 per cubic yard.

Alternatively, Class III waste may be placed over the entire Florida Recyclers landfill if a
liner is first placed over the existing waste. The existing 34-acre landfill has about

970,000 cubic yards of solid waste in place and a remaining 650,000 cubic yards up to a
height of 64 feet NGVD and 1.6 million cubic yards up to 104 feet NGVD. We estimated the
construction cost to be $300,000 per acre. Lining the Valley Fill and over the entire Florida
Recyclers facility requires 44 acres and a cost of $13.2 million for build-out to 64 feet NGVD
and a cost of $11.00 per cubic yard. The 104-foot build-out requires 48 acres of liner at a
cost of $14.4 million and a development cost of $4.88 per cubic yard.

Table 5 Estimated Construction Costs
Buildout Elevations DeE%:CEZ?aa!ity Liner acreage Deveél:(c))l:?ent COSéYper
(cY) (AC) (%) ($/CY)
Valley Fill Lifespan
64 feet CUP Restriction 537,000 13 $3.9M $7.30
104 feet Permitted 1,330,000 20 $6.0M $4.51
Valley Fill plus Florida Recyclers Facility
64 feet CUP Restriction 1,200,000 44 $13.2M $11.00
104 feet Permitted 2,950,000 48 $14.4M $4.88
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Figure 6

Flood Hazard Map
Florida Recylers of Brevard

-

0.2% Annual Chance #J

150

JonesEdmunds)

1:3,600

For Informational Purposes Only Q:\IB705_Brevard\048-01_Landiil_Purchase_Evaluation\mxd\F|nal\Fig6_FloodHazard, mxd SNyquist 4/9/2018



Figure 7

ERP 133455-004 Project Plan - Not Permitted
Florida Recylers of Brevard

D Project Plan Areas
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Attachment A

Groundwater Tables



Summary Table
of Groundwater Data
5-Year Average



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT
MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SIALLOW SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNO LANDFILL

MAY 2012 TIIROUGI OCTOBER 2017

PARAMETER SAMPLING DATE wN(';rJE‘iL')V'TY pHiFIELD)  WRONA cwomioe LI SULFATE m:Tz?ILDvSED AUV ANTMGNY ARSENIC BARILM BERYLLIUM  CADMIUM  CHAOMIUM COBALT COPPER
STANDARD il 658550 zemglet  asomgle 10 mgir 20mgl”  scomple | 200pgrr & poL* 10 pgiL 2000 pgiL* 4yt S gL 100 pglL* 1apgL 1000 pgrL>
LT _uSiem S.U. maL mglL _mgL gt el yoi it gl o o 1t
Surna Ataliaw Surnclal Backgroung Wil
Ww-185 5 YRAVERAGE e753 [ 030 70 23 8 12 Nol Samplod 036 238 825 020 020 128 £ Las
7.7 019 025 28 262 05 303 .19 655 [ o a3
253 [ 078 68 Kz 284 118 057 we - 170
upper rangs %8 7.05 Ton e =s wa 0 T ssa 062 s Tase s
[Mainauss Surficlal Compliance Walla
mw-2 S YR AVERAGE 1570 700 229 00 0.089 621 55 a2 o st s 059 051 225 105 1.10
MW-R 5 YR AVERAGE e 007 s 1960 o041 1285 2o 1956 am war 14754 w5 st w 105 110
MWSR 5 YRAVERAGE 2027 674 s s a6 L ) a8 ors  am 018 “oss e o ) 1o
MW-BR 5 YR AVERAGE 01 T [ a7 0202 T s s 076 2ot 1583 052 s ws T w
MW7 BV AVCRAGE 712 6,68 0.08 168 0,029 420 a7 3406 are ar 2145 052 0s1 228 105 110
MW STRATAACE | o 871 o 104 0.020 2.40 208 239 018 8 1250 o 8 = e
MW-0R 6 YR AVERAGE m 1 034 74 0020 3810 ) 1164 078 308 3807 052 [ Er o
Ww-10 6 YA AVERAGE & 700 108 205 028 210 457 a1 076 308 4149 047 051 225 108 ™
T wwen 5 YR AVERAGE 44 a7 o 210 0026 ss14 51 e om Fr 2 w 225 105 s
w2 TR AVERAGE 854 707 ure w 0.031 w2 511 1304 078 an 04 [ n w [
LEGEND

Vima o Cutiede 1 530 Dawanans 0 fach Joosert Avasege

vt = Duide Appiatta Srvomdevies Seandid



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE TIIE LADORATORY DETECTION LIMIT
MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SHALLOW SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNU LANDFILL
MAY 2013 THROUGU OCTOBER 2017

PARAMETER SAMPLING DATE IRON LEAD MERGURY NICKEL SELENIUM SILVER S0DIUM THALLIUM VANADIUM ZNG
STANDARD 300 L™ 15 gl 291 100 pgl* 50ugL° 100 gL+ 160 mg” 2pgl* 48 pgh 5000 pgiL*
UNITS ugiL ual yg ugt vt pol mg/. ugh gl syl
e Shatlon Surnicisl Becvground Wl
Mw-18S 5 YA AVERAGE I 43,69 I 232 0.96 1.8 435 125 [t 028 10.71 475
old dav 722 059 w.00 [20) 1,88 0.00 0,00 288 0.7
2167 1 0.0 250 504 oo +34 1159 217
268y .07 0.05 T em w9 13 2253 051 22,30 [
[Mafmourns Surficial CompRance Walls
Mw-2 § YR AVERAGE 029 280 00224 264 226 015 0.0 620 726 80
MW-R 5 YA AVERAGE 680.8 0.80 ois8 242 226 015 114 026 10 a0
MW-5R 5 YR AVERAGE @ .80 0.0162 5.08 325 015 I 50 020 7.0 B
WWOR 5 VRAVERAGE 562.4 080 o116 306 228 018 s 020 s77 o
MW7 + i avenacT s [X*3 00118 .60 228 015 139 29 (X1 20
MW 5 YR AVERAGE 2407 0.60 00115 160 325 T 70 020 288 nw
MW-0R 5 YR AVERAGE L uso 00115 160 225 016 25 02 248  we
MW-10 6 YA AVERAGE 12792 060 00115 160 225 6.6 = 028 178 uz
Mw-11 § YA AVERAGE 2225 680 00115 160 225 o5 11 028 172 T ea
MW-12 & YR AVERAGE 1180 " om 00193 1.0 326 015 Tz 0.20 220 T a

Yellaw = Oulside 3 Std Doviallons of Background Avatage
Bored = Quiside Applicable Groundwater Standard



Table of Groundwater Data
5 Years Compiled



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE TIIE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT
MELBOURNE LANDFTLL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SIIALLOW SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNO LANDFILL
MAY 2013 THROUGIT OCTOBER 2017

L
PARAMETER SAVPLING DATE Co“(';:éﬂ';’m pirieLD)  YHORR  chomos  NTWTE sueare nlggzgﬁv:n ALUMINUM  ANTIVONY ARSENIC BARIUM SERYVLLIM  CADVILW Ehmolms e § comven o
STANDARD m 65855 28mgLr 250 mgiL 10 mglLr 250 mgiL" 500 mgnL** 200 gL+ SpgLe 10 gL 2000 pg/L® Apgl 5.1 (repe 1ougL™" 1000 pgaL = BopIL™
At uSiem S, =at. gt ma. rat iyt gt st it B o -t gt g gt
[Sarno Shallaw Surlicial Background Well
MW-16S &/4/2013 647 0.083 s 7.9 323 435 025 25 an4 Q.25 0.25 3 125
MW-168 11/25/2093 473 0.0 . 59 26,5 329 0.25 25 35 0,25 0.25 23 125
MW-168 6/11/2014 748 0.18 ir 0.9 45 472 0.25 25 452 0,25 0.25 23 125
MW-165 12/11/2014 627 0.2¢ b ] 0.22 . 437 0.54 2s 278 025 0.25 23 125
MW-165 182015 720 0.28 “ 1 . 422 025 25 4010 025 0.25 28 125
MW-165 12/9/2016 661 0.17 E X 34 . 443 0.25 25 2586 025 0.25 2 i2s
MW-16S /19 2016 767 0.45 Ee ] 13 . 470 0.28 25 428 225 0.25 25 125
MW-168 12/22016 685 0.26 £ 1] 1.2 432 0.78 25 B2 025 0.25 2 125
6/14:2017 769 0.82 “ 0.0125 . 435 0.58 25 228 025 0.25 s 125
\onwpm7 s34 a3 58 r2 a6 aqm 11 " a0 z e 2
[1:X} 4 p2] A ang Mt Sampiud 454 p=] pTE] an an 1% 144
#1d rlee BT i Ay 9.5 03 019 0,40 6.85 o.1 011 .80 "
BT 263 ot 735 284 057 L 1 033 0.3 119 175
ppel Lange 28 (N {FL 07 3.0 0,23 356 55.9 462 0,62 L 336 3,19
[Malbourna Complisnce Wells - Shafiow
Mw-2 517/2013 1800 0.026 as 130 34 0.55 305 89.3 047 0.55 225 iLos 1
Mw-2 10/8:2003 1587 0.026 ;) i) 34 0.55 305 903 1.04 0.55 2.2 105 w
MwW.2 4/912014 1083 0.026 74 o M 0.55 3,05 475 047 0.55 2,25 es (ML)
Mw-2 10/8:2014 1480 (3K 52 1108 34 055 761 047 0.55 2. 14 8]
MwW-2 41232015 970 0.026 26 L) a3 0.55 679 0.8 0.47 0.55 228 Les (K]
Mw.2 10/13/2015 1246 0.026 88 ) a4 0.55 305 105 0.47 0,55 2.2 s
Mw-2 42016 1916 0.026 74 o) 723 0,55 3,05 533 0.47 045 2,2 LELY 115
Mw.-2 10/13/2016 1085 0.46 220 10 776 1,25 104 047 045 225 an 118
MW.2 4119/2017 "o 0.026 21 [ro) a4 1,26 459 047 045 2.8 o p= 3
AL Al rald (551 813 m LA M it s a4t o4 Lo8 11 e
AVERRLE [T 103 oo ant P az3 e Tomt [ as 2 (¥ 11 | T
MW-4R snrools 2800 0.026 27 Laos 24 0.55 105 183 0,47 0.55 5.2 105 N
MW-43 0AE200 1472 0.026 120 A 34 0.55 305 99.4 1.08 0.55 2.25 1.05 a1y
MW-4R 4%20% 1582 0.026 210 Aos 24 0.55 305 107 047 0.56 225 h.05 ]
MW-R 10/9/2014 1319 018 130 e n 055 yag 132 047 0.55 225 1.05 L mn
MwW-4R. 41232015 2142 0.026 230 Asse e 055 I L1E] I 155 047 0.55 512 1.05 w L
MW-4R 101372015 1842 0.026 140 32 i 118 I i I 165 047 0.55 225 o5 LA [} )
MW-4R 4192015 1437 0.026 150 1308 3 055 826 180 047 0.45 8.41 1.05 Ll i 1)
MW-4R 1071312016 (024 0.026 100 m ag 1.25 627 17 047 0.45 2.25 hos i '8
MW-R AMTD2M7 2789 0.028 82 b ] 147 1,25 arn 226 047 045 10,1 105 1 4
LY L il 1172 L00 m 11 1E) 1238 g I » 341 $.4% 23t 164 L1 el
AvEnaaE ne e s 1348 wms | am ans [T a4 24 e % 110 wah
LEGEND

Yellow = Outside 3 Sid Deviallons ol Bachground Average
Hoked = Oulsde Apphcabla Groundwaler Slandard



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT
MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SUALLOW SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNO LANDFILL

MAY 2011 THIROUGI OCTOBER 2017

TOTAL
PARAMETER SV OATE CON@IUE(':_L')V ™ e AYMOMA  ciiomioe NEoaE s SUPATE  pissoLvED | MM ANTVONY Al HAITM AL GV CHROMRA comiLT cospEn 1AON
STANDARD i §585SU*  28mgLt  250mgLet 1o mgL 250 mg L™ 500 mgL** 200 poL gl 10 p91 2000 pg* aug SusLt 100 gL TOugL jo0pgll 300 ppLe
uniTs s su ma oo mat mg, b " mat sy gt bl s wat i
7200 2940 = iz o 0.028 07 o 2 055 305 103 047 055 225 105 0 e
101072013 a7 wiz i an on 21 ) 2 o 305 150 [ 0.5 581 105 1t sy
izt 2970 ay iz o 0.026 44 e s as 305 166 047 035 51 105 v e
10022014 1586 5.6 [ w 062 180 i El as on a9 047 05 225 1.0 i 0
42201 2857 657 I s 002 a7 0 3 nss 305 162 0.47 055 558 105 I rise
101372015 2507 6 as m 0.13 & =m a LTS 305 140 0.47 055 57 108 n o
iz 1757 55 n m 0.026 12 o0 a s 305 187 047 0.5 874 296 u ues
1032008 1077 700 18 " 0.4 270 1% 34 13 8. 0.47 045 2.z 105 " e
ansizor? 3962 e 3t 1w ] oms a7 0 3 s 38 187 047 048 873 105 0 tacs
Setkzet rear 213 23 e os s e i 13 3 s a7 2t 338 168 v i
il 18 (513 a4 A3 h ) [Tt} 38 ar an RiTAL 1% 2] b L1 148 [+30]
MW-6R sira0n 1710 “ i 0.025 85 1) B 055 205 107 056 055 225 105 a7.5 [
MW-5A T 1815 ase e 0026 57 e E 055 305 145 a7 055 225 105 u g
MW-5A 20t 2150 an e 0.025 2 iroe 7.5 055 205 164 047 055 455 105 1 v
Mw-sR 101912014 06 65 Pl X @ = 2 0.5 05 a8 0.47 055 2.5 105 1 ™
Mw-sA 41222015 aise 669 [ m ] oo 0035 1w 2 .55 308 147 0.47 055 672 105 Ll 13
MW-sR emn 1300 674 [ 0076 i 155 %4 055 205 133 047 055 225 105 1 i
MW-5R w20tk 107 679 [ s ] o 085 P 2 055 305 88 047 045 853 24 1 e
MW-6R Ttz b s 592 66 240 e au 125 305 124 047 0.45 225 105 %) 1
W6 az2on? 076 741 0.026 ) [ a 125 208 162 047 .45 7 105
ures rareats e wr 008388 ) s s . s Lo 3 i 247 s 218 234
esae e & [T e 2t wr e m e e A a2 At ast 138 ase |
Mw-7 52013 s s 0.008 % 2 x uss siy 13 047 0.8 211 105 "
MW7 10182000 450 e 0012 52 .7 1y uss am 214 0.8z 058 P 108 0
Mw-7 e 89 ua 0.0n365 a7 54 260 m ] s 1z %6 047 058 238 105
Mw-7 1018201 a1 0057 26 047 20 s ass 305 0 047 0.55 E 105 4
MW7 4222015 et 673 s 19 a a0 we | oss 126 0 047 055 23 105 i T
Mw-7 Wnv2s 205 6.60 nonps a7 13 200 Jar 055 305 0 0.47 0. 219 105 |.1 [
Mw-7 ana2s 978 72 0.062 1t 43 E) m ] oss .08 155 0.47 045 1 105 i e
MW7 w2206 03 572 002 5l 039 s 159 125 .05 207 0.47 045 1 105 |.| s
MW7 82017 2600 843 047 6 2 e 19 125 08 0.47 045 225 108 sty
v s am e Booyey " ax o IR i 2t s sl s 113 1y an
avensny m [ as it a3 a FreT an wn s 53 a0 a3 108 e
Mw-a ezl 762 711 0.38 54 0,025 7 420 7 055 105 10 047 055 225 108 i 813
MW 10972013 a3 64 0.028 79 0,026 4 20 i 055 a0s 10 047 0.5 228 105 1_1 e
Mw-a 42014 532 68 04 2 0026 54 380 iie 055 305 0 047 0.56 228 105 s
Mwa somana 156 572 0.024 15 vozs 087 130 2in 055 a0s 0 047 056 22 108 un
Mw-5 azzants 609 70 a3z 12 0.026 11 an e 055 acs 1o 247 055 22 105 o
Mw-3 101472015 153 615 0.14 65 0026 1 180 P 055 205 I 047 0.6 2.2 105 X I
M=o anez0is 1004 77 0.25 2 002 26 10 1 055 208 s 047 045 225 105 e
Mw-a 101122016 189 0.01 &1 0025 08 20 w ] s 308 " 047 045 225 105 s
it senpzr A annien " aisoh add i ] oun " sar 23 1ha n
avEnAne an ax a4 sore P e amn ap 1238 nar 2 r i 2447
LEGEND

Vellow = Oulsida 3 Std Davlallons of Backg'oung Average
Bored = Ouls da Appboable Groundwalar Slandard



AT OK ABOVETHEL BE N
MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SILALLOW SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNO LANDFILL

TECTHON LIMIT

LAY 1010 THROUGH OCTORER 2017
CONDUCTIVITY AVMONIA NITRATE TOTAL -
PARAMETER SAMPLING DATE (FIELD, 4 (FIELD) NITROGEN CHLORIDE NITROGEN SULFATE DIESm?ILDV.ED ALUMINUM ANTIVONY ARSENIC LU EEWYLLIUN CALVIIY CHIN CTMALT COPRER (=]
STANDARD " 6585801  zamgt 250 mgAL** 10 mgi* 250 mg'L** 500 mgL™ 200 g GugL 10 pg* 2000 pgiL® apgne Sugl’ 300 pgiL* 1oL 1000 g1 ** 300 uga**
s sstem_ sU. gl gl mgn, mg, gt gt B3l st st st g g st -t sl
MW-9R 5162013 874 6.98 nze o 0.026 520 308 353 0.47 228 1.05 - A
MW-9R 10/9r2013 624 6,78 038 - 0.026 n 420 305 an.4. 0.984 225 105 e
MW-9R 47912014 632 B.58 0.33 » 0.026 430 3,05 223 0.47 225 105 ary
MW-9R 10/8/2014 648 6.52 0.045 n 0.026 »n 410 305 10 047 2.25 1.05 Jrrez
MW-9R 4222015 803 7.07 0.37 - 0.026 - 480 3,08 10 0.47 225 105 Fail]
MW-9R 1041312015 621 121 0.48 »n 0.026 » 440 305 385 0.47 225 1.5 231
MW-SR 47182016 14c0 7.5 058 n 0.026 » 370 3,05 57 0.47 2.25 1,08 LH ]
MW-9R 101212016 570 7.05 0.42 n 0.026 n 3%0 3,05 q25 0.47 225 105 " k3]
MW-9R 182017 749 05 u 0.052 480 3,05 308 047 225 105 W 2283
Mw-9R 10/17/2017 780 rea 004 ! a025 3 [ san 23 aa g7 238 188 £ s
AVIRAGE m ) o 314 e T sy a5 ar an 230 128 ™ r
Mw-o S/16:2003 843 &a1 13 a 0,026 71 470 34 0.55 ar 047 0.55 2.z5 6.55 1o
MW-10 ey 826 669 14 Rl 0,026 24 490 M 0.55 439 0.47 0.55 2.2 11 e
MW-10 e 724 646 12 = 0028 1 50 F 0.5 . 047 0.5 225 1
MW-10 e 866 6.6 087 Ll 0.026 53 520 31 055 037 047 0.55 2.z ul
Mw-ia 442212815 a7 6.90 3 - 0,026 76 440 a4 0.56 28 0.47 0.55 225 1.1
Mw-10 819 7.06 .58 » 0026 57 560 B89 055 ar 46.9 0.47 0,55 225 ul
MW-10 1471 7.23 12 n 0,026 24 Aano 146 055 213 61.2 0.47 0.45 225 10
MW-10 685 6.96 0.76 » 0,026 26 450 793 125 3z 46.7 047 0.45 225 Ll
MW-10 LI B47 B4 16 " 0,026 15 360 34 125 255 9.1 0.47 0.45 225 Ll
W sanzignz 518 705 ass r 02 15 a0 s L 1se ar zar s 3] i3
NERAGE T 750 [ ns a5 1013 sz 8 aln e o Y] 21 ) [T
MW-11 §17/2012 441 7.03 a.18 w 0028 a 230 s 0.55 aes 14 0.47 0.55 225 105 4,56
MW-11 A 680 69 021 ar D.026 44 450 My 0.55 308 o 047 0.55 225 (A
MW-11 4/9/2014 560 6.68 0.38 o 0026 27 M i 0.55 308 10 0.47 0.56 225 [N
MW-11 R 939 6.7 0.039 k] 0026 a L. 228 D.56 3,05 292 047 0.56 22 (B
MW-11 4/22/2045 643 731 0.58 AL 0026 37 o 127 0.55 305 10 0.47 0.55 22! |8}
MW-11 1071372015 975 7.41 ol L1 0026 160 e £a1 0.55 3.0s 471 047 0.55 225 Ly
MWty e 1083 .59 073 " 002 2 3 i 055 305 a1 047 045 25 14
w14 IwimEis a2 725 000365 n o026 [ T i 125 305 454 0.47 0.45 225 1.1
MW7 anwans 77 08 s 0026 73 ) ) 125 05 10 047 0.5 225 I
L Ll Ay L ;Paﬂl n L 7Y » A mr 1M 1% i aar [ 3o i
AVITAGE T T1ar 5] na nare LT 1 an A0 piF i} QAT L] S 1
MW-12 §17/2013 240 0.026 43 055 305 89.7 0.47 0.55 225 442
Mw-12 low 56 0,026 14 0,55 305 1o 0.992 0.55 225 [N
Mw-12 4/9/2014 e 0.026 18 0,55 305 1] 047 0.55 225 (M)
Mw-12 ALL 311 23 0.026 54 055 305 o 0.47 0.55 225 [N]
MW-12 w30 47 0.08 11 055 aps 10 047 0.55 22 [A]
MW-12 10132015 14 0.026 79 055 305 10 0.47 0.55 225 L1
MW-12 TR Inw 36 0.026 28 055 305 449 047 045 225 11
MW-12 e ETe X 0.026 6.9 125 3,05 218 0,47 045 225 11
MW-12 T 120 0.026 "o 125 626 62 0.47 0.45 228 1.1
MW.12 101712017 15 2038 a L as " sat aay 214 X
o ) nn [E e 27 i e st s [
LEGEND

Yelow = Ouislds 3 Sd Davlalions ol Background Average
Boxed = Oulside Applicable Groundwaler Slandard



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT
ATELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SIIALLOV SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNO LANDFILL
MAY 2013 THROUGH OCTOBER 2017

PARAMETER SAMPLING DATE s280 MEACURY NICKEL SELENIUM SEVES SODIUM THALLIUM VANADIUM zINe
STANDARD 15 g 2y 108 pglL* 50 puglL” 100 poL*™ 160 mg/L* 2pgnr dgapgn 5000 gLt
UNITS poL ulL uol uoL ua, mol g g ugl
Sarno Shallow Suriiclal Backgraund Well
MW-185 B84/2013 25 0.05 t25 375 1.25 1.3 0.25 8 5
MW-165 11/252013 25 0.05 3,75 125 6.9 0.25 3.2 5
MW-188 B/112014 25 0.05 375 1.25 175 0.25 9.2 5
MW-168 12n1/2014 25 0.05 375 1.25 142 0.25 ns 5
MW-165 /12015 25 0.05 375 125 8.1 025 106 5
MW-165 1292015 25 0.06 375 125 6.8 0.25 14.8 5
MW-165 5N9r2018 25 0.05 275 L2s 68 0.25 86 5
MW-165 12722018 25 0.05 a.75 1.25 48 0.25 156 5
MW-165 142017 25 0.08 a.75 1.25 55 0.50 25 5
MW- 168 1218/2017 0.65 0.05 5 5.7 1.25 4.3 08.25 13 25
AVEHAGE 233 064 e an 11 L8] i AL
el des 059 0.00 118 188 0.00 4.53 .08 188 0,70
3x Wi dey 176 Q.00 3.56 683 0.00 13.60 024 1158 .37
ppot ineg a0 0.05 518 0,89 125 253 051 2230 a2
Melbourne Compllance Wells - Shaflow Su
Mw-2 s17i2013 04 00118 15 a2s 0145 7 028 348 "
MW-2 10/9:2013 o8 20115 e a.25 D145 124 0.29 103 L]
MwW-2 4/9/2014 0.8 00115 (X3 225 0,145 911 0.29 724 L]
Mw.2 10/8/2014 0.8 10,0492 403 325 0,145 586 0.29 6,62 L ]
MW.2 4123/2045 08 00115 1.6 325 0,145 844 029 5.5 L]
MW-2 10/13/2015 08 00115 .54 25 0.145 66,6 0.29 153 L]
MW.2 4N8/2016 68 00115 1.6 aas 0,145 64.8 029 6,68 .
MW-2 10122006 0.8 0661 443 aas 0.145 €5.8 0.23 548 L]
MW-2 aH9217 08 00115 1.6 325 0,145 69,3 029 334 L]
MW-2 1182017 na 0.0978 51 325 0,145 62.3 9.29 .67 L]
AVERAGE fas LEzcll ki) 3,26 0.16 0.9 029 I 8.0
MW-4R 51712012 (2] 00115 1.8 225 0,145 221 .29 7.06 .
MW-4A 1010/2013 1] 00115 1.6 225 0.145 7e 0.29 0. .
MW-4R 4912014 L 1] oons 16 a2.25 0145 81 0.29 8,21 "
MW-R 10192014 1 00548 15 225 0145 519 0.20 615 .
MWR 47232015 o 80115 403 EES 0.145 120 020 0.56 "
MW-4R /122015 o 00115 595 325 0,145 9.2 020 a6 .
MW-aR 411912016 o aas 417 3,25 0,145 145 029 8.97 L]
MW-R 10/13/2016 an 0.0115 16 325 0,145 52 0.29 3.5 L]
MW-4R ngzm7 as 00115 5.8¢ 225 0,445 210 0.29 104 "
MW-4R M/A/2017 as D0.0115 512 325 9,145 T45 229 I54 A
AVERLOE [T oA 343 e hk3 e [ A

SN
Yellow = Oulside 3 St Daviatlons of Background Averaga
Hoxed = Oulside Applcable Groundwaler Slandard



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT
MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SHALLOW SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNO LANDFILL
MAY 2013 THROUGH OCTOBER 2017

PARAMETER AV PG DATE wan MERGURY NICKEL SELENIUM SILVER souas THALLIUM VANADIUM e
STANDARD 2pg1" 100 pgiL* 0 gL 100 gL 160 mgiL* 2poL 000 gL+
s 1.3 L Cl3 L. —
MW-sA 1712013 00115 34 225 0.145 185 029 .
MW-SR 102013 " 00115 16 225 0.145 189 029 1]
MW-sA 412014 e 00115 4.8 225 0,15 20 0.2 .
MW-5R 10/9/2014 ne 00458 5.38 3.25 0145 [:<N] 0.29 »
MW-SR 4123/2015 L1 00115 409 325 0,145 183 0.25 .
MW-5R 101372015 " 00115 537 3.25 0.145 178 0.23 L]
MW.5R 4f19/20(8 £ 1] 00115 440 .25 0.145 255 0.29 12.2 L]
MW-sR 1312016 o 00246 539 225 0145 o8 029 1 '
MW.SR 4hei2017 00115 579 .25 0,145 265 0.23 13,1 L]
Mty JRIAFT -1 1 00115 9.28 3.25 0145 73.2 0.29 7.56 L)
AVERRSE [y [ 158 a s 4 1ag 1]
MW-SR 172019 (L] 00115 16 2.25 0.145 741 0.29 52 L]
MW-SR Ll al-r et ] o8 00115 16 2.25 0.145 858 0.29 694 .
MW-6R 4/9/2014 0.8 00115 5.43 a.2s 0.145 133 0.29 a .
MW-ER 10/9/2014 0.8 00115 15 3.28 0.145 286 029 22 L]
MW-ER 41232015 08 00115 449 325 0.145 152 025 7.57 .
MW-SR 10/14/2015 0.8 0ol a.es 3.25 0.145 &8 0.29 681 L
MW-SR 4119/20(6 o8 00118 543 225 0.145 195 0.29 248 .
MW-sR 104132016 08 001s 5.78 a.25 0.145 54.2 029 1 L]
MW-6R w2017 08 00115 52 a2 0.145 168 029 0.94 L]
MW-ER 08017 08 sous 502 426 045 422 029 .
AVERALE ase 88 ey 134 1 oz 51 T
MW7 1612013 on 00118 .25 0.145 361 0.29 1.3 .
MW-7 10/9/2012 s 00115 225 0.145 7.26 029 6.27 .
MW-7 412014 on 00116 3.25 0145 8,53 0.29 567 .
Mw-7 10/8/2044 e 00118 325 0145 .07 0.29 1 .
MW-7 41222015 L. aols 14 4,25 0145 134 nag 196 .
MW-7 1071472095 1] eons {F ] 225 0,145 48 0.20 1 .
MW-7 4182018 on 00115 a.25 0.145 156 0.28 694 L]
Mw-7 10/12/2016 (1] 00115 3.25 0.145 41.86 .29 L L]
Mw-7 a7 L1l o015 325 0.145 166 0.29 1 .
MW7 1011712017 (1] 00115 ia 325 0145 832 029 1 L]
VERADE ™ 20116 e n w1 ns on [ [
MW-3 a0 08 0115 15 25 0145 304 028 287 [
MW= 10/012013 08 o1y 8 a8 0145 05 029 as2 .
MW-S 4n12014 08 00118 6 3.25 0.145 323 0.29 23 L
Mws tor/2014 0a oot1s 8 a2 0.145 245 0.2 | "
MW-8 4222015 L] 0O115 16 225 0145 23 029 108 L]
Mw-a 101472015 0.8 001156 1.6 225 0,145 LAK] 0.23 1 .
Mw-g 41 @2016 08 AN 15 32,25 0.145 8.7 0.2e 291 L]
Mw-a 10/12/2016 08 LYY 6 3,26 0145 4.84 0.29 Ll 202
MW-S aha2n7 0.8 ROV 16 3.25 D145 086 0.29 218 8
MW Jo/ 712017 08 2315 15 a8 nras 525 020 ! 28
AYERAGE ] 281 148 1 1) A ar i) 1034
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PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT

MELBOURNE LANDFILL AND RECYCLING CENTER COMPARED TO SIIALLOW SURFICIAL BACKGROUND AT SARNO LANDFILL

MAY 2013 TRROUGH OCTOBER 2017

{
PARAMETER SAVPLING DATE LEAD MERGURY NICKEL SELENIUM SILVER SODIUM THALLIUM  VANADIUM e
STANDARD 18 pgiLr 2pp10 100 ugn* SopgLr 100 pgrL” 160 mg1L* 2y ampgl 5000 gL
L1 g L - Lik L3 L koL LIS
MW-9R w2013 s sons azs 0145 258 02 222 [
MW-9R ez s 00115 s 0145 195 0 456 "
MW-9R v s 00115 225 0.145 182 0 257 '
MW-9R lowz0t4 oa 8015 225 0.145 1 02 204 [
MW-9R wzz1s oa 00115 225 .45 na 0z 22 .
M-3R Y2008 on 0115 ' 225 0.145 Y 020 208 "
NW-oR w016 s oons "5 125 0145 174 020 a7 .
MW-SR w2201 ) oans 5 azs 0145 184 020 1 .
MW-9R w017 a8 0015 5 azs 0145 » 02 1 .
MW-9R w7017 08 00115 I n wra ny 123 113 .
AVERAGE 0.0 00115 160 138 e 123 T 148 as
MW-10 ;e2013 08 aonk -n azs 48 272 0z 264 a
MW-10 201 08 soms I 225 0.145 202 02 35 2
Mw-10 42014 oa ootis I a2 0145 w2 0z ' 214
Mw-10 1072014 e aois " 125 0.5 22 0.2 ' 276
' Mw-10 4222015 08 aons i azs 145 %6 0.2 ' 67
Mw-10 w3z 08 00115 i a5 0.145 57 029 ' 178
Mw-10 e 08 0015 14 325 6145 212 029 282 22
MW-10 10122016 08 nois i 325 0.145 253 02 ' 168
MW-10 w7 08 00115 i a5 0,145 178 0z ' ]
g i o 2au3 14 a8 a.ras s an 14 a0
| avenmace 088 Py 14 i s s 13 8 2431
MW-11 snyma 08 oo115 " 225 0.5 18 0.2 i ]
MW-11 toi2013 08 o015 N 325 0145 2 020 244 63
MW ( A9r204 08 015 " 3.5 0,145 184 020 1 a3
MWt 10m2014 08 noMs " 25 0,145 19.7 0.2 1 150
MW-1 1 s 08 00015 14 225 0,145 153 029 1 60.2
w11 101312015 0.8 00015 I 225 0,145 25 029 22 a8
MW-11 a6 08 soms o 2.2 wran 121 029 sz 429
MWt 122016 e e N 3.6 ae 194 029 l 131
MWt anezor7 08 ootis u a5 s 939 02 1 ®
uwn sonmz as ngie T 325 e 18 020 225 sz
AVTNAGE 089 nang 148 A at 184 020 15y e
w12 712013 Gorm 18 azs 0.145 E 020 a4 a
MW-12 102012 oo 15 125 0045 509 02 282 &
Mw-12 42014 05 15 225 0145 0.52 0z 22 ]
MW12 \or2014 00205 16 azs 145 38 0z 268 222
Mw-12 s s o115 16 azs 0045 263 om 232 ]
Mw-12 wzols o8 00115 16 325 a5 251 02 1 ]
w12 anazmie i aons 16 225 o.us 2 0 659 ]
w12 10122015 e sons % azs 0145 247 020 1 0.0
Mw-12 w017 ‘o 00115 137 a5 0,445 862 0 657 %3
nw.12 70tz sa B s 225 12 o 1 g
AVERAAGE 2 1.8 333 4.1 o 3% [LX1)
LEGEND
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PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT

SARNO ROAD CLASS III LANDFILL
JUNE 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2017

BIOCHEMICAL CHEMICAL TOTAL
PARAMETER CON([F):‘éCLB')V'TY ,G?xggéﬁ U}mﬁg"ﬁD OXYGEN OXYGEN CHLORIDE N';‘T'L%AGT:N T,ﬂg’;"‘UFS'H;SF: SULFATE DISSOLVED
DEMAND DEMAND SOLIDS
CrasSill (FRESH) <50 % Increase or
SURFACE WATER <1°275 . NA 0.02 mg/L NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
STANDARD
GR&‘;""“%VXQ;ER ) 2.8 mg/L*** ) 0 @ ) 10 mg/L* " 250 mg/L** 500 mg/L**
UNITS uS/em mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L
Sarno Surface Waters
SW-1/SW-1R 5 YR AVERAGE 942 0.43 0.03 7.3 133 NS 0.027 0.037 40.6 598
sid dev 83 0.54 0.03 1.9 17 NS 0.015 0.020 36 78
3x sid dev 250 1.6 0.09 58 51 NS 0.044 0.061 10.7 234
upper range 1192 2,04 0.12 13.1 185 NS 0.071 0.097 51.3 832
Melbourne Surface Waler
SW-1 5 YR AVERAGE 1586 6.47 0.26 16.4 323 174 0.030 0.79 125 1150
Sarno Surface Waters
sSw-2 5 YA AVERAGE 1041 .24 0.04 5.0 105 NS 0.048 0.117 30 721
SW-3 5 YR AVERAGE 1036 0.67 0.05 8.1 153 NS 0.048 0.072 66 688
SW-4/SW-4R 5 YR AVERAGE 845 0.78 0.01 4.5 47 NS 0.047 0.096 29 546
SW-7 5 YR AVERAGE 1118 240 0.03 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
LEGEND

* = Primary Drinking Water Sundard
Secondary Drinking Water Standard
*=* = Chaptcr 62-777 Groundwatcr Cleanup Target Levels (GCTL)

Woednesday, March 21, 2018



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT

SARNO ROAD CLASS IITI LANDFILL
JUNE 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2017

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
PARAMETER HARDNESS KJELDAHL ORGANIC SUSPENDED ANTIMONY ARSENIC BARIUM BERYLLIUM CHROMIUM COPPER
NITROGEN CARBON SOLIDS
CLASS lll (FRESH)
SURFACE WATER NA NA NA NA 4300 pg/L 50 pg/l NA 0.13 pglL CALC CALC
STANDARD
GROUNDWATER . . . . M
STANDARD N 1) 1) (1) 6 poil 10 pg/L 2000 pg/L 4 gLt 100 pgiL 1000 g/l
UNITS mg/L mgiL mgiL mgiL ngiL pg/L Ho/L il nolL ugiL
Sarno Surface Waters
SW-1/SW-1R 5 YR AVERAGE 200 4.89 32.1 30.1 0.59 3.1 511 0.028 1.25 047
std dev 19 0.53 6.0 5.9 0.25 1.3 9.1 0.008 0.00 0,00
3x sld dev 57 1.80 18.0 17.8 0.76 3.8 27.4 0,024 0.00 0.00
upper range 257 6.49 50.1 a7.9 1.35 6.9 78.5 0.051 1.25 0.47
Melbourne Surface Water
SW-1 5 YR AVERAGE 451 151 79 144 339 18.4 68.8 0.047 4.40 2.23
Sarno Surface Waters
sw-2 5 YA AVERAGE 74 4.7 ao 344 0.33 3.2 51.9 0.040 1.88 047
SW-3 5 YR AVERAGE 276 4.2 a2 22.0 0.28 33 4.4 0.035 177 0.47
SW-4 /SW-4R 5 YR AVERAGE 299 1.3 13 47.2 0.29 2.5 58.0 0.055 1.61 2.09
SW-7 5 YR AVERAGE NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
LEGEND

* = Primary Drinking Water Standard
** = Secondary Drinking Water Standard
#++ = Chapter 62-777 Groundwater Cleanup Target Levels (GCTL)

Wednesday, March 21, 2018



PARAMETERS AT OR ABOVE THE LABORATORY DETECTION LIMIT

SARNO ROAD CLASS III LANDFILL
JUNE 2013 THROUGH DECEMBER 2017

PARAMETER IRON LEAD MERCURY SELENIUM SILVER THALLIUM VANADIUM ZING
CLASS Il (FRESH)
SURFACE WATER 1000 pgl CALC 0,012 ugl 5 ugiL 0.07 pgi. 6.3 ugiL NA CALC
STANDARD
GROUNDWATER “ 5 . 0 o . "
STANDARD 300 pgiL 15 pg/L 2 pg/l 50 pg/L 100 pg/L 2 pg/L 49 pg/L 5000 pg/L
UNITS ug/L ug/L ug/’L Ho/L uo/L ug/L ug/L pgil
Sarno Surface Walters
SW-1/SW-1R 5 YR AVERAGE 72 2,88 0.0047 0.796 0.0250 0.250 a5 562
sid dev 48 1.20 0.0012 0.372 0.0000 0.000 1.37 1.96
3 x sid dev 143 3,60 0.0036 1117 0,0000 0.000 4.12 5.88
upper range 215 6.48 0.0083 1.913 0.0250 0.250 7.27 11.50
Melbourne Surface Water
SW-1 5 YR AVERAGE 430 0.205 0.0101 0.325 0.0145 0.029 1.93 834
Sarno Surface Walers
sw-2 5 YA AVERAGE 2001 283 0.0027 0.250 0.0250 0.250 2,84 20.70
sSw-3 § YR AVERAGE 328 3.05 0.0036 0.433 0.0305 0.250 3.80 5.76
SW-4/SW-4R 5 YR AVERAGE 2073 4.14 0.0037 0.285 0.0250 0.250 5.80 1515
SwW-7 5 YR AVERAGE NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
LEGEND

* = Primary Drinking Water Standard
** = Secondary Drinking Water Standard
*** = Chapicr 62-777 Groundwater Cleanup Target Levels (GCTL)

Woednesday, March 21, 2018



Solid Waste Management Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Building A, Room 118

Viera, Florida 32940

COUNTY

B:ARD OF COUNT_Y COMMISSIONERS Inter-Office Memo
Date: March 23, 2019
To: Board of County Commissioners

Through: Frank Abbate, County Manager WW ,
Through: John Denninghoff, Assistant County Manager /?—)/
Development & Enviror}mental Services Grou
/
From: Euripides Rodrigu%f 1.A., Director

Subject: Melbourne Landfill A.K.A. Florida Recyclers

On January 22, 2019, the Board of County Commissioners directed staff to conduct a report on
the possibility of purchasing the Melbourne Landfill also known as Florida Recyclers.

In considering this opportunity, staff wants to highlight for the Board's information that on
March 4, 2019, the Board’s consultant, Neel Shaffer, Inc. updated its analysis concerning the
remaining life expectancy of the Sarno landfill. Their updated analysis indicated that without
an increase in capacity the remaining life expectancy of the Sarno Landfill is thirteen months.
Considerations outside of the potential purchase of the Florida Recyclers property will be
discussed in detail in a second report the Solid Waste Department is currently drafting that will
be submitted to the Board with the next few weeks relating to other potential opportunities on
how the potential closure of the Sarno Facility can be addressed if the life of the Sarno facility
cannot be extended.

Backaround Information

The Florida Recyclers property consists of two parcels
located on Sarno Road in the City of Melbourne. It is
partially surrounded by Brevard County properties.
There are two properties to the north belonging to the
City of Melbourne and Liberty Investments of Brevard,
LLC. A portion of the Florida Recyclers land provides a
driveway (flag lot) to Sarno Road. Brevard County
properties are located to the west, south and east. The
Sarno Road Transfer Station is located to the west, the
Sarno Road Landfill is located to the south and to the
east there is a county parcel that is being used
temporarily as a dredge material management area.




Florida Recyclers permitted a 20-acre unlined Construction and Demolition (C&D) debris
landfill in 1998. The landfill was expanded to 36-acres and the site was converted to a Class
Il landfill in 1999. In 2014 Florida Recyclers submitted a permit modification to return the
landfill back to a C&D landfill and a 10 year permit was issued. The rules regarding C&D
landfills are different than Class Il landfills. One of these differences is the Financial
Assurance, or what we refer to as landfill closure escrows. Escrows are not allowed for C&D
landfills and Florida Recyclers had some difficulties finding another mechanism for the closure
requirement. In 2017 a consent order was issued by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP). This issue was resolved in May 2017 with a stipulation that the facility
must be closed as if it were a Class Il facility. The requirements for closures between both
types of facilities make closure under Class lil rules more expensive in comparison to closure
of a C&D facility. Using the Sarno Road Landfill and the Central Disposal Facility partial
closure costs as reference, Jones Edmunds and Associates are of the opinion that the trust
fund in which closure money for Florida Recyclers is deposited “is likely underfunded”.

In order to fully understand the differences in the type of landfills being discussed we have
included the definitions of the types of materials received by the landfills. FDEP has defined
Class Il waste as yard trash, construction and demolition debris, processed tires, asbestos,
carpet, cardboard, paper, glass, plastic, furniture other than appliances, or other materials
approved by FDEP, that are not expected to produce leachate that poses a threat to public
health or the environment. Construction and Demolition materials are discarded materials
generally considered to be not water soluble and non-hazardous in nature, including but not
limited to steel, glass, brick, concrete, asphalt material, pipe, gypsum wallboard, and lumber,
from the construction or destruction of a structure as part of a construction or demolition
project or from the renovation of a structure, including such debris from construction of
structures at a site remote from the construction or demolition project site. The term includes
rocks, soils, tree remains, trees, and other vegetative matter that normally results from land
clearing or land development operations for a construction project; clean cardboard, paper,
plastic, wood, and metal scraps from a construction project. In other words C&D materials are
those that you can expect to be generated from construction activities. Note that mixing C&D
materials with other classification will cause it to be classified as other than C&D.

The regulations regarding construction of both types of landfill have reached the point that
there is practically no difference between them. With the requirement that the Florida
Recyclers C&D landfill be closed as a Class lll the differences are further reduced. On the
other hand, use of the Florida Recyclers facility as a Class Ill landfill will have its challenges.
The waste that the Sarno Road Landfill receives is class |ll material while the Florida
Recyclers Landfill receives only C&D material. The Class Ill materials include C&D as well as
other inert materials such as patio furniture. This means that a liner would have to be placed
over the existing Florida Recyclers Landfill to use it as a Class Ili landfill. The liner would be a
continuation of the liner that the valley would require. A leachate collection system also would
have to be built over the entire Florida Recyclers landfill as well as the valley if the valley is to
be used/filled with waste in order to collect the leachate for processing.

The valley mentioned through this report refers to the space that lies between the Florida
Recyclers southern footprint of the landfill and the Sarno Road Landfill northern footprint. If the
county were to own both properties then this land or airspace could be converted for use as a
landfill thus extending the life of the Sarno Landfill.

2|Page



Last year Florida Recyclers gave the county an “Investment Value Report” prepared by Shawn
E. Wilson, MAIl regarding their landfill. Investment value is defined by the Dictionary of Real
Estate Appraisal, Sixth Edition, 2015, page 121 as “the value of the property to a particular
investor or class of investors based on the investor's specific requirements. Investment value
may be different from market value because it depends on a set on (sic) investment criteria
that are not necessarily typical of the market.” The Investment value set by this report is
$8,416,000. As a note on page 12 of the report, Ms. Wilson states “Note that the market value
of the landfill and business which currently operate on the site is not part of this analysis.”

Staff recently requested an independent appraisal with the firm of Clayton, Roper & Marshall,
Inc. for the Florida Recyclers property. The appraiser has requested additional information
from Florida Recyclers as well as an onsite visit. This request has been forwarded to their
attorneys. When the appraisal is complete we will update this report.

The Solid Waste Department contracted with Jones Edmonds & Associates, Inc. to review and
evaluate the following:

Solid Waste Permitting History

Overall Facility Operations

Financial Assurance Documentation

FDEP Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) History
Permitted Stormwater Management System
Historical Water Quality and Gas Monitoring Data
Current Volume and Lifespan Analysis of the Facility
Valley Fill Expansion Option

® @ o o ¢ o & o

Jones Edmond concluded that the facility appears to be operating in a manner consistent with
its permit and applicable regulatory guidelines. There are several considerations that are
incorporated into an observations section below.

The height that a landfill can be built to is referred to as airspace available for use by the
landfill. Airspace is a principal factor in the values and determination of the life expectancy of a
landfill. Both the recent vertical expansion area of the Sarno Road Landfill and the Florida
Recyclers landfill have a City of Melbourne limitation of forty feet above ground level while
having a 104 foot permitted height through the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection. In order to go higher than 40 feet a height variance is need from the City. Staff
has met with the City of Melbourne staff to initiate the process of seeking a height variance for
the Sarno Road Landfill expansion area. The variance request is expected to go before the
City of Melbourne council this summer. Staff had initially requested a height variance from the
City when we went through the local permitting process for the Sarno Road Landfill expansion
project. The variance request was denied at that time with the observation that we could come
back to the Council when the landfill was closer to needing the height variance to provide
additional airspace. That time has arrived as referenced below.

Observations:

With this background information we will proceed with observations relating to the potential
purchase of this facility.

3|Page



1. The life expectancy of the Sarno Road Landfill is April 2020 as permitted by the City of
Melbourne and October 2024 if we are able to secure a height variance from the City of
Melbourne. Acquiring this property would give us additional life expectancy for this
facility (see number 2 ).

2. Depending on several factors, to some extent, the acquisition of this site would extend
the life of the Sarno Road Landfill by:

a. 4.3 years — Without using the valley and without a height variance from the City
of Melbourne.

b. 11 years — Without using the valley and with a height variance from the City of
Melbourne.

c. 8 years — Using the valley and without the height variance from the City of
Melbourne.

d. 20 years — Using the valley and with the height variance from the City of
Melbourne.

3. There would be no disruption to the users of the Sarno Road Landfill as this would just
be an extension of the same.

4. Landfills sometimes suffer from underground migration of gasses that are produced
from the onsite activities. While various challenges can exist with the new additional
space, gas migration does not appear to be evident on the Florida Recyclers Landfill.

5. The timeline for providing an alternative site for Class 3 disposal material would be
mitigated.

6. The purchase of this property without a height variance from the City of Melbourne
would provide an additional 8 years of capacity. This capacity would come at a cost of
$11.00" a cubic yard, for a single composite liner. This compares unfavorably with the
cost of building cell 1, which is a double composite finer, at the Central Disposal Facility
of $5.012 a cubic yard (the cost per cubic yard decreases as other cells are built as the
landfill can be built higher and the valleys in between the cells are filled).

7. Assuming the County is granted a height variance, the cost to use Florida Recyclers
property would decrease to $4.88 per cubic yard (see footnote 1).

8. The cost mentioned above does not include the cost of a leachate collection and pre-
treatment system, acquiring the “new” property, stormwater ponds or ditches, existing
land, or any other construction cost not strictly related to the building of the liner. These
costs would have to be added. (As a side note for clarification, the Central Disposal
Facility also did not include the cost of a leachate tank as one is already in place.)

9. The existing Trust Fund for closures is likely underfunded in comparison to our most
recent closure projects. This shortfall would have to be accounted as an additional
expense for the valuation of the Florida Recyclers property to determine if a purchase is
advisable.

10.Using the valley as a landfill will eliminate one stormwater pond and necessitate the
creation of a substitute pond to the east, plus the existing ditches would have to be
regraded to convey the stormwater to the new pond. It would also eliminate the Florida
Recyclers Landfill stormwater ditch to the south of the property which is part of their
stormwater retention system. The current stormwater retention system for the Sarno
Road Landfill cost approximately $1M to create.

! Cost presented are from a Jones Edmonds report from June 2018
? Actual 2016 cost from the construction of cell 1 at the Central Disposal Facility

4|Page



11.Ground water contamination appears to have some impact possibly related to the type
of activities in the Florida Recyclers Landfill.

12. The environmental impact of the Florida Recyclers Landfill is not clear and the purchase
of this facility would mean assuming the environmental risks the current owners have.

13. After consuming the airspace (from the various options in item 2) the county would be
required to transport the class IIl, tires and metal materials from the southern part of the
county to the Central Disposal Facility at an increase operating cost. This would entail
additional personnel for driving the trucks, additional trucks, additional trailers (because
of the type of material the trailers would have to be more sturdy) and hardening of the
transfer station to accept more abrasive materials. This approach does not take into
consideration the need for a yard waste facility as transporting vegetative materials
without mulching is extremely expensive.

14. Depending on various factors listed above, acquisition of the Florida Recyclers site
would extend the Sarno Road Landfill life expediency from 4 to potentially 20 years if
favorable outcomes referenced above occur.

15.In comparison, to the US192 site has a projected life of 66 years.

Finally, to assure due diligence in evaluating this potential purchase opportunity, staff
recommends a thorough independent environmental site assessment be conducted on the
Florida Recyclers Landfill to ascertain the groundwater condition before proceeding with the
possible purchase of this property. Findings for the Florida Recyclers property could impact
the cost associated with acquiring and placing this property into service for the county.

While we have provided cost estimates and ranges of cost, these need to be updated under a
more careful study and engineer estimates. This refinement will allow a more informed
decision to be made.

Summary

Staff recommends the following items occur for a thorough evaluation of the potential purchase
of the Florida Recyclers Landfill.

The market value appraisal underway be completed.

Height variance application efforts should be completed.

An Environmental Site Assessment should be completed.

Update this report with consideration of the results of items 1-3.

A through engineering study about the potential integration of the Florida Recyclers
property into the Sarno Road Landfill system should be undertaken to compare costs of
available alternatives.

ORON -
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f / Solid Waste Management Department
y 5 2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way
_ i reva rd Building A, Room 118
¥ A C Dt Viera, Florida 32940

JN T ¥
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Inter-Office Memo
DATE: April 4, 2019
TO: Board of County Commissioners

THROUGH  Frank B. Abbate, County Manager %/:‘/

THROUGH: John P. Denninghoff, Assistant County Manager
Development and Enyironmental Services Group

FROM: Euripides Rodriguez|

epartment Director, CIA
Solid Waste Managel .

ent Department

SUBJECT:  US 192 Future Landfill Site Project History Report

This project conceptually started in 1982 with a report which stated that while the existing solid
waste disposal system was in mechanically good shape, an expensive program of
rehabilitation, repair, replacement (RRR), and expansion would soon be needed to maintain
the level of service. The option to identify and consider a south county waste facility was
undertaken as such a facility would have postponed or eliminated some of the above
referenced RRR projects. Early on in the process of evaluation, one plan of action that was
pursued was to build a class | landfill. This plan however, evolved over the years as the
project for a new facility has been postponed.

The Brevard County Solid Waste System has two different types of landfills, a Class | landfill
located near the City of Cocoa and a Class [I! landfill located in the City of Melbourne. A Class
I landfill is permitted to receive regular garbage (municipal solid waste or MSW) and Class l|
waste. A Class Il landfill can only accept waste such as yard trash, construction and
demolition debris, processed tires, asbestos, carpet, cardboard, paper, glass, plastic, furniture
other than appliances, or other materials approved by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP), that are not expected to produce leachate that poses a threat to public
health or the environment.

Landfills have a limited life which is calculated in a manner that takes into consideration
various factors. Landfill life is measured in terms of the cubic yards of volume remaining to the
build out of the landfill to the FDEP approved design, and then converted to years of life. This
calculation takes into consideration the estimated population projections and can be influenced
by the state of the economy and any natural disasters that can use the remaining capacity at
rates different than projected. These calculations are updated every year as part of the
Financial Responsibility Closure and Long-Term Care Cost Estimates provided to FDEP. The
estimated permitted life is less than one year for the Class | (Slurry Wall) landfill, five years for
Cell 1 of the South Landfill at the Central Disposal Facility and either one year (without City of

1|Page



Melbourne height variance) or four years (with height variance) for the Class Ill facility as of the
report dated August 2018. The Class | facility has an expansion area that is estimated to add
thirty more years of disposal capacity.

Sarno Road Landfill (Class Ill) is limited by FDEP permit and the FAA to a buildout height of
104 feet. The City of Melbourne currently limits the height of the Sarno Landfill to 40 feet in the
northern expansion area. These limits restrict the life expectancy of the landfill. To avoid
added costs associated with transporting waste to the Class | landfill or out of county, one
option wouid be for the County to have a replacement Class Ill site built at least one year prior
to the closure of the existing Sarno site. In order to stay within this timeline our staff met with
the City of Melbourne staff on February 21, 2019 to inform them of our intension and to discuss
the proper procedure to follow. After obtaining all the required engineering documentation staff
will submit the request this month, City staff will present the variance request to the Council the
following month. It is important to emphasize that it is not only the landfill that will run out of
space, but the yard waste, tires and metal goods that are currently handled on the top of the
landfill will no longer have the area necessary to process without the City height variance being
granted. The area needed to process these materials is currently on the top of the landfill;
these materials have to be moved continuously in order to finish the filling sequence. This has
created an operational problem since the area to move the materials are constantly being
diminished in size and containment berms have to be constructed with every move.

Alternative Site Studies

Throughout the years, several alternative site studies and various types of other studies have
been undertaken regarding the US 192 Site, as well as studies for disposal alternatives for the
South Brevard Service Area. As part of the current permitting requirement, the Department
commissioned an updated alternative site study.

The types of constraints listed below were considered in the alternatives analysis undertaken
and the current analysis. They have been grouped into several major categories, based on
regulatory and other requirements:

1. FDEP Rules 62-701.300 and 62-701.320, F.A.C., collectively provide that a landfill may
not be placed within the following areas:

e Within 500 feet of an existing or approved potable water well or within 1,000 feet of a
potable water well serving a community water supply system.

o Within 200 feet of contiguous wetlands or contiguous surface waters, other than

those constructed for the project.

Within 3,000 feet of a Class | surface water.

Within an area subject to frequent or periodic flooding.

Within a sinkhole-prone area.

Within any area open to public view from any major thoroughfare without proper

screening.

2. Brevard County Land Use Requirements.
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3. Neighborhood Community Acceptability Requirements: As a practical matter, a new
landfill must be located in an area where its impacts on local residents are minimized.
The following requirements were utilized to ensure that the practicable alternatives
would have minimal impacts on neighboring areas:

Landfill site should be in an area with a population density of ten or fewer persons
per square mile.

Landfill site restricted to areas where surrounding land uses and planned uses are
compatible.

Within any area open to public view from any major thoroughfare without proper
screening.

4. Economic Practicability Requirements. A landfill must be located where its use is
economical and practicable. Several requirements were imposed to assure that the site
would be viable:

The primary haul route must be a highway built to handle commercial truck traffic
(trucks weighing 80,000 Ibs.), and the landfill footprint must be within a reasonable
distance from that highway. The primary haul route must be able to handle heavy
truck traffic. Further, the haul route must be reasonably accessible to the landfill
footprint. By minimizing the amount of new roadway that needs to be built to reach
the landfill, the County can minimize the environmental impacts associated with the
construction of an access road. Accordingly, the footprint of the landfill was
restricted to being within three miles of major highways.

The site should minimize, to the extent feasible, the distance from the population to
be served and the solid waste transfer stations in Brevard County. This criterion is
intended to minimize fossil fuel use, wear and tear on roadways, the cost of hauling
solid waste, air pollution from vehicles, and the number of homes and businesses
that the trucks must pass.

5. Environmental Practicability Criteria.

Adequate uplands (i.e., at least 600 contiguous acres in a simple configuration) must
exist outside of the FEMA 100-year floodplain.

The footprint of the landfill (600 contiguous acres) must be outside of the 100-year
flood zone (FEMA Zone AE).

Undisturbed uplands should be avoided.

Critical listed species’ habitats should be avoided.

Areas within or immediately adjacent to county and state-owned conservation lands
were eliminated. The specific requirement was that the landfill footprint be at least
one mile from conservation lands.

Construction of the landfill should not impact a significant historical or archeological
site.

The site should be more than five miles from any airport. Under FDEP Rule 62-
701.320(13), F.A.C., an applicant must notify the FAA and the Florida Department of
Transportation if a proposed solid waste management facility will be located within
five miles of the end of an airport runway. Consistent with FAA Advisory Circular
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150/5200-33, the FAA opposes the construction of Class | landfills within five miles
of the end of an airport runway.

e Areas draining to Class | surface water. Class | surface waters are those used for
public water supply. Areas within 3,000 feet of Class | surface waters were excluded
from consideration.

o Site should be more than two miles from the coastline. This criterion was used to
protect the economic and environmental values of coastal areas. It also protects the
landfill against potential hurricane storm surges and extreme high winds.

e To further protect the environment, the site was required to have at least 1,000
contiguous acres (minimum 600 acres for the landfill footprint and support facilities).
This acreage is minimal both in comparison to other landfills and in terms of Brevard
County’s preferences. The 1991 Alternatives Analysis was based on a minimum of
1,500 and maximum of 3,000-acre preference of upland habitat (e.g., pasture) where
the landfill and supporting services could be developed without directly affecting
valuable native uplands. A relatively large site provides a variety of environmental
and practical benefits; such as, large on-site buffers, the ability to avoid wetlands
and productive upland habitat, and the flexibility to create wetland mitigation areas
on the site. Additional evaluations were conducted in 2009 and 2017. With each
evaluation, the number of potential sites was reduced. In 1991, four sites were
identified that meet all criteria; in 2009 only two sites were identified and one was
already approved for a large residential development; in 2017 the same two sites
were identified, with the US192 Site being the only County-owned undeveloped site.

The 2017 Alternatives Analysis, performed by Cardno, as part of the permitting process,
concluded that the “U.S. 192 Property satisfied all of the screening criteria identified in the
1991 and 2009 Alternatives Analyses, including the FDEP criteria in Chapter 62-701, F.A.C.,
the Brevard County Land Use Requirements, the Social Acceptability Requirements, the
Economic and Practicability Requirements, and the Environmental Criteria. In 2017, the U.S.
192 Property continues to meet those requirements, while all of the other potential sites
continue to have one or more fatal flaws...No other site in Brevard County could be reasonably
obtained, utilized, expanded or managed to fulfill the basic project purpose while having less
adverse impact on wetland ecosystems.”

Historical Summary:

The main events in the last twenty-five years regarding a future landfill site are listed below:

e November 30, 1983 - Barker, Osha & Anderson, Inc. (BOA) conducted an “Alternative
Sites Evaluation of a South County Processing & Disposal Facility” that had, as a first
selection, a site south of US 192 adjacent to the west line of Brevard County. Two
years after that, the statute that administers the solid waste facilities was amended to
prohibit the construction of a landfill within 3,000 feet of a class | surface water. This
site was located within the prohibited distance and had to be eliminated from
consideration.
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September 15, 1986 - In view of that prohibition, the study dated November 30, 1983
was updated to consider the new requirement and changed the selection to a site north
of US 192 adjacent to the Osceola County line. This site (the current US 192 Site) was
recommended by BOA for further evaluation.

April 14, 1987 - BOA completed an updated Alternative Site Evaluation taking into
consideration the impact of the rule changes. The conclusion of this study was that the
current US 192 Site was the first “candidate” for a future south county solid waste
facility.

1988 — The Solid Waste Management Department applied for a permit to build a Class
Il landfill at the US 192 Site. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection gave
“Notice of Intent to Issue” (the permit); but, Brevard County withdrew the application.
One reason was that Brevard County did not own the site at that time.

June 1991 - BOA and Camp, Dresser & McKee, Inc. (CDM) conducted a (second)
Alternative Site Study. After the publication of this study, the County started
proceedings for the purchase of the US 192 Site. The property was purchased by a
stipulated settlement with the owner, under threat of condemnation. Shortly after that,
the engineering work started on permitting the site as a Class Ill landfill.

January 5, 1993 — A Budget Change Request was sent to the Board to transfer monies
from operating to capital to continue to pay for engineering services on the US 192
Project. After much discussion and a motion to stop the work for 90 days, a decision
was made to table the item for two weeks.

January 19, 1993 - The Budget Change Request was approved and discussion followed
regarding entering into conversations with Deseret and Osceola County to establish a
joint facility west of the current facility, with the understanding that if nothing was
resolved, the County would go back to the original site. This motion was approved.
January 18, 1995 - There was a joint meeting with the Osceola County Commission to
discuss a regional approach to solid waste disposal; but, to the best of my knowledge,
no decision was ever made on this idea. Sometime later Osceola County decided to
approve the development of a private landfill to take care of their solid waste needs.
January 9, 1996 — The Board of County Commissioners approved initiating a Request
for Proposal regarding “Solid Waste Disposal Services within the South Brevard
Disposal Area”.

May 21, 1996 through September 17, 1996 ~ The Board did not select any of the
proposals submitted.

October 8, 1996 — The Board directed the Solid Waste Management Department to
work with Deseret on identifying a site suitable for exchange with the US 192 Site and
for Deseret personnel to enter into conversations with Osceola County if a suitable site
was identified. No suitable site was selected.

2005- 2006 — During various workshops, the Board received a presentation by the
engineering firm of S2Li demonstrating a difference of $100 million in a twenty-year
period between developing the US 192 Site and shipping the waste to a facility located
in Osceola County. The Board gave instruction to the Solid Waste Management
Department to pursue the least costly option. As such, the development of the US 192
Site as a solid waste facility was pursued. The US 192 site was determined to be the
lowest cost option at a savings of $100,000,000 in comparison with taking the Class ||
waste to the JED landfill located in Osceola County.
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2009 -~ As part of the permitting efforts, Entrix conducted an alternative Site Analysis
and concluded that the best site for a solid waste facility in the south end of the county
would be the US 192 Site.

2009 - Solid waste construction and operation permit and Environmental Resource
Permit (ERP) applications for the US 192 Site submitted to FDEP.

2011 - The solid waste construction and operation permit for Cell 1 of the Class IlI
landfill on the US 192 site was issued by the FDEP.

2014 - Biological Opinion issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service which did not find
any nesting Caracara and advised some restriction during construction to protect indigo
snakes and caracaras if encountered during these activities.

January 15, 2016 — FDEP issues Notice of Intent to Issue Environmental Resource
Permit (ERP). However, the permit issuance is pending issuance of the Army Corps of
Engineers ERP.

March 3, 2016 — The Board conducted a Landfill and Budget Workshop. No motion was
made in regards to the development of US 192.

November 21, 2016 — FDEP renews the solid waste construction and operation permit
for Cell 1 of the Class Ill landfill on the US192 Site.

February 7, 2017 — A settlement Agreement is signed between Farmland Reserve, Inc.
(DBA Deseret Ranches of Florida), Deer Park Ranch, Ltd. and Brevard County
regarding Deseret and Deer Park’s petition for an Administrative Hearing in which they
challenged the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’ decision to issue a
Construction Permit and a Conceptual Permit to Brevard County. The following are
relevant points in the agreement:

1. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection issued a revised
Construction Permit based on the agreement.

2. The County committed to not seek a Class | landfill on the US 192 site before
2036 unless the Central Disposal Facility used the airspace. There are
notifications that are required if this happens.

3. The County committed to build a fence separating an area to the north of the
property and continue to lease it to Deseret.

In exchange for these and other commitments in the agreement, Deseret and Deer Park
each agreed to not oppose the issuance of any permit regarding a construction of a
Class Il facility on the site.

August 2017 — As part of the permitting process, Cardno, Inc. conducted an Alternative
Analysis to reconsider potential alternative landfill sites. The analysis concluded that
the US 192 Site is the only practicable alternative.

August 22, 2018 — Final response to Request for Information submitted to the Army
Corps of Engineers.

March 15, 2019 — The Army Corps of Engineers issued a draft permit for US 192 and
staff has 30 days in which to request changes in the draft permit. The draft has been
reviewed by Staff and the consultants and no objections to the permit are deemed to be
needed. The Army Corps permit next step is for staff to sign or execute the permit. No
time constraints are associated with the signing by staff of the permit.

Ongoing — Assuming the County executes the Army Corps permit, the next steps are to
apply for a Florida Department of Transportation permit for the entrance, local permits
and the FAA permit. These permits are not expected to be especially difficult to obtain
and may require about six months. Once these permits are obtained the County could
start site construction which is expected to take two years for the Class Il landfill
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Cost Incurred

In October 24, 1991 the county acquired the current US 192 site under the threat of
condemnation at a cost of $8,250,000 for the 2,980.38 acres. The following is a summary of
the cost associated with the acquisition and the first attempt for permitting the site, along with
the permitting efforts that have been undertaken.

Acquisition $ 8,250,000.00
Defendant Attorney Fees 1,080,098.00
County Attorney Fees 717,608.51
Initial Acquisition Cost $10,047,706.51
Initial Permitting Process 1,404,707.02
Current Permitting Process 12,727,545.73
Total Cost Incurred $24,179,959.26

Recent Developments

During the 2006 workshops with the Board of County Commissioners, the engineering
consultants (S2L, Inc.) presented a report (see attached) titled: “Master Planning and
Feasibility of the US 192 Site” dated February 3, 2006, which demonstrated a cost deferential
between developing the US 192 Site and sending the waste to the JED Landfill in Osceola was
$100,000,000 for a 25 year period of time (in favor of developing the US 192 Site).

On this basis, the Board at that time authorized the Solid Waste Management Department to
seek the permits needed to develop the US 192 site. In 2009 a solid waste permit was applied
for and the three requests for additional information have been received and responses were
submitted. The solid waste permit was received From FDEP in 2011 and renewed in 2016. In
addition, the FDEP has issued an initial Intent to Issue an ERP. The permit is contingent upon
issuance of an ERP by the Army Corps of Engineers, which has issued a draft to the permit as
of March 15, 2019.

Alternatives

Throughout the years the County has looked at various alternatives to the use of US192. The
Central Disposal Facility was expanded and an expansion area was created to the south of the
slurry wall landfill to serve the future needs for class | disposal. This area commenced
receiving materials in cell 1and with additional cells to be built in the future will serve as the
main depository for municipal solid waste for an expected thirty years. The Sarno Road
Transfer Station was replaced in 2004 to provide a collection point to deliver the municipal
solid waste to the Central Disposal Facility. These additions to the system will take care of
class 1 needs for several decades.

The Sarno Road Landfill, which serves as the depository for class Il materials in the south
area of the county, was redesigned and expanded. The road serving the landfill was moved to
an area that allows improved use of the airspace. The terraces were eliminated and the
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slopes were steepened to provide more airspace without affecting the footprint of the landfill.
With the south class Ill airspace not sufficient to meet the timeline needed for the US 192
project, the stormwater system was redesigned. A stormwater lake to the north was greatly
reduced in size by expanding the capacity of the lake in the south and redirecting the flow of
stormwater to take advantage of the increase capacity. This allowed the landfill to expand its
footprint to the north by ten acres. This area is limited to a height of 40 feet by the City of
Melbourne. Staff received the draft application from our engineers on April 2, 2019 and will be
applying for height variance and life extension from the City of Melbourne on April, 2019. The
request for the variance is expected to be presented to the City of Melbourne Council during
May. This height variance will give us about four more years of capacity.

In 2005 the Board reviewed a report examining the possibility of sending the materials to the
JED Landfill in Osceola County and building a disposal site on the US192 property. This
comparison was updated in 2016 and there was a difference between both options of
approximately $27,000,000 over a 25 year period with the US 192 being the less expensive
option. This differential could be greater today because of the increase tonnage being
received at the Sarno Road Landfill.

Also during 2016 Staff examined the option of the department hauling the class Ill materials to
the Central Disposal Facility. At that time it was concluded the landfill at the Central Disposal
Facility would lose about thirty percent of its life based on the tonnages being received at that
time. A yard waste facility for the south end of the county would have to be constructed as well
as a citizen drop-off center to keep the residents from having to use the transfer station to drop
off their waste. This is a safety measure to avoided mixing commercial traffic with residential
traffic. The transfer station would need to be ‘hardened” in order to receive a type of waste
that is more abrasive then municipal solid waste. Transporting class Il material would entail
expanding our transportation fleet by at least six employees (depending on the waste stream),
adding six over the road tractors ($800,000) and an equivalent number of trailers with two
additional spares ($460,000). Other capital expenditures such as hardening the transfer
station, building a yard waste area and a citizen drop off center would have to take into
account the estimated tonnage, land available to be able to estimate the construction cost.

It is important to note that landfill life expectancy forecasts have been extremely inaccurate
over time due to many variables that must be estimated in that process. Some of these
variables are the economy, construction activity, and the number of and the severity of
hurricanes. Thus, even when these estimates come from experienced consultants they often
prove to be significantly “off’, either high or low.

Staff has also presented to the Board via a Report the possibility of expanding Sarno through
the purchase of the Florida Recyclers Landfill located to the north of our landfill. The report
contains the details known up to this point regarding that alternative.

Additionally, the Board directed staff to develop a Request for Proposals regarding new
technology that may help in the Sarno situation. We have contracted with an engineering firm
that is preparing a draft request. This was received by staff on March 30, 2019 and will be
reviewed in the next week. After proper review, including Board review of the draft RFP, staff
will proceed to advertise for this technology.
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In conclusion, the current status is that staff has obtained a construction permit from FDEP for
class Il landfill, the Environmental Resource Permit was submitted to FDEP and issuance is
pending the USACOE's similar permit. The draft of this permit was received on March 15,
2019 and was reviewed by our engineers as well as our staff. The USACOE regulation allows
us 30 days in which to submit changes to the draft, which staff does not have any changes,
and there is no definite time in which staff has to sign the permit accepting the same unless the
Board provides an alternative direction.

To ascertain the Board’s interest in further discussion on the items discussed herein, the

County Manager will be seeking Board direction during his report at the April 9" Board meeting
on whether the Board would like an agenda item or Board workshop scheduled on this report.
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Section 1 — Introduction

The Brevard County {“County”) Solid Waste Management Department (“Department”) is charged with meeting
the existing and future solid waste disposal needs of Brevard County. For this reason, the County operates the
Sarno Road Landfill, which includes a Class 1l landfill that is used for the disposal of Class Ill waste and the
management of special waste materials (e.g., yard waste, waste tires, scrap metals, white goods, etc.). Currently,
the Landfill has limited remaining permitted capacity.

Additional capacity at this location may become available in two ways:

1. The County could expand the Landfill vertically by adding more waste material over previously filled areas.
This approach would require the approval of the City of Melbourne. This approach is not addressed within
this memorandum.

2. The County could build a new landfill on approximately 68 acres of land that is located northeast of the
Sarno Road Landfill (the “Northeast Property” or “Site”). The City of Melbourne’s approval will also be
required for the use of the Site.

The County requested S2L, Incorporated (“Engineer or S2Li”) to assist the County in preparing a conceptual
development plan for utilization of the Site. The County asked S2Li to identify the areas in the conceptual plan
that would be used for Class Ill waste disposal, stormwater basins, leachate storage facilities, yard waste
management, and other special waste management facilities. The County also asked S2Li to consider the
operational issues and regulatory requirements that would apply to the Site, including the setbacks imposed by
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (“FDEP”) and the City of Melbourne.

As the Engineer, S2Li completed the following tasks for the preparation of this memorandum:

e Apreliminary plan for the entire 68-acre Site was prepared. The preliminary plan displayed the required
facilities on the Site and it identified the approximate size of each facility, including the lined Class lll waste
disposal area, stormwater basins, leachate storage facilities, and yard waste management storage/
processing areas, in addition to the other special waste management facilities currently present within
the existing Sarno Road Landfill.

e The preliminary plan was submitted to the County’s Solid Waste Management Department for review and
comment, prior to proceeding with the preparation of more detailed plans and estimates.

After receipt of County’s comments, S2Li:

e Prepared a diagram that depicts the above-ground contours of the landfill cell, based on a final buildout
that is 40 feet above grade (64 feet NGVD).

* Prepared a diagram that depicts the above-ground contours of the landfill cell, based on an alternate plan
in which the final buildout is 80-feet above grade (104 feet NGVD).

e Prepared a general vicinity map showing an aerial view of the surrounding properties, zoning, ownership,
and current site use.

e Estimated the amount of available landfill airspace and the anticipated life of the landfill, based on the
two different height scenarios and certain assumptions that are provided in this memorandum. The
calculations of landfill life were based on the County’s latest projections concerning the amount of Class Il
waste it receives, as presented in the 2018 financial assurance report the County submitted to the FDEP.
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® Prepared a list of required and potentially required permits, approvals, and development issues that the
County will need to address (i.e., FDEP, Federal Aviation Authority (“FAA”), Florida Department of
Transportation (“FDOT"), and City of Melbourne).

e (alculated the unit cost of landfill airspace, measured on a dollar per cubic yard basis, for the two different
landfill height scenarios.

e Prepared a conceptual cost estimate for permitting, design, and site development.

e Prepared this technical memorandum which describes the results of the services listed above.

Section 2 — Background

In January 2000, Florida Recyclers of Brevard, Inc. (“FRBI”), obtained a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) and
Approved Site Plan from the City of Melbourne under Ordinance No. 2000-16 for the expansion of FRBI's facility
to the east into the “Gleason Property.” In May 2000, the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County
(“Board”) purchased the Gleason Property for $7,250,000. The County planned to develop the property into a
solid waste landfill and mulching/recycling area as an expansion of its facilities at the Sarno Road Landfill. The
Gleason Property (referred to herein as the Northeast Property or the Site) is contiguous to the northeast corner
of the Sarno Road Landfill. The 68+ acre property is split into three designated parcels: Parcel A is approximately
15+ acres in size; Parcel B is approximately 28+ acres in size; and Parcel C is approximately 25+ acres in size.
Parcel A is the northernmost parcel on the Site. Parcel B is on the western side of the Site. Parcel Cis on the
eastern side of the Site. Under the City’s CUP, Parcel B {28+ acres) is the only area where a landfill and/or recycling
facility can be located. The City’s CUP does not allow any such development in Parcel A or Parcel C.

With the assistance and approval of Brevard County, in 2018 the St. Johns River Water Management District
(“SIRWMD”) obtained a CUP and Approved Site Plan from the City of Melbourne under Ordinance No. 2018-62 to
temporarily allow the use of Parcels B and C, and the southeast portion of the Sarno Road Landfill, as a “temporary
landfill.” This temporary landfill was used to dewater sediment dredged from the Eau Gallie River and Elbow Creek
as part of the Eau Gallie River Restoration Dredging Project. The City’s CUP for this project requires the SIRWMD
to restore the property back to its original condition before there is any further development on the Site.

Figure 1in Attachment 1 is an aerial photograph of the Site and the surrounding areas. Figure 1 shows the adjacent
properties, the zoning, the future land uses around the Site, and related information. Figure 1 shows that the
property to the west of the Site is used for solid waste management activities. However, there are commercial
developments to the north and south of the Site. There are residential apartments and condominiums along most
of the eastern side of the Site.

Section 3 - Conceptual Site Development Plan

Figure 2 in Attachment 1 is a Conceptual Site Development Plan for the entire Site. This plan is based on the
assumption that the County needs to use all of the available land on the Site to address the County’s need for
additional disposal capacity for Class Ill waste, plus areas for the management of yard waste and other special
wastes. The limits of Parcels A, B, and C are shown on this plan. Development of the property with solid waste
management facilities will require compliance with certain local and state requirements, including setback
restrictions from the property lines and conditions that impact the sizing and locations of the facilities.

Below is a list of the development approaches and assumptions used in preparing the Conceptual Site Plan:

e The entire Site is utilized. This approach assumes the County will fill approximately 10 acres of onsite
wetlands. The plan includes required state and local setbacks and the other considerations listed below.
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e The Class Ill Landfill will be lined, as required by FDEP Rule 62-701.400(3){g), Florida Administrative Code
(“F.A.C”).

e The conceptual layout of the Site includes the following:

o AClass Il landfill cell;
o0 The yard waste and special waste management facility will be no greater than 17 acres in size, thus
maximizing the space available for the Class Ill landfill;

Leachate storage tanks/pretreatment facilities with tanker truck parking;

30-foot-wide paved access and perimeter roads;

Stormwater ditches and basin;

Site access will include the existing L16 Canal crossover from the Sarno Road Landfill; and

Site access for leachate tanker trucks will be provided by a new access road entrance into Sarno Road.

The location of the new access road will be adjacent to the existing entrance to commercial

development north of Sarno Road. The new access road may also be temporarily utilized for trucks

hauling storm debris during an emergency event.

e Existing Wetland = 10.04 acres +.

Stormwater management system is sized at 25% of the developed area or approximately 10.5 acres.

Existing site elevation: 24 feet NGVD.

High groundwater elevation: 23 feet NGVD.

Setbacks from the Property Line:

o North Property Line: 200 feet along Sarno Road frontage, as directed by the County.

0 West Property Line: The landfill cell is set back 100 feet {measured from the toe of the proposed final
cover slope), as required by FDEP Rule 62-701.340(3)(c), F.A.C. Access road and stormwater ditches
to be developed inside the setback areas.

o East Property Line: Road and stormwater ditches will be developed west of an existing 100-foot-wide
vegetative buffer on the eastern side of the Site. This buffer is presently being enforced by a City CUP
(No. 2018-62) for existing activities. The existing vegetative buffer will be maintained between the
Site and the existing apartments, condominiums, and commercial properties located immediately
east of the Site.

o South Property Line: The existing road and tree line will be maintained. Since the operation of a yard
waste management facility generates noise and dust, a minimum 100-foot setback is provided
between the yard waste area and the property line adjacent to existing commercial properties south
of the Site. In Rule 62-701.803, F.A.C. which applies to yard trash facilities, subsection (2)(a) states
that various rule requirements do not apply to yard trash, including a 100-foot setback requirement,
so long as the site prohibitions are not violated. In Rule 62-709.300, F.A.C. which applies to organics
processing and recycling facilities, subsection {7) has the same prohibitions of Rule 62-701.300, F.A.C.,
as well as the siting restriction of subsection 62-701.320(13), F.A.C. Nonetheless, S2Li believes it is
prudent to use a 100-foot buffer to separate the facility from off-site development and to ensure the
County does not violate the prohibition for setbacks from potable wells.

e In this memorandum, the Yard Waste Management Facility means a facility for managing special wastes,
including the storage, staging, processing, and/or recycling of yard waste, selected components of
construction and demolition debris (“C&D"}, waste tires, white goods (i.e., large discarded appliances),
scrap metal, dimensional lumber, emergency storm debris, etc.

e Off-site wetland credits will be purchased and used at a 2.5 to 1 ratio to mitigate the filling of
approximately 10 acres of on-site wetlands or, in the alternative, the County will use any acceptable
wetland credits that the County already owns but has not used.

0O 0 0 0 0

e o o

Given these design considerations and assumptions, the Class Ill landfill will have a 15.9-acre footprint. The landfill
cell has been located north of the yard waste and special waste management facility to allow for a potential
expansion to the west if the County decides to purchase the adjacent private property. The existing stormwater
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management system serving the Sarno Road Landfill makes it impractical to effectively develop additional landfill
airspace by connecting the existing Sarno Road Landfill to the southern side of the Site. The location of an existing
stormwater basin on the Sarno Road Landfill property reduces the length of the contiguous connection with the
Northeast Property, leaving a small area to connect to existing the Sarno Road Landfill filled area to a landfill cell
located on the southern end of the Northeast Property.

This Conceptual Site Development Plan is not in accordance with the existing CUP and Site Plans that the City of
Melbourne has approved for the Site. If the County chooses to proceed with this conceptual layout, the County
will need to submit a new Site Plan and CUP application to the City for approval. In addition, if the County wants
to consider future expansion of the Site facilities to the west, the stormwater flow within the existing L16 canal
will need to be rerouted around the Site.

As discussed previously, the City of Melbourne, under CUP Ordinance No. 2018-62, has allowed for the temporary
use of Parcels B and C within the Site and the southern portion of the Sarno Road Landfill as a “temporary landfill”
to dewater sediment dredged from the Eau Gallie River and Elbow Creek as part of the Eau Gallie River Restoration
Dredging Project. This CUP requires the SIRWMD to restore the property back to its original state prior to any
further development. If the County chooses to proceed with this Site Development Plan, then the County should
attempt to retain (a) the new L16 Canal crossover from the Sarno Road Landfill property, (b) the existing road
along the southern side of the Site, and (c) the existing buffer vegetation on the Site.

Section 4 — Regulatory Requirements for the Site Development Plan

Development of the Site cannot begin until all required permits and approvals are received for the proposed plan
of development. A discussion of the required permitting is presented below. This discussion is based upon the
limited information available at this time.

e Site Plan Approval and CUP - City of Melbourne: Given the changes that are proposed to the approved
Site Plans and CUPs, S2Li believes a new Site Plan Approval application will need to be submitted to the
City’s Engineering Department and the City’s Planning and Zoning Department. Additional approvals must
be obtained from the City’s Planning and Zoning Board, the local planning agency, and the City Council.
The County should assume that the changes to the approved plans and CUPs will be deemed to be
“substantial changes.” The Site Plan approval process will address the development of the Site, including
the solid waste disposal operations, the management of yard waste and other special wastes, wetland
mitigation, site access, traffic, stormwater management, setbacks, leachate management, and potential
leachate pretreatment systems.

e Wetland Mitigation: The plan to fill the existing wetlands onsite and provide off-site mitigation will require
an Environmental Resource Permit {“ERP”) from the FDEP. It also is likely to require the approval of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACOE”). Filling the wetlands on the Site will maximize the area that is
available for development by the County. However, both the FDEP and the USACOE will require the
County to demonstrate that it has avoided wetland impacts to the greatest extent feasible. The USACOE
also will require the County to demonstrate that there are no feasible or practicable alternatives with
fewer impacts to aquatic resources.

e Stormwater: An ERP will be required from FDEP for the stormwater management system at the site. The
USACOE also may review the stormwater management system, depending upon its impacts on wetlands.
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® Solid Waste and Yard Waste/Special Waste Management: Chapter 62-701, F.A.C., identifies certain criteria
and minimum design requirements for the permitting, construction, operation, closure, and post-closure
of a Class Il Landfill and special waste management facility. A modification of the FDEP solid waste permit
for the Sarno Road Landfill will be needed before the County can construct the proposed facilities on the
Northeast Property. The FDEP will require the two properties to be contiguous in order to include both
under a single permit. Therefore, the County will need to redefine the landfill boundary survey that ties
the Northeast Property into the existing Sarno Road Landfill property in order to establish the actual
setback locations for submission to the appropriate regulatory agencies.

e Site Access via Sarno Road Entrance: A new entrance into the Site for the leachate tanker trucks via Sarno
Road will require a permit from the FDOT. This permit will need to address the impact to traffic on Sarno
Road and within the Sarno Road right-of-way, including possible new turning lanes and intersection
improvements due to the traffic entering Sarno Road to the north and across this location. This entrance
location occurs where Sarno Road changes from four lanes into two lanes. A traffic signal warrant study
may be required.

® Height, Location, and Aircraft Approach/Departure Notice: The landfill cell on the Conceptual Site
Development Plan is within 10,000 feet of the end of one of the City of Melbourne International Airport’s
runways. Consequently, the landfill cell will require a construction permit from the FAA. The FAA will
evaluate any potential issues related to aircraft approach and takeoff due to the landfill height and
location. Since the proposed Class Il landfill will be located near the airport runway, the County will need
to notify the FAA, the FDOT, and the FDEP pursuant to FDEP Rule 62-701.320, (13), F.A.C. The FAA will
need to determine whether the proposed landfill will attract birds and thus pose a threat to the safe
operation of the airport.

Section 5 — Potential Landfill Airspace Calculations

Landfill airspace can be defined as the volume of space on a landfill site that is permitted for the disposal of solid
waste. This space is initially occupied by air, which will eventually be displaced by the disposed waste and cover
materials — hence the term “landfill airspace”. The size and width of the Site have bearing on the configuration
and sizing of a landfill cell and other needed facilities. The geometry of the landfill cell (e.g., the landfill’s width,
length, height, and sideslope angles) affects the amount of landfill airspace that is available for waste disposal.

5.1 — Assumptions for Calculating Potential Airspace

Below is a list of the approaches and assumptions that were used to calculate the potential landfill airspace for a
Class lll landfill built on the Site:

¢ Size of landfill footprint: 15.9+ acres (882 feet x 789 feet).

e Maximum landfill height allowed by the City of Melbourne is 40 feet above existing grade {elevation 64
feet NGVD) unless higher elevation is approved by a CUP.

e If the City grants a suitable CUP, the maximum landfill height allowed under the FAA Melbourne
international Airport height restrictions is 80 feet above existing grade (elevation 104 NGVD).

e Sideslope of landfill: 3.5:1 (horizontal distance to vertical distance).

e Sideslope of landfill: No built-in drainage terraces during filling operations; construct external drainage
terraces upon closure to maximize landfill airspace.

e Minimum width of the crown of landfill: 100 feet wide for vehicle tipping space and spreading/compacting
equipment operations.
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¢ Minimum slope of the crown of the landfill: 4% for settlement and to prevent ponding of stormwater
runoff.

e Airspace volume calculations do not include the 3-foot-thick closure liner system.

e Due to the design thickness and slope of the bottom liner system, it is assumed that the top of the bottom
liner system (i.e., the bottom elevation of the waste placement area) averages 25-feet NGVD.

e Airspace volume calculated using Autodesk CADD Civil 3d.

5.2 — Landfill Height Scenarios

In performing the airspace calculations, two potential height scenarios were evaluated. Scenario 1 assumes the
landfill closure height at 40 feet above the surrounding grade (elevation 64 feet NGVD). The 40-foot closure height
is the maximum allowable height for a structure in the City of Melbourne unless a higher elevation is approved by
a CUP. This landfill height, the corresponding contour lines, and other assumptions used to determine the volume
of landfill airspace in Scenario 1 are shown in Figure 3 in Attachment 1. Scenario 2 assumes the closure height of
the landfill is the elevation that is allowed by the FAA. The Site is within 10,000 feet of the end of one of the City
of Melbourne International Airport’s runways (See Figure 1); therefore, the landfill cell will require a construction
permit from the FAA. The existing Sarno Road Landfill may be filled up to a final elevation that is 104 feet NGVD.
For the Site, 104 feet NGVD is approximately the same as 80 feet above grade. This landfill height, the
corresponding contour lines, and other assumptions used to determine the volume of landfill airspace in
Scenario 2 are shown in Figure 4 in Attachment 1.

5.3 — Potential Landfill Airspace

The potential landfill airspace for each scenario is presented below. These calculations are based upon the
Conceptual Site Plan and the assumptions described above. The layouts in Figures 3 and 4 are generally
representative of what the County would seek to permit and build. The landfill airspace (disposa! capacity) that
will actually be approved may vary from these projections, depending upon the details of the County’s final design
and the conditions imposed on the project by the City and the various regulatory agencies.

Calculated Potential Landfill Airspace for each height scenario is as follows:

e Scenario 1 - Landfill 40 feet Above Grade (Elevation 64 feet NGVD): 530,400 cubic yards (CY)
e Scenario 2 — Landfill 80 feet Above Grade (Elevation 104 feet NGVD): 872,700 CY

As noted previously, landfill airspace values do not include the space for the 3-foot thick landfill closure final cover.
Consequently, the calculated valve is likely to be slightly greater than the actual value that will be achieved in the

field.

5.4 - Potential Landfill Airspace Cost (dollars per cubic yard [$/CY])

The landfill airspace cost is calculated by taking the liner/leachate collection system cost per acre and dividing it
by the potential landfill airspace value to determine a cost that is expressed in dollars per cubic yard. In order to
equally compare airspace cost values, Brevard County has requested that a liner/leachate collection system cost
of $300,000 per acre be used in this analysis because this value was used in another study conducted on an
adjacent parcel of private property. The estimated landfill airspace cost for the two scenarios is provided below
in Table 1.
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Table 1: Estimated Airspace Cost ($/CY)
Landfill Height Scenario Landfill Cell Potential Landfill Airspace
Cost (S) Airspace (CY) Cost per CY ($/CY)
Scenario 1 — 40 feet (64 feet NGVD) $4,770,000 530,400 S9
Scenario 2 — 80 Feet (104 feet NGVD) $4,770,000 872,700 $5.50

1. Cell Construction Cost = $300,000 per acre x 15.9 acres = $4,770,000.
2. Airspace Cost Calculation = $4,770,000 / CY of Potential Landfill Airspace.

5.5 — Years of Potential Disposal Use

Based on information from the County’s “Financial Responsibility Closure & Long-term Care Cost Estimates —
FY 2018” report prepared by Neel-Schaffer, it is estimated that the remaining permitted disposal capacity in the
Sarno Road Landfill will be exhausted in 2024. That report also provided projected annual landfill airspace
utilization estimates. Using those estimates, and assuming the landfill cell in the Northeast Property (Site) will
begin disposal operations in 2025, the number of years of disposal use is presented below in Tables 2 and 3 for
the two landfill height scenarios. The proposed landfill cell on the Site can provide the County with up to six years
of disposal capacity, assuming the cell can be built up to 80 feet above grade {104 feet NGVD).

Table 2: Years of Potential Disposal Use — Scenario 1
Landfill Height 40 feet (64 feet NGVD)
Remaining
Operation Total Annual Volume Cumulative Volume Airspace Years of
Year Utilized (CY) Utilized (CY) Capacity (CY) Capacity (Yrs.)
2024 150,403 - 530,400 -
2025 151,903 151,903 378,497 1
2026 153,403 305,306 225,094 2
2027 154,903 460,209 70,191 3
2028 156,403 616,612 (86,212) => 3.9
Table 3: Years of Potential Disposal Use — Scenario 2
Landfill Height 80 feet (104 feet NGVD)
Remaining
Operation Total Annual Volume Cumulative Volume Airspace Years of

Year Utilized (CY} Utilized (CY) Capacity (CY) Capacity (Yrs.)
2024 150,403 - 872,700 -
2025 151,903 151,903 720,797 1
2026 153,403 305,306 567,394 2
2027 154,903 460,209 412,491 3
2028 156,403 616,612 256,088 4
2029 157,903 774,515 98,185 5
2030 159,403 933,918 (61,218) = 5.9
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Section 6 — Implementation Schedule

An anticipated schedule for the implementation of permitting, design, and construction, including agency review
and approval for the development of the Site, is provided below:

e Preliminary Design for Permitting: 3 months.

o City of Melbourne Permitting and CUP Approval: 12 months.

e ERP Permitting with FDEP for Wetland Impacts/Mitigation/Environmental Studies: 12 months, concurrent
with City permitting.

¢ FAA Construction Permit: 3 months, concurrent with ERP Permitting with FDEP for Wetland
Impacts/Mitigation/Environmental Studies.

e FDEP Solid Waste Permitting: 9 months, concurrent with ERP Permitting with FDEP for Wetland
Impacts/Mitigation/Environmental Studies.

e ERP Permitting with FDEP for Stormwater Management System: 15 months concurrent with ERP
Permitting for Wetland Impacts/Mitigation/Environmental Studies.

» Wetland Impacts/Mitigation/Environmental Studies with USACOE: 6 months following the issuance of
FDEP ERP for Wetland Impacts/Mitigation/Environmental Studies.

e FDOT Permitting: 6 months, concurrent with FDEP Wetland Impacts/Mitigation/ Environmental Studies
and Permitting.

e Construction Phase Documents and Bidding: 6 months.

e Construction and Certification: 9 months.

Total Permitting, Design, and Construction Period: 51 months

With a 51-month implementation schedule for permitting, design, and construction, the County must (a) initiate
permitting by year 2020 for the new facilities to be certified and ready to accept Class Ill solid waste prior to Sarno
Road Landfill reaching capacity in 2024 or (b) obtain approval from the City of Melbourne for a vertical expansion
of the Sarno Road Landfill that will increase the airspace of the Sarno Road Landfill and thus extend its life. It must
be emphasized that the proposed schedule is based on the assumption that the County will not face any
opposition to its proposed plan of development that will cause delays. This may be an optimistic assumption
because the proposed Class Ill landfill and other activities will be moving closer to the apartments, condominiums,
and commercial developments located along the eastern side of the Site.

Section 7 — Estimated Costs for Site Implementation and Development

Attachment 2 provides a conceptual estimate for the design, permitting, and construction phase costs for the Site
Development of the Class Ifl landfill cell, yard waste and special waste management facilities, stormwater
management, access, and perimeter roads, and leachate pre-treatment and storage. The estimate does not
include any operating, equipment, closure and post-closure costs for the facility. The estimated costs in
Attachment 2 are based on non-permitted concept plans and are not based on field investigations, field data,
approved permit plans, or construction drawings. The costs that are presented in Attachment 2 are based on
current FDEP rules and regulations and are expressed in 2019 dollars. The cost of developing the Site is estimated
to be approximately $22,100,000, as shown in Attachment 2.
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Section 8 — Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions

® Due to Site development constraints, including the need to provide a stormwater management system,
access, and a yard waste and special waste management facility, the Class 1l landfill will be limited to
approximately 16 acres.

¢ The Conceptual Site Development Plan described in this memorandum is not in compliance with the City
of Melbourne’s existing CUP for the Site. Consequently, the County will need to obtain the City’s approval
of “substantial changes” to the CUP or an entirely new CUP. The City staff, the City Zoning Board, and the
City Council will need to approve the proposed facilities locations, configurations, and operations.

e To maximize the useable acreage on the Site, the Conceptual Site Development Plan assumes the County
will fill approximately 10 acres of wetlands. To mitigate these impacts, the County will need to purchase
wetland credits at an approved wetland bank or use credits that are already owned by the County.

e If the landfill cell is limited to a height of 40 feet above grade, the landfill airspace cost will be
approximately $9/CY. If the landfill cell is built to an elevation of 80 feet above grade, the airspace cost
will be approximately $5.50/CY.

o The landfill cell can provide the County with up to 6 years of disposal capacity if the cell is built 80 feet
above existing grade.

o The existing stormwater management system serving the Sarno Road Landfill makes it impractical to
effectively develop additional landfill airspace by joining the existing Sarno Road Landfill property to a
new landfill cell developed within the Site.

¢ If the County wants to consider future expansions to the west, stormwater flow within the L16 canal will
need to be rerouted around the Site.

* The Site development cost is expected to be approximately $22,100,000 in 2019 dollars.

¢ Anumber of new local, state, and federal permits and modifications of the existing Sarno Road Operations
Permit will be required to implement the site development plan described in this report.

e Permitting, design and construction for implementation of the Site Development Plan are expected to
take up to 51 months from the time such activities are initiated, assuming the County does not encounter
any major delays as a result of its dealings with the City, the various regulatory agencies, or the
surrounding residences/businesses.

Recommendations

e Before proceeding with permitting and design, the County should meet with the City of Melbourne staff
to discuss the proposed changes to the City’s existing CUPs and approved Site Plans.

e Conduct updated wetland and on-site habitat studies to evaluate the potential impact and cost of wetland
mitigation and, if warranted, possible species relocation.
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e Meet with the FDEP and USACOE to discuss the proposed wetland impacts, potential mitigation, and the
schedule for obtaining their approvals.

e If the County chooses to proceed with this Site Development Plan, the County should attempt to retain
the new L16 Canal crossover from the Sarno Road Landfill property, the existing road along the southern
side of the property and prevent the replanting of site vegetation.

* %k ok ok ok Kk
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ATTACHMENT 1
FIGURES

Figure 1 — Vicinity Map
Figure 2 — Conceptual Site Development Plan
Figure 3 — Scenario 1 - Landfill 40 feet Above Grade (64-ft EL NGVD)
Figure 4 — Scenario 2 - Landfill 80 feet Above Grade (104-ft EL NGVD)
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ATTACHMENT 2

Preliminary Site Development Cost Estimate



A, Perimeter Road and Pavement
1.Soil Subbase 29,696 CY 530 $890,880
2.Clear and Grubbing 2,447 CY $7.50 $18,353
3.Limerock (9") 37,010 SY $20 $740,191
4. Asphalt (3") 6,107 T™N $106 $647,297
Subtotal of Perimeter Road and Pavement $2,296,700
B. Stormwater Basin and Ditches
|.Pipe Culverts, Round 30" 518 LF %05 $49210
2.Mitered End Section, Round 30" 13 EA $3.300 $42,900
3.Sodding 31,219 SY $3 $93,657
4.Stormwater Excavation & Grading 147,791 CY $7.50 $1,108,433
5. Embankment Fill 28,642 CY $30 $859,260
6.Control Structure 1 EA $15,000 $15,000
Subtotal of Stormwater Basin and Ditches $2,168,500
C. Yard Waste & Special Waste Management Area
1.Soil Subbase - 54,884 CY $30 $1,646,520
2.Waste Tire Containment Berm 2,143 CY $30 $64,283
3.Limerock (12") §2,280 SY $30 $2,468.400
Subtotal of Yard Waste & Multi-use Area $4,179,200
D. Leachate Tanks or Pretreatment and Associated Piping 2 EA $600,000 $1,200,000
E. Wetland Removal and Soil Replacement 10,503 CY $37.50 $393,863
F. Signage 1 LS $1,000 $1,000
(. Fencing and Gates 7,430 LF 520 $148,600
H. Liner Construction 15.8 AC $306,000 $4,834.800
L. Monitoring Well Cluster Locations (3 Wells per Cluster) i EA $8,000 $56,000
J. Landscaping and lrmigation (Site Frontage Improvements) I LS $50,000 $50,000
T Perimeter Gas Probes 2 EA $500 $11,000
Subtotal of Site Development Cost (A through J) $15,340,000
K. Miscellaneous Construction Costs
1. Bonds, Insurance & Administration (3% of Site Development Cost) $460,200
2. Mobilization & Demobilization (5% of Site Development Cost) $767,000
Subtotal of Miscellaneous Construction Costs $1,227,200
Subtotal of Site Construction Cost $16,567,200
L. Wetlands
1. Wetland/Ecol. Studies & Off-Site Mitigation 25 Credits 540,000 51,000,000
Subtotal of Wetland Costs $1,000,000
M. Engincering Services
1. Permitting & Design - City of Melbourne 1 LS $30,000 $30.000
2. Permitting & Design - Geotechnical/Solid Waste/ERP | LS $300,000 $300,000
3. Permitting - FAA 1 LS $5.000 $5.000
4. Permitting & Design - FDOT | LS $75,000 §75,000
5. Bidding and Construction Documents $150.000
6. Liner CQA & Soil Testing $200,000
7. Site Construction Phase RPR Observation and Certification Services $125,000
Subtotal of Enginecring Services $885,000
Subtotal of Site Construction Cost, Wetlands, and Engincering Services $18,452,000
Contingency (20% of Site Development, Pcrmiltin_&_and Construction Costs) $3,690,000
Total (A through M) $22,142.000




