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Raleigh Central Office
Response to Comments for PTO Application 0

A-1 Sandrock C&D Landfill Phase 1C
Greensboro (Guilford County), NC
Solid Waste Permit No. 41-17

Dear Mr. Chou:

On October 5, 2012, you provided three comments pertaining to the application for a Permit to
Operate for Phase 1C. The following responses include the requested data and calculations. For
your convenience, each response is provided in italic type beneath your comment.

1.

According to the drawings in the approved PTC applications, there are five soil borings
located inside the Phase 1, Cell C — B19, B-20, B-21, B-27, and B-28. Did the boring B-
28 converted into a piezometer and properly abandoned? If so, please provide the
documentation and record to demonstrate the boring/piezometer has been properly
abandoned.

Based on the test boring log (discussed below), the boring B-28 was dry and not fitted
with a piezometer. This boring was performed during the design hydrogeologic stage, in
2002, to confirm subsurface conditions at then-proposed base grades.

Please provide boring logs of borings B-19, B-20, B-21, B-27, & B-28 to demonstrate
that soil types at the elevations - two feet below the landfill cell base meet the
requirements stated in Rule .0540(2)(b). The data collected from the test pits didn’t cover
the entire Phasel, Cell C.

The boring logs are attached. Each log has been amended with a notation of the
completed base grade elevation. A few comments are in order:

a) Boring logs B-19, B-20, B-21 and B-28 show adequate separation with ground
water and bedrock; soils at base grade (and 2 feet below) are SM and ML.

b) The log for B-27 shows the completed base grade below the auger refusal depth,
below the depth of coring that seemed to indicate more competent rock.
However, based on extensive experience with excavating diabase dikes
throughout the piedmont, the dikes tend to consist of variably sized cobbles and
boulders embedded in a matrix of saprolitic soil.
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c) The boring indicated the variation of weathering and apparent particle size
(lower RQD values indicate more highly weathered materials). The excavation
machinery had no difficulty in removing the materials to the indicated depths, and
the test pits confirm that the required four feet of vertical separation exists.

Although the conclusion in the Application indicated that “the base grade deviation will
not affect the overall disposal volume of Phase 1 or the landfill as a whole,” A-1
Sandrock, Inc. needs to provide a revised total gross capacity for Phase 1, Cell C.

Please refer to the attached volumetric analysis which compares the as-built base grades
to those shown in the permit drawings. Volumes of under-excavated areas (shown in red)
and over-excavated areas (shown in blue) were determined with an average end area
projection, vertically stacked, for irregular “disks” formed by joining the elevation
contours common to both surfaces. This analysis shows a gain of 5,684 cubic yards of
airspace due to the over-excavation, but it also shows a loss of 7,608 cubic yards. This
represents a net loss of 1,924 cubic yards, which over the projected total permitted
volume of 223,644 cubic yards for Phase 1C, now reduced to 221,720, the change in
airspace is approximately I percent.

On behalf of A-1 Sandrock, thank you for your comments, and I hope this information is helpful.
Please contact me if I can provide any additional data.

Sincerely,

rrett, P.G., P.E.

Consultiig Engineer

Ronnie Petty, III — A-1 Sandrock, Inc.
Elizabeth Werner, SWS Hydrogeologist
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Cut
Depth

744
746
748
750
752
754
756
758
760
762
764

Contour interval (feet) =

AIRSPACE GAINED
Cut Contour
Depth Area, sf
750 0.0
752 495.0
754 1,143.4
756  2,040.1
758  3,244.7
760  4,360.1
762 6,460.6
764  7,362.8
766 8,419.4
768  8,158.2
770  8,760.1
772  8,692.8
774  9,508.2
776  5,853.0
778 2,235.0
780 0.0
782 0.0

AIRSPACE LOST

Contour
Area, sf

0.0
9,594.4
15,136.1
13,641.8
14,044.4
17,392.0
17,890.1
14,418.4

596.0
0.0
0.0

(BLUE CONTOURS ON MAP)

Contour
Area, ac.

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.0

(RED CONTOURS ON MAP)

Contour
Area, ac.

0.0
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.0
0.0
0.0

CUT & FILL VOLUMES BY AVERAGE AREA METHOD
BASED ON DEPTH CONTOURS (ISOPACHS)

2

Increment
Vol., cf

495.0
1,638.4
3,183.5
5,284.8
7,604.8
10,820.7
13,823.4
15,782.2
16,577.6
16,918.3
17,452.9
18,201.0
15,361.2
8,088.0
2,235.0
0.0
0.0

Increment
Vol., cf

9,594.4
24,730.5
28,777.9
27,686.2
31,436.4
35,282.1
32,308.5
15,014.4

596.0
0.0
0.0

Page 1

Accum.
Vol., cf

495.0
2,133.4
5,316.9
10,601.7
18,206.5
29,027.2
42,850.6
58,632.8
75,210.4
92,128.7
109,581.6
127,782.6
143,143.8
151,231.8
153,466.8
153,466.8
153,466.8

Accum.
Vol., cf

9,594.4
34,324.9
63,102.8
90,789.0

122,225.4
157,507.5
189,816.0
204,830.4
205,426.4
205,426.4
205,426.4

Accum.
Vol., cy

18.3
79.0
196.9
392.7
674.3
1,075.1
1,587.1
2,171.6
2,785.6
3,412.2
4,058.6
4,732.7
5,301.6
5,601.2
5,684.0
5,684.0
5,684.0

Accum.
Vol., cy

355.3
1,271.3
2,337.1
3,362.6
4,526.9
5,833.6
7,030.2
7,586.3
7,608.4
7,608.4
7,608.4

phase 1c net airspace.xls
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