Law Enforcement Center Contracts and Costs: Status on June 20, 2013

Signed H

CI:::':“ Contrac Description Contractor ;:1“;3:1 co.# Chi':i::f | Final Amount
1 X |Site & Building Excavation, etc. Action Excavation LLC 71,000/ 1,4 1,919 72,919
2 X |Chain Link Fences & Gates Pro-Line Fence 8,245 8,245
3 X |Site & Building Concrete JM Concrete Inc. 157,401 157,401
4 Unit Masonry M.L. Masonry 161,000 161,000
5 X |Windows, storefront Ard's Glass & Paint 104,980 104,980
6 X |Roof & flashing & metal siding Smith Roofing & Siding 209,470 209,470
7 X | Plumbing Mathews Pimg & Htg Inc. 85,000, 2 -845 84,155
8 X |HVAC, temp controls Commercial Metal Works inc 196,000 196,000
9 X | Electrical Nelson Electric LLC 264,700, 3 -46,020 218,680
10 X |Structural Steel Steel West Inc. 47,000 47,000
11 X |Steel doors & hardware Architectural Building supply 64,800 64,800
12 X |Rough carpentry & frammg K2 Builders 90,600 ; 90,600
13 Finish carpentry - . mustre-bid (expectedtobe$20-640K)  estmate: 40,000
14 1 X ’Archltectural Wood Casework Meta Idaho Falls Cabinet 61,913 61,913
15 Bu:ldmg Insulation _ United Subcontractors Inc ‘ 34,205 wull be re-bid w/dlff f : . 34,‘205
16 X |Sectional Overhead Doors BMC West 3,560 type °f'"5U]at'°“ ‘ 3,560
17 X |Wallboard, Plastering, Tile Ceiling |Standard Drywall Inc. 110,025 110,025
18 X |Ceramic Tile Davis Tile Co. Inc. 13,320 13,320
19 X  |Flooring, Tile & Flooring Spectra Contract Floormg 50,000 50,000
120 changed Paint & Viknky'kl Wall toverihg ‘ Sharp's Professwnal Pamtmg o 36,168 - 36 168
21 X |Underground Landscaping All American Yards Inc. 28,382 28,382
22 X |Wood Framing Materials Idaho Pacific " 116,262 116,262
23 X |Toilet Accessories SBI Contracting Inc. 5,495 5,495
24 X |Lockers SBI Contracting, Inc. 1,925 1,925
TOTALS $1,921,451 -544,947 $1,916,504
Trade Contracts + other Ormond expenses $2,425,236 0
Ormond Fee (includes ~$5K for Jorg survey/matr] testing) 168,599 168,599
Guaranteed Maximum Amount (GMA) $2,593,835  Total known costs included in GMA $2,085,103

NOT-IN-CONTRACT EXPENSES PAID TO DATE
City of Driggs water hook-up fees 3,780
City of Driggs water meter, valve & install 4,289
City of Driggs building permit 250
SilverStar relocate aerial phone line & fiberoptic connection 5,134
Builders Risk Property Insurance 2,626
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS KNOWN TO DATE

82, 101 182

ESTIMATED NIC EXPENSES STILL TO BE PAID BY COUNTY BUILDING FUND

Buxton Avenue water line 15,000
Courthouse/LEC fiberoptic ($7,500 pd by ITD) 22,500
Generator modifications 6,000
Generator re-location and re-connection (??7) 5,000
Additional payment will be requested by JHS Architects 55,000
Required art feature on corner 5,000
Relocate power line & bring 3-phase power to building 18,000
Antenna (estimated cost, assuming $35K grants) 65,000
Moving Costs (per FY 2014 budget requests) 93,000
New Office furniture & equipment (per modified budget requests) 31,000

TOTAL KNOWN & ESTIMATED COSTS TO DATE

$2,416,682




WK: 208-354-0245 Teton County Engineer 150 Courthouse Drive

CELL: 208-313-0245 MEMO Driggs, ID 83422
July 5,2013

TO: Board of County Commissioners

FROM: Jay T. Mazalewski, PE

SUBJECT:  Public Works Update

The following items are for your review and discussion at the July 8, 2013 meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION:

W2000S (South Twin Creek) Road Vacation (continuation for public hearing): Per the
BoCC'’s direction the applicant has created seperate plats vacating the section of improved
road/Right-of-Way through the Cushman Property and dedicating a new Right-of-way
following the route of the two track road. Please note that in my opinion this is a net
financial loss to Teton County, as the county is exchanging an improved gravel road for an
un-improved two-track earthen road. If the BoCC proceeds with this exchange, I recommend
the county at a minimum should:

a. Require the removal of the gate across the two track road

b. Have the applicant pay for signage directing public to the legal access location

c. Receive compensation for vacated section of road

d. Require the ROW width to be 60 feet (currently 50’ on the proposed plat)

Proposed Motion (based on BoCC comments):

Having found that the vacation of the section of W2000S (South Twin Creek Lane) identified on
Twin Creek Lane Road Vacation Plat is in the public interest, that the identified section of
W2000S road and right of way be vacated as public right of way and the property be assimilated
into the bordering properties.
As part of this vacation the applicant shall:

Record a plat dedicating a 60° right-of-way to the public following the route proposed by the

applicant, ensuring public access to the National Forest.

Pay for road signage and forest access signage for the relocated W2000S.

Remove the gate across the proposed ROW route.

Record the survey/plats, which shall be reviewed by the county survey reviewer,

Update all deeds that are affected by this vacation.
This vacation shall not be valid the above conditions are met.



DRAFT MINUTES OF DELIBERATION & Motion to Continue

Board Deliberation - 7:18 Commissioner Rinaldi stated that there does not appear to be a question of
access or not, but rather where does the access lie. It would also appear that it was the County’s mistake
to place a public road on a private road and that the original road went the northern route and that has
been acknowledged by the public testimony. Moving the road seems to be the right thing to do and if the
State requires cattle guards, than the gates need to be replaced. At issue is what level of improvements, if
any, is the County willing to commit and at what cost?

Commissioner Kunz agrees that the current private road needs to be vacated. The County needs to
obtain the necessary dedicated right-of-way all the way from the county roadito the forest boundary.
Commissioner Kunz questions the reasoning behind a State mandated cattle guard on a public access and
would like this investigated further. He is not in favor of any improvements at this time. Once roads
counts are completed a determination can be made. If the road count does not rise to the level of priority
necessary for improvements, it should stay as is.

Prosecutor Spitzer commented that the County’s actions would be to vacate the private road in
exchange for a dedicated right-of-way of the historical track from the existing .county road to the USFS
boundary. A dedicated ROW does not require maintenance. Mr. Mazalewski'stated that a dedication
requires a 60 foot ROW and he would ask that the Board,request a full 60 feet.

Mr. Moulton commented that it appeared everyone was.in agreement to vacateithe private portion
of W2000S and move the county road to the northern'track and fix'the clerical errors. He would like to
avoid another hearing.

Prosecutor Spitzer recommended continuing thethearing so that the applicant and staff could
work out the location of the new-old road: Mr. Moulton saide was fine with the historical northern
route. Prosecutor Spitzer and/staff agreed that the hearing should be continded to allow a survey of the
northern track to be completed, along with the legal description of the proposed access and the language
for the dedication of the ROW. to,the County;zalong,with a revised plat indicating all changes. When the
Board makes their motion all parties will be clear on the location and ownership from point A off County
road W 2000 S to point B for public access to the USFS boundary.

e MOTION. 7:26pm Commissioner Rinaldiymoved tofcontinue the hearing to July 8", at which time the
applicant will present the Board,with the required survey and plat documents, legal descriptions and
dedicated right-of-way to the USFSand the legal description for the portion of road to be vacated.
Commissioner Park seconded the motion which passed unanimously.
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VACATION DESCRIPTION OF TWIN CREEK LANE

TWIN CREEK LANE CENTERLINE DESCRIPTION
(TAKEN FROM RECORD OF SURVEY 128113 )

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEWEST CORNER OF THE NE1/4 OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH,
RANGE 44 EAST, BM,,TETON COUNTY, IDAHO
THENCE N 80°38'33" E, ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID NE1/4, A DISTANCE OF 1849.85 FEET
TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THIS CENTERLINE DESCRIPTION.
1 THENCE § 56°5721" W 38.86 FEET; THENCE S 63°51'12" W 96.98 FEET;
THENCE 8 64°47'10" W 109.29 FEET; THENCE S 63°48'43" W 113.52 FEET;
5 THENCE S 68°46'25" W 81.32 FEET; THENCE S 77°2809" W 97.76 FEET;
THENCE S 82°09'17" W 98.26 FEET; THENCE § 82°4522" W 104.68 FEET;
9 THENCE S 78°14'43" W 115.85 FEET; THENCE S 71°29'58" W 90.12 FEET;
THENCE 8 71°20'55" W 104.09 FEET; THENCE S 78°03'33" W 76,93 FEET;
13 THENCE § 88°41'52" W 101.57 FEET; THENCE N 83°58'24" W 119,16 FEET;
THENCE N 86°48'57" W 72.95 FEET; THENCE § 86°02'12" W 77.01 FEET;
17 THENCE 8 77°01'57" W 57.39 FEET; THENCE § 69°32'07" W 75.90 FEET; \/
THENCE S 61°4521" W 86.87 FEET; THENCE S 48°3825" W 48.14 FEET;

21 THENCE 8 34°17'58" W 70.00 FEET; THENCE N 83°51'30" W 250,00 FEET
23 TO THE END OF VACATED ROAD AND THE JUNCTION WITH DEDICA'EE ROAD E

EASEMENT TO THE PUBLIC.

©

RECORDER'S  CERTIFICATE

(‘\ SCALE 1" = 200 FT ER
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Twin Creck Lane Road Vacation
— RECORD of ROAD VACATION PLAT

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE Part of Section 11, Twp. 4 N., Rng. 4 E,, BM,,
ﬂ“l PROPERTY BOUNDARY SURVEYED ARNO! ‘WOOLSTENHULME, BEING
@y # T RO ENGINGER (SAHO S 5860} DO John  Cushman
% BULDING ENTE ROAD TO BE VACATED HEREBY CERTIFY THAT 1 DID CAUSE THE SURVEY OF Cushman Family Trust

THE ROADS IN SECTIONS 2, 3, & 11, AS SHOWN HEREIN, 6440 West 2000 South

—— SECTIONAL CONTROL LIE FLATTED AND DESCRIBED FROM SURVEY UNDER MY Driggs, ID 83422
l::l CUSHMAN FAMILY TRUST ONALE e DIRECTION AND SUFERVISION, 208)354-3130
proj 2012—-112 /Twin Cr
ISURVEYED: CLC 11/07/2012 l Revised CLC 6/27/13 J
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L 8 S 504300"W 150.00
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L10 § 541000°W 68.00"
L1 S 582521"W 92.17"
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L 13 S 660430°W 77.00°
L 14 S 6200'00"W 100.00'
(15 5 4540000"W 95.00"
L16 S 4610°00"W 106.00"
L17 S 550000°W 93.00"
L18 S 6600°00"W 86.00"
L19 S 4200°00"W 134.00"
L 20 S 232000"W 52.00"
W |21 5 3800°00°W 77.00°
L 22 S 650000"W 80.00°
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DEDICATED ROAD EASEMENT

FOOT WIDE ROAD EASEMENT FOLLOWING AN EXISTING FOREST ACCESS ROAD
CENTERLINE DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS.

BEGINNING AT A POINT THAT IS N B87°27'46" W 58,67 FEET FROM THE NE
CORNER OF THE NW 1/4NE 1/4 OF SECTION 11 OF TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RRNGE 44
EAST, B.M., TETON COUNTY, IDAHO AND RUNNING;

THENCE 5 B89°41'46™ W 243.00 FEET;

THENCE 184.29 FEET ALONG A 300 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 35°11'52" AND A CHORD BEARING OF 5§ 72°05'50™ W;
THENCE 378.33 FEET ALONG A 354,89 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT WITH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 61°04'48™ AND A CHORD BEARING OF S 85°02'18" W;
THENCE 306.04 FEET ALONG A 446.40 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 39°16'52" AND A CHORD BEARING OF N 84°03'44" W;
THENCE 8 76°17°'53" W 101.33 FEET; THENCE S 78°07°09" W 81.00 FEET;
THENCE 107.23 FEET ALONG A 200 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30°43'11™ AND A CHORD BEARING OF 8 62°45'34" W;
THENCE 8 47°23'58™ W 55.44 FEET; THENCE S 51°28'40" W 50.02 FEET;
THENCE 31.11 FEET ALONG A 25 FOOT RADIUS CURVE T0 THE LEFT WITH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 71°18'26™ AND A CHORD BEARING OF S 15°50'27" W;
THENCE S 19°48'46"™ E 67.89 FEET; THENCE 5 14°31'24" E 144.65 FEET;
THENCE 32,39 FEET ALONG A 25 FOOT RADIUS CURVE 70 THE RIGHT WITH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 74°14'31™ AND A CHORD BEARING OF 5 22°35'52" W;
THENCE S 59°43'00" W 150.00 FEET; THENCE 5 43°50700" W  74.00;
THENCE § 54°10'00" W  68.00 FEET; THENCE § 58°25'21" W  92.17 FEET;
THENCE S 48°08'48" W 109.29 FEET;

THENCE 156.46 FEET ALONG A 500 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT WITH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17°55'43" AND A CHORD BEARING OF S 57°06'39" W;

A5

THENCE 5 66°04'30" W 77.00 FEET; THENCE S 62°00700" W 100.00 FEET;
THENCE S 45°40'00" W 95.00 FEET; THENCE 5 46°10'00" W 106.00 FEET;
THENCE S 55°00'00" W 93,00 FEET; THENCE S 66°00'00" W 86.00 FEET;
THENCE S 42°00'00" W 134,00 FEET; THENCE S 23°20'00" W 52.00 FEET;
THENCE S 38°00'00" W 77.00 FEET; THENCE S 65°00'00™ W 80.00 FEEY;
THENCE S 48°40'00" W 75,00 FEET; THENCE S 34°45'00" W 85.00 FEET;
THENCE S 63°00700" W 140.00 FEET; THENCE S 86°05'00" W 54.00 FEET;
THENCE S 65°05'00" W 195.00 FEET; THENCE S 59°30'00" W 95.00 FEETy
THENCE S 53°25'00" W 190.00 FEET; THENCE S 70°40'00" W 65.00 FEET;
THENCE S 42°15'00" W 150.00 FEET; THENCE N 83°45'00" W B80.00 FEET,;
THENCE S 88°15'00™ W 142.00 FEET; THENCE N 81°05'00" W 74.41 FEET TO

THE FOREST SERVICE

b4

ROPERTY LINE, BEING THE EAST LINE OF SECTION 10.
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2000 South Twin Creek Road

RECORD OF EASEMENT DESCRIPTION

John Cushmsan

Cushmsan Femily Trust
6440 Weat 2000 South
Deggs, ID 83422
(209) 834- 3130

Past of Section 11 4N,

MVICTOR, IDAHO B3455




SOLID WASTE

1. See attached update from the SW Supervisor

2. Attached is the Forsgren Timeline & ET Cap Evaluation Report. I will be sending this report
to DEQ on Monday. Forsgren will be available Monday if you have any questions.

ROAD & BRIDGE

2. R&B finished the S2000F gravel overlay with help from local contractors hauling gravel
(funded by Special Rd Levy).

3. R&B and Mountain Valley Construction fishing the gravel stabilization project. We were
able to apply MagChloride on 26.5 miles of roadway (funded by Special Rd Levy).

4. Owen PC has finished crushing %” gravel at the Driggs Gravel Pit and will be continuing to
crush 2” minus rock and %” rock chips (funded by Special Levy & R&B Budget)

5. The Asphalt Zipper is along N500W. Crews should begin hot patching the milled/recycled
sections this week.

6. Ski Hill Road & Bates Road were striped last week.

7. R&B crew will be chip sealing E6000N, E7000N & N500W July 16-18.

8. [ am waiting for the final rankings for the Darby/Fox/Badger Creek Bridge RFQ’s.

9. Attached is the tentative road work schedule for 2013. This is the tentative schedule of work
that was outlined for the BoCC on April 11. The locations and dates can also be found on the
Teton County website: http:/gisserverl/flexviewers/roadprojectspublic/

PUBLIC WORKS:

1. Iam meeting with the Teton Valley Mobility Advisory Committee (TVMAC) on the 15" to
discuss HWY 31 and future plans for the highway (included in this meeting is USFS,
Driggs, Victor, WDOT).

2. T will present the LEC Communication Tower for approval to the Driggs P&Z on Weds.

3. I will be using vacation days on July 19, July 22 (Monday & Friday) and maybe Friday,

August 2.



WK: 208-354-3443 Teton County Scale House: 1088 Cemetery Rd.

CELL: 208-534-8710 Solid Waste & Recycling 150 Courthouse Dr.
svarela@co.teton.id.us Memo Driggs, ID 83422
July 08, 2013

TO: Board of County Commissioners
Subject: Solid Waste & Recycling update for your review and discussion at the July 08, 2013 meeting.

1. Eastern Idaho Public Health District inspection- On 06-27-2013 Nathan Taylor from EIPHD did a
routine inspection of T.C.S.W. Overall the whole inspection went very well. Nathan was pleased
with the operation of the transfer station. (See attached)

2. Animal Waste Composting Plan- We have finalized our animal composting plan and have forwarded
it to Eastern Idaho Public Health District, Department of Agriculture and Department of
Environmental Quality for their review and approval . Once these Departments approve of our plan
we will implement the plan and begin animal composting.

3. Landfill Fencing Project- Randi Little Fencing is scheduled to start fencing at the end of July.
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e aaE Non-Municipal Solid Waste Tier I Inspection Report
Facillty # County Codo Inspectan Data Travel Gme Inspoction Time
EH-4102 Tabon fun 27, 2013 [ i} a9
Facliity Hama Operator Saul Varela
TEFUMN LEUNTY MRSW LAHEEILL
Addrass 1688 Comatery Aosd, Driggs 10 83422 ::ltlnw-up Nomded? No
]
Iram IDAPA SECTION Vislztion Correcton
58.01.05.012.02 Date
Prohibitod activitios Vinlatton Taxt

Heafih carn wmastos

Speculative accumulation
3 Radpacive wastes
4__Signs
5 Winstn
Wiaste manktoring & measurament
4 Dwily written log kept
7 Fian tor monitoring & handling recalpt of
unauthorzed vmsto
4 Charscimozation of wastes roosivad
3 Dihor measures nclugied in operatian pisn
106 Commundations

11 _Hreprevention
12 Accoss

13 Scavaging & salvaging
Mulsanca control

14  Shad not provicia susbenanos to rodents ar
{nsects

15 Prevant of ponrod vectors

16  Dperated to contral malodarotes gases

17 Liter contraf

18 Bird hazards to alrcraft
Open buming and firas

1% No opan buming conducted during an zir

dlution episode

20 Infreguent burning of only approved wastn

by

21 D;cg;n burning eorducted pusuant o panddions
sat by BEQ or lacy fire autharity
23 Storm water run-onfoff controls
A% Dperating plan
24 Siting requlramants
25  Landiill opars ron's
26 Hml-IIISWLF tacitity specific opernting

requirements
[v
‘M M
Inspoctod by Nathan Tayior Rocolwed by Saul Varela

httg#127.0.0.1:89/sub_0%5cid%5chonnevilleidshofalls %icinspect nsfaovw_AllDocy35.., 6272013
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e Non-Municipal Solid Waste Tier II Inspection Report
‘Facltlty # County Coan Inspectlon Gata Traval thng Tnspaction T
Sq-4164 Teton Jun 27, 2013 3 a0
Facllity Hama Qperator S3ul Vareia
TEFGHE COUNTY TRANSFER STATION
Addrass 1088 Cometery Road, Dnggs 10 03422 Follaw-up Moeded? No
Data
Itam IDAPA SECTION Vislatlan Correction
58.05.06.44 2.0% Dake
Prohiblted activitias Winlation Text

Haxith carg wastns
Speculative accurulation

3 Radioactve wastes
4 Signs
5 Wosta

W nste monitoring & measuramant
5 Oty written log kept

7 Fan for monitoring & hardiing recelpt of
unautharized wasto
4 Charsderization of wastes reocihvad

9 Dither measures Included in pparation plan
1t Comrmedcatons

11 _Fire prevention

12 Acocezs

13 Scavapging & salvaging
Mulsanca cantral

14  Shad not provide sustenanos o rodents ar
Insocts

5 Frowent or conmod vectors
> Dperated to control malodarous gases
7 Litter pontrol
i _Bhrd hazards to alrcraft
Opon buming and firas
1%  Noopen bieming ponducted during an air
m apisode
20 Etnfrequent buming of only approved wasts

21 Open buming conducted pursuank to ponditions
sat by BEQ or jocad fire autharity

22 Storm water run-on/off controls

23  Operating plan

24 _5iting regutremants

25 Landfill oporating mg's
26 HoneBSWLF fadiity spacific operating
rements

2l rEmEn
o
Inepartnd by Nathan Taylor Racalved by Saul Vareda ‘

httpr#7127,0.0, 1:89/sub_0%5cid% Schbonnevilleidahofalls BScinspect.nsffaxvw_AllDocsC5... 62772013



FORSGREN

Assaciates Tne.

July 1, 2013

Mzt. Jay T. Mazalewski, P.E.

Teton County Engineet/Public Works Director
150 Coutthouse Way

Driggs, ID 83422

RE: Comment Response fot the Teton County Landfill ET Cap Evaluation — Existing Data
Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Dear Mr. Mazalewski:

Forsgren Associates has received your comments regarding the Teton Connty Landfill ET Cap
Evalnation — Existing Data Review and Cost/ Benefit Assessment and is addressing your comments below.

1) Please check for grammatical, typographical, and spelling errors.

a) Document was checked for grammatical, typographical, and spelling errors.

2) Pg2: Figure 1 is not referenced anywhere in the text. Is this fignre necessary?

a) Figure 1 was included in the repott to illustrate the general design of an ET cap to
provide clatification to a possible reader that is not familiar with landfill caps.

e A reference to Figure 1 was added to the document in Section 1.1.

3) Pg2: How did you determine the average cover depth is 1.4 feet? "This does not coincide with Table 1, please
clarify.

a) The reference to the average depth of 1.4 feet is for the Interim Cover that was placed
during the landfill operations. This calculation was made using the Teton County
Landfill - ET Cap Investigation Phase II Report prepared by Nelson Engineering,
September 11, 2012. The Data is from Exhibit E — 2007 Test Hole Location and Depth
Table. The calculations ate the result of the “Depth to Bottom Final Cover”
measurement subtracted from the “Depth to Top of Waste” measurement.

e 'The paragtaph on Pg. 2 was clatified; a new Table was added to the report to show
the Intetim Covet/Opetational Soil cover depth calculations.

b) The data shown in the former Table 1 (now Table 2) is the Final Cover Depth as reported
in the same exhibit as referenced above.

4) Pg 3: Current cover depth fignre is in Appendisc C not B.
a) Cottection was made to the document as requested

5)  Are soil moisture refention curve necessary and will the data collect/ analysis provide these?

350 North 2nd East « Rexburg, Idaho 83440 - 208.356.9201 . Forsgren.com
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a) The relationships between soil moisture and unsaturated flow parameters (i.., soil suction
and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity) as tepresented by the soil moisture retention
cutves are necessaty for predicting water movement through the cap materials by
computet modeling. The data collection and analysis in the current scope does not
include this effott; it was shifted to the Additional Setvices Section during revisions to
our agreement due to comments from DEQ regarding validating the exiting E'T cap.
Howevet, as described in the Additional Setvices, additional sampling of representative
soils and subsequent laboratory testing will provide sufficient data to determine the
moistute retention propetties of representative soils.

e Added text to Section 2.2 of the report.
6) If the 2007 boring logs are located, will this reduce the number of test pits required?

a) Yes, if the 2007 boting logs are located and sufficient information is available to
determine the chatactetistics and variability of soils by location, then the scale of any
further investigations could be reduced to primarily focus on collecting samples of
representative soils.

7) Pg5/6: Please clatify the reasons/goals of the testing, why do we need this.

a) The reasons/goals for testing include the following:

e Itis necessaty to undetstand the full range of materials present in the cap and how
the vatiation of matetials will affect water infiltration, and therefore cap
petformance.

e The current data does not provide a complete picture. The number and
representativeness of tests (encompassing the various soil types present) is
insufficient.

e Specific soil propetties (as described in Comment Response #5) must be determined
to model the cap petformance with appropriate computer simulations and attain
reasonable confidence in the results.

e Another goal of testing is to determine the extent that the existing cap can contribute
to overall cover petformance, and whethet certain portions of the existing cap are
less effective (and potentially need replacement) or if there are cover areas that are
mote effective and can be retained as patt of the final solution.

O Added new Section 2.2.1 to report

8) Remove Data Collection Cost from this report and send me an Additional Services Work Order with a not
to exceed or is this already included in our contract?

a) Report was modified to state that the data collection/analysis as described is an additional
setvice. Most of the scope for this data collection is found in the Additional Services
Section of the agteement. However, for convenience and as requested, we have provided
an amendment/work otder specifically describing the services with an attendant fee.

E,
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9) Wherte is the decision point regarding the value of the existing cap? This should be
identified in the timeline and the narrative (modeling?).

2) The decision point regarding the value of the existing cap will occur after modeling is
complete. At that time it will be known whether the entire cap or portions of the existing
cap can be used as part of the final solution.

e This decision point was added to the timeline as a milestone.

10) Pg 8: EOPC was done on 4 types of caps not three, list all four in the beginning of the
paragraph.

2) BEOPC lists 3 types of caps with an extra category used to show the estimate for each
additional foot of ET cap.

e Clarified report by adding a column for ET and Capillaty Break ET Cap type and
repotted a pet foot cost in Table 7.

11) Table 6: Rename Cost Comparison Summary.

a) Renamed Table 7 (pteviously Table 6) to “Liner EOPC Comparison Summary.”
12) Table 6: Remove double/dark line above subtitle D cap.

a) Made cotrection as requested

13) Pg 9: Is Forsgten tecommending we proceed with the additional investigation based on
possible cost savings? If so, state it.

a) If credit is received for cap materials that are currently in place, a considerable cost
savings will be realized. Cost savings would result by minimizing the thickness of
additional covet matetials needed to achieve the required performance. Table 6 shows
the cost pet foot of cover thickness for various cover types, and it is evident that even a
small reduction in the final cover thickness significantly reduces the total cost. For this
reason, it is recommended that the County proceed with additional investigations of the
existing cover.

e Added recommendation to page 9.
14) Pg 9: Update Work Timeline section based on my previous timeline comments.
a) Made change as requested.
15) Appendix B: Pg 13 does not match Table 5 on pg 77

a) Cotrected the rounding in Table 5 to match up with the cost estimates located in
Appendix B.

16) Appendix B: Remove pgs 13, 14, 15, 16 include separately.
a) Made change as requested.

17) Appendix B: Estimates.....I notice 20% of the total cost is associated with engineering fees,

timeline.

after investigation. This seems vety high to me, please justify and correlate this to the design
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a) The estimated cost for engineeting setvices (including bidding and construction services)
for this type of project can range from approximately 10% to 20+% of the construction
cost, depending on the final scope of the design and construction management required
by the County and DEQ for an approved design and quality assurance. Further,
compating the potential fee for soft costs as a percentage of the EOPC for construction
costs is a simple method employed at a planning level to budget for potential soft costs,
including engineering. As the Society of Cost Estimating Engineers recommends a range
of -50% to +100% as apptoptiate for estimating project costs at the planning stage; we
typically use 20% of the EOPC for construction to estimate those soft costs. Fot our
region, our base fee is often lowet than the budgeted value while in other regions of the
countty, this value is often exceeded. Forsgren understands that this cost will be
determined at the scoping meeting with the County when the scope has been determined
ot better defined based on planning decisions that still need to be made. For this size of
ptoject, while the cost is most likely to decrease as a percentage of the construction
estimate, we have found through past expetience that estimates on the upper end of the
scale are useful in this initial planning. In most cases, project budgets are easier to scale
back as the scope is defined than to increase.

18) Pg 23: Include a legend for the slope analysis
a) Legend added as requested.

19) Pg 24: Please clatify the depths, ate these depth to trash or depths of each layer-what is the
starting point?

a) The depths shown in this exhibit are depths to the bottom final cover from the sutface.
Added desctiption in title block of the exhibit.

20) Pg 25: Is this proposed grading? If so, please label.
a) This is the proposed grading, enlarged the description of the exhibit in the title block.

21) We should discuss/map out the models to be used and information needed for these
models.

a) Please refer to the attached response.

Please review these comment tesponses. If you need additional information please do not hesitate
to call me at (208) 356-9201 ot send me an email at kharris@forsgren.com.

Respectfully,

Kevin Harris, P.E.
Forsgten Associates Inc.

cc: Ray Schwaller -Portage, Inc.
Attachments: Updated Repott, Response to comment #21

E



Landfill Cover Computer Models and Data Requirements

There are several numerical models that have been used to predict the performance of landfill covers.
Some of these models have been developed to specifically address landfill covers and others are general
vadose zone models developed to address the movement of water through unsaturated soil conditions.
Albright et al. (2002) compared the processes and attributes of 10 models for use in ET cover simulations.
The computer models evaluated included EPIC, CREAMS, HELP, SOILCOVER, HYDRUS2D,
UNSAT-H, SHAW, MUTIMED, LEACHM and TOUGH2. Three of these models, EPIC, CREAMS and
HELP are mass balance models, while the remaining models are based on Richards’ equation.

The Albright et al. (2002) study suggests that the Richards’ equation based codes (HYDRUS-2D and
UNSAT-H) were better able to capture the behavior of alternative earthen covers under both arid and
humid conditions than the simple water balance codes (HELP and EPIC). Albright et al. (2002) state that
“given the apparent limitations of water balance approach for alternative covers which function based
upon natural (soil-plant-atmosphere continuum) processes in contrast to compartmental analysis, it was
recommended that Richards’ equation based codes be adapted for alternative landfill cover designs.”

Albright et al. (2002) note that the largest difference in hydraulic property data requirements among the
codes is based whether the code uses water balance or Richard’s equation calculations. For both
approaches, the two most important properties are the ability of the soil to store water, i.e., water retention
curve, and the ability to transmit water, i.e., the hydraulic conductivity. Water balance models require
parameters that characterize the water retention curve, such as field capacity, wilting point or 15-bar
water content, and porosity or saturated water content. From these parameters, the drainable porosity
(saturated water content minus field capacity) and available water holding capacity (field capacity minus
wilting point) can be computed. In contrast, models which are based on Richards’ equation require a
function such as the van Genuchten or Brooks and Corey models to describe the water retention curve.
Laboratory data required to determine these function include ©(h) measurements and saturated hydraulic
conductivity.

Albright et al. (2002) did not provide a recommended computer model for ET cover simulations.
However, the authors did note that “UNSAT-H generally provided the most accurate predictions of
drainage and was relatively fast computationally” and that “mechanistically, the code appeared to be
superior to the other codes tested.”

A specific computer model will be selected and justified during a later task, however, based on Alright et
al. (2002) a model based on Richards’ equation will be selected. The two most prominent models in this
category include UNSAT-H and HYDRUS-2D.

General input data requirements for Richards’ equation based models include:

o Soil texture

e Soil albedo

e Topography/slope
e Site elevation



e Initial Soil Temperature

o Saturated Water Content/Porosity

e Saturated hydraulic conductivity

o Initial water content/head

e Depth to aquifer

e Laboratory 6(h) function parameters

e Potential transpiration

e  Growing season length

e Leafarea index

¢ Root density

e Root depth

o Canopy albedo

e Meteorological data including:
®  Hourly precipitation
= Potential evaporation
= Relative humidity
= Air temperature daily max/min
®  Daily solar radiation
*  Daily cloud cover
= Daily wind speed
= Latitude/longitude

References

Albright, W., G.Gee, G. Wilson, and M. Fayer. 2002. Alternative Cover Assessment Project Phase 1
Report, Publication No. 41183. Desert Research Institute, NV. 203 pp.

Fayer, M.J. and T.L. Jones, 1990. UNSAT-H: Unsaturated soil water and heat flow model. PNL-6779,
Pacific Northwest Laboratory, Richland, Washington.



Teton County Landfill ET Cap Evaluation

Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Introduction

This document describes and evaluates the existing Teton County Landfill evapotranspiration (ET) cap.
Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost (EOPC) evaluations are also included for the addition of soil to the
current ET cap, a Capillary ET Cap, a RCRA Subtitle D cap, and additional data collection required to
demonstrate a “value” of the existing ET cap. This information is to be used as a decision-making tool
for Teton County to weigh the cost-benefit ratio of convincing the Idaho Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) the existing ET cap has some intrinsic value and designing a rehabilitative addition to the
existing ET cap versus accepting the assertion the existing ET cap has no value with the attendant
conclusion that an entirely new cap will need to be designed and constructed over the top of the
existing cap. In addition, an initial evaluation of the current drainage and grading of the landfill based
on survey data supplied by Teton County was performed.

1.1 Background

The Teton County Landfill, owned by Teton County, Idaho, stopped accepting waste in 2007. An ET cap
was designed and constructed using local materials (see Figure 1). Prior to final closure acceptance by
DEQ, a leachate release was discovered in the spring of 2010. The source of the leachate is a perforated
drain pipe which penetrates the cap and transfers leachate from within the landfill to a newly
constructed leachate storage pond. On August 6, 2010, Teton County entered into a Voluntary Consent
Order with DEQ to determine the source of the leachate and develop a solution to prevent additional
leachate from leaving the landfill site.

Investigations completed in October of 2012 show that the leachate flows seasonally in the spring and
the amount of leachate recovered appears to be in direct relation with the amount of precipitation
(snow, snow melt, rain). Preliminary analysis of the ET Cap show that it is not functioning as designed
and is probably allowing water to percolate through the cap. Preliminary cap remediation designs were
submitted to DEQ, but did not receive final approval.

The County and DEQ determined that some additional effort was required to better understand the
performance of the existing ET Cap before moving forward with one of the preliminary remediation
designs and to satisfy the questions DEQ posed regarding the same preliminary remediation designs.
Therefore, the County authorized Forsgren Associates (and subconsultant Portage, Inc.) to develop a
corrective action plan which entails evaluating prior investigations of the cap material, validating the
existing data, and identifying any data gaps that need to be addressed to demonstrate an intrinsic value
of the current cap. The goal of this evaluation is to provide information needed to determine the best
method for rehabilitating the ET Cap to meet the DEQ determined performance standard, or replacing it
with a system that will prevent percolation into the waste material.

FORSGREN Page | 1 June 2013
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Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation 01-13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessiment

Existing Cap Evaluation

This section of the document describes and evaluates the existing Teton County Landfill
evapotranspiration (ET) cap. A summary of existing data, the “value” of the data collected to date with
respect to the efficacy of the ET cap, and data gaps needed to complete a modeling evaluation of the
cap are presented herein. The probable costs for collecting additional data are estimated.

2.1 Summary of Data Collected to Date

The following summarizes what is currently known about the existing ET cap with respect to physical
dimensions, density, and materials. The variability of each of these parameters is discussed in the
following paragraphs. This information is derived from several sources including:

e DEQ Comment Letter on Teton County Landfill Closure Plan — dated August 1, 2007

e DEQ Comment Letter on Revised Teton County Landfill Closure Plan — dated November 19, 2007

e Cap Performance Monitoring Plan, Teton County Municipal Landfill — dated July 2008

e Landfill Closure Plan Record Drawings — November 13, 2008

e INL Technical Review of Teton County Landfill Monitoring Plan — dated April 2009

e Nelson Engineering, Phase | Landfill Closure Cap Performance Evaluation Letter — dated Nov. 18,
2011

e Nelson Engineering, Phase Il ET Cap Investigation — dated October 3, 2012

e DEQ Comments for the Teton County Landfill, ET Cap Investigation, Phase Il Report — dated
November 13, 2012,

2.1.1 Physical Dimensions:
The final landfill cover encompasses 16.8 acres in area. Sixty-six (66) test borings were drilled into the
final cap in 2007 and five (5) test pits were excavated in 2012. The exhibits showing the test boring
locations are found in Appendix C. No test boring logs are available from the 2007 investigation, but the
thickness of the final cover and

interim cover/operations soil were

reported. Veputation
From these investigations, the ; - . | e—— rineGrainu
Soil Layer

following information regarding the
cap thickness is known. Data for the

final cover materials are reported it Cover
below, and most areas on the landfill
surface include an additional cap ?/7’// 7 00
thickness consisting of the interim V0 / 7

. : . 7 : e \Weste
cover/operations soil. The thickness / 7
of the interim cover/operations soil : Z
varies from O feet to 4.5 feet, with an ) L

Figure 1. Monolithic ET Cover

average of 1.4 feet as shown in Table
1.

crlssiciales Lo

FOKSG REN /,:éPORTAGE Page | 2 June 2013



Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation 01-13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Table 1. Summary of 2007 Interim Cover Calculations

Number of Test Borings 66

Approximate Spacing Between Borings 100 feet east-west and 150 feet north-south
Minimum Interim/Operations Cover Depth 0 foot

Maximum Interim/Operations Cover Depth 4.5 feet

Average Final Cover Depth 1.4 feet

Standard Deviation from Average 1.3 feet

Note: Interim Cover/Operational Soils depth is calculated from the Teton County Landfill - ET Cap
Investigation Phase Il Report prepared by Nelson Engineering, September 11, 2012. The Data is from
Exhibit E — 2007 Test Hole Location and Depth Table. The calculations are the result of the “Depth to
Bottom Final Cover” measurement subtracted from the “Depth to Top of Waste” measurement

Table 2. Summary of 2007 Final Cover Measurements

Number of Test Borings 66

Approximate Spacing Between 100 feet east-west and 150 feet north-south
Borings

Minimum Final Cover Depth* 1.0 foot

Maximum Final Cover Depth ' 6.0 feet

Average Final Cover Depth 3.82 feet

Standard Deviation from Average 0.96 feet

*Based on tabulated raw data; prior to any corrective actions. Footnotes to the raw data tables indicate
that areas having less than 3 feet of final cover had additional cover placed to meet the 3 feet of cover
called for in the design.

Table 3. Summary of 2012 Final Cover Measurements
Number of Test Pits 5
Locations/Areas Represented 4
Distance Between Tested Areas 300-400 feet
Minimum Final Cover Depth 1.5 feet
Maximum Final Cover Depth 4.25 feet

A figure showing the current cover depths is located in Appendix C.

2.1.2 Density:
In-place density and water content measurements were made with a nuclear density gauge (ASTM

Method D6938) at various depths within the test pits.

FORSG REN ?!%PORT AGE Page | 3 June 2013
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Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation O1=-13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Table 4. Summary of Final Cover Density Tests

TestDepth |  Numberof _ Max. Min.Dry | AverageDry | Standard .

_ BelowFinal | Measurements | Dry Density | Density (pcf) | Density (pcf) | Deviation

CoverSurface | ‘ (pcf) - .. el
1.0 12 122.4 87.6 104.8 13.2
2.0 13 134.2 84.5 106.8 184
3.0 6 21243 88.2 100.5 17.0
4.0 7 132.7 876 110.0-- 18.0
5.0 2 93.6 93.0 93.3 0.4

2.1.3 Materials:
The following describes the cap materials and variability.

The 2007 cap investigation identified the final cover depth and the depth to waste, inferring that the
material between those depths consisted of interim cover/operations soil. Additionally, thirteen cover
soil samples were analyzed for gradation (sieve analysis) and moisture content. The laboratory report
data sheets indicate that the laboratory tests were conducted by Nelson Engineering. The format of the
laboratory data for the sieve analysis and moisture content tests implies that typical engineering test
methods were followed; however the specific test methods (i.e., ASTM or AASHTO) are not named in
the report.

Five test pits representing four areas of the landfill cover were excavated in May of 2012. Specific
material information generated from the 2012 investigation consists of the following:

e Five (5) test pit logs showing field descriptions and depths;

e Agronomic tests [U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) classification, available water holding
capacity, field capacity, permanent wilting point] on one composite sample;

e Available water holding capacity and bulk density for six (6) test pit samples; and

e One saturated hydraulic conductivity (“permeability”) test on a composite sample.

The agronomic tests were performed by Western Laboratories, Inc. of Parma, ldaho, a laboratory that
provides soil testing for agricultural purposes. The laboratory data sheets do not name the specific test
methods (i.e., USDA or ASTM) that were followed. The saturated hydraulic conductivity test was
performed by Tetra Tech, Inc. The specific test method is not named on the data sheet; however the
data indicates that the method involved a constant head test in a flexible wall permeameter. That
implies that ASTM D 5084 or a similar method was used.

The sieve analysis data from samples collected at the time of closure are summarized in the following
table.

cf(.j.;e:un{r.; R
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Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation 01-13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Table 5. Cover Materlal Sleve Analysns Data (2007)

_ Location _ i

B7 2
B9 1 7
c9 3 9
D7 0 8
E3 6 11
E6 2 6
E9 9 20
G2 4 8
G6 9 12
G9
H1
H6
17

_MinimumValue| 0

- Max1mum Value| 3

~ Average
Standard Deviation |

The Phase Il Report by Nelson Engineering (October 3, 2012) summarizes results from the agronomic
and saturated hydraulic conductivity tests. With the exception of a single USDA classification test on
one composite sample, no tests were performed to determine the amount of clay or characteristics
(plasticity) of the fines.

2.2 Existing Data Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

As described in the previous section, there is a considerable amount of information collected to date
with respect to the landfill final cover thickness, density, moisture content (at the time of sampling), and
gradation of materials retained on a #200 U.S. standard sieve. There is some information pertaining to
the cover material’s agronomic and hydrologic properties.

The test pit logs and sieve analysis tests indicate that gi‘avel is present in the cover soil, mostly in small
uniformly distributed quantities but at higher percentages in two samples. The relationship between
the percent gravel and the soil’s hydrologic properties or ET cap performance has not been assessed at
this time. ’

Very limited information is available with respect to the amount of clay in the soil. Also, no tests were
performed to determine the plasticity of the fines (Atterberg limits per ASTM D4318), required for
engineering classification (Unified Soil Classification System, USCS) of fine-grained soils. With the
exception of one composite sample (showing 10% clay and USDA classification as loamy sand), there is
insufficient information to classify the cover soils by either engineering (USCS) or agricultural (USDA)
standards. Soil classification information provides a standard for: 1) defining areas within the cover that

Asspciales Lue,
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Teton County Landfiill ET Cap Rehabilitation O1-13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessiment

have similar soil properties, 2) evaluating the variability of materials, and 3) identifying representative
soil samples for testing purposes.

As reported by Nelson Engineering (December, 2012), a composite soil sample was tested for saturated
hydraulic conductivity and agronomic properties. The sample was comprised of equal portions of
material from Test Pits 451, 453, and 454. As such, the sample may represent certain average
properties of the landfill cover, but provides no insight to variability in the cover materials that will
affect the ET cap performance.

Appropriate models for evaluating the ET cap performance require input based on the unsaturated
hydraulic conductivity characteristics of the soil and the surface flux (water introduced by precipitation,
snowmelt, etc.). Hydrologic testing produces a soil moisture retention curve, relating unsaturated
hydraulic conductivity to water content (as shown in the example below). At this time, no soil moisture
retention curves have been developed for the Teton County Landfill ET cap materials. The relationships
between soil moisture and unsaturated flow parameters (i.e., soil suction and unsaturated hydraulic
conductivity) as represented by the soil moisture retention curves are necessary for predicting water
movement through the cap materials by computer modeling.

Water Retention Curves

1tk g Campbell model, clay
3 | ===van Genuchten madel, clay
Campbell model, silty loam
" = = ==yan Genuchten model, silty loam
10 3 E Campbell model, sand
‘ ] ‘van Genuchten model, sand
Q, ] | = Wilting point
]E: 1L J | Field capacity
(53 3
=4
2
£ 2| ]
g %
10'E S
1
100 ] 1 1 [l l
0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1

Soil wetness (fraction of saturation)
Figure 2. Example Soil Moisture Retention Curves

Based on the above discussions, there is currently insufficient data to fully assess the value of the
existing soil cover materials with respect to performance of the ET cap. A tiered approach is
recommended for collecting additional data for the cover materials. For statistical confidence, a
minimum of thirty sample points will be used to gather initial data, upon which decisions for further
testing will be made. Sampling points placed in an equilateral triangular distribution or similar will best
represent the area of concern. An example layout of the initial sample points is provided in Appendix A.

The recommended approach for collecting additional data includes the following steps:

Page | 6 June 2013
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Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

1. Excavate, backfill, and prepare a written log for an additional 30 or more test pits within the
surface cover (to a depth of three feet).

2. Measure in-place density and moisture content.

3. Collect representative samples from all test pit locations.
Classify all soil samples per ASTM 2488 [Standard Practice for Description and ldentification of
Soils (Visual-Manual Procedure)].

5. Submit a minimum of 8 representative samples (capturing the full range of variability in
materials based on field identification) to the laboratory for classification purposes.

6. Upon receiving the initial laboratory test results, analyze the data to determine the range of
materials that are represented.

7. Based upon the previous step, submit 4 or 5 representative samples to the laboratory for
hydrologic testing.

8. Complete the analysis and written report as appropriate for the above steps.

The numbers of samples and selection of tests is estimated at this time, based on the known
information and perceived variability in the cover materials. Decisions on the actual numbers of
samples to be submitted for laboratory testing will be based on field observations and subsequent
testing.

The additional data can be used to model the performance of the existing ET cap and support
recommendations for design, including any additions or value gained from the existing landfill cover
materials.

2.2.1 Data Collection Reasons/Goals
The reasons/goal for additional sampling and testing of the current cap can be summarized as follows:

e Itis necessary to understand the full range of materials present in the cap and how the variation of
materials will affect water infiltration, and therefore cap performance.

e The current data does not provide a complete picture. The number and representativeness of tests
(encompassing the various soil types present) is insufficient.

e Specific soil properties must be determined to model the cap performance with appropriate
computer simulations and attain reasonable confidence in the results.

e Another goal of testing is to determine the extent that the existing cap can contribute to overall
cover performance, and whether certain portions of the existing cap are less effective (and
potentially need replacement) or if there are cover areas that are more effective and can be
retained as part of the final solution.

2.2.2 Data Collection Costs
The following table summarizes estimated costs for collecting additional data as described in the
previous section.
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Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation 01-13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Table 6. Estimated Costs for Addltlonal Data Collectlon

Description . | Cost Estimate

Field lnvestlgatlon ‘ Excavate test pits, log subsurface condltlons and $8,800*
materials, measure in-place densities and moisture
contents, and collect representative samples.

Classification Tests Perform laboratory tests on 8 to 10 samples, suchas | $4,700
sieve analysis, Atterberg limits, USDA textural
‘ classification, specific gravity, and moisture content.
Hydrologic Tests Perform laboratory tests on 4 or 5 samples, including | $4,300
: development of each moisture retention curve and
associated hydrologic properties.
Analysis and Reporting Field classify and segregate samples, evaluate initial $8,000
test results to determine further testing needs,
submit samples to the appropriate laboratories,
evaluate and report final test results.
TOTAL ESTIMATE : , o $25,800

*Assumes Teton County will provide a backhoe and operator for excavating/backfilling test pits.

Attached in Appendix B there is a quote and further information regarding hydrologic testing.

The data collection and analysis in the current scope of the County’s agreement with Forsgren
Associates Inc. does not include this effort; it was shifted to the “Additional Services” section during
revisions to the agreement due to comments from DEQ regarding validating the exiting ET cap.
However, as described in this portion of the agreement, additional sampling of representative soils and
subsequent laboratory testing will provide sufficient data to determine the moisture retention
properties of representative soils. Most of the scope for this data collection is described in this section
of the work agreement.

EOPC Comparison for Cap Replacement/Augmentation Forsgren

Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost
(EOPC) evaluations were performed for ; , 54 y
three types of landfill cap options. '
Currently, the landfill has an ET liner that

€ \opetstion

e (10 Grtinned

is approximately 3 feet thick across the Soil tuyer
site. Other options for landfill caps ey

include a Capillary ET liner which isan ET il - E‘::’:ﬁ’d toyer
liner overlying a courser-grained (lower) e -

ape s L 2riN COVL
layer under unsaturated condition to e o

e
capture any precipitation that percolates //’/// /
through the evapotranspiration layer.
This Capillary ET liner would use the /

7

existing ET liner as the lower layer with
the new construction of both a course-
grained layer and a fine-grained soil layer.

e Waste

Figure 3. Capillary Barrier ET Cover
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Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation 01-"13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

The final option is a RCRA Subtitle D liner that uses geotextiles and/or clay liners with a small hydraulic
conductivity that eliminates precipitation from entering the waste. A summary of the costs for these
liner types along with an ET cap and a Capillary Break ET cap based on the cost per foot of final cover
material placed is summarized in the table below. Detailed EOPC’s are in Appendix B. These estimates
are based on transporting the soil from an area 15 miles from the landfill at a price of $12 per cubic yard
of soil.

Table 7. Liner EOPC Comparison Summary
' ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
FORSGREN

C7‘L/5 sociates e

COST SUMMARY

Project No. 01-13-0031

Project: Teton County Landfill Cap Rehablhtatlon ‘ ~ Date: 3-Jun-13
Client: Teton County, Idaho . . . Prepared by: KIH

ITEM TOTAL (3 Foot Fmal Cover) | TOTAL (Per Foot of Final Cover)
NEW 3-FOOT ET CAP S 3,121,000 | $ 1,091,000
CAPILLARY BREAK ET CAP S 3,582,000°|:$ ‘ 1,597,000
SUBTITLE D CAP $ 4,128,000 NA

As illustrated in the table above, the cost savings per foot of ET liner for this site is estimated at over $1
million per foot of cover material. If more than 3 feet of additional soil is required to be placed above
the existing liner to meet performance standards, a Capillary Break ET Cap would begin to make
economic sense for the design. If more than 3.75 feet of additional fill is required, then a Subtitle D cap
would meet the performance standards with similar costs as adding to the ET liner.

Based on these estimates, demonstrating an intrinsic value to the existing liner has the potential to
provide significant cost savings to the County. Cost savings would result by minimizing the thickness of
additional cover materials needed to achieve the required performance. Table 7 shows the cost per foot
of cover thickness for various cover types, and it is evident that even a small reduction in the final cover
thickness significantly reduces the total cost. For this reason, it is recommended that the County
proceed with additional investigations of the existing cover.

Site Drainage and Grading

3.1 Existing Condition

The landfill cap was originally designed with slopes sufficient to allow snow melt and a portion of
precipitation events to drain away from the ET cap. Current survey data shows areas where slopes are
inadequate to allow this drainage to occur as illustrated in the Proposed Grading and Existing and
Proposed Profiles Exhibits located in Appendix C. Inadequate slopes are defined as those less than 3%.
Areas that allow ponding to occur contribute to percolation entering the waste. These areas are located
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at the northeast and southeast corners of the landfill, and on top of the mound located near the center
of the landfill.

3.2 Proposed Grading

In order to allow sufficient drainage across the landfill, a grading plan was developed that modifies these
areas discussed above to slopes of at least 3%. The Proposed Grading and Existing and Proposed Profiles
Exhibits located in Appendix C illustrate the grading required. The stockpile of soil material located
adjacent to the landfill could be used to provide the fill for this proposed grading. Based on the
topographical information that was provided by the County, approximately 21,025 cubic yards of fill
material will be needed for this grading plan.

Work Timeline

A work timeline has been created and is included in Appendix D. This timeline assumes that additional
data is collected from the cap material to determine if a “value” can be assigned to the existing ET cap.
This schedule would allow for data to be collected during the summer and fall months of this year. Once
the data is collected, reviewed, and modeled, design would occur during the winter months and be
complete with agency review in March 2014. The project could then be bid and constructed during the
summer months of 2014.
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Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation

Appendix A

Recommended Sample Locations
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Appendix B
Hydrologic Testing Quote and Supporting Information

Appendices\B\Appendix B.pdf

Document is attached
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Engineer’s Opinion’s of Probably Cost (EOPC’s)

ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST

FORSGREN

Asseciates Tue. ET CAP

01-13-0031 ‘ ; ~
Project: Teton County Landﬁll Cap Rehablhtatlon . Date; 3-Jun-13

Chént: Teton County, Idaho ‘ ‘ Prepared by: KLH
UNIT PROCESS / lTEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY | UNIT | UNITPRICE  Total Price
CONSTRUCTIONGOSTS e '

1 Mobilization 5 % 102,355
2 ET Cap Soil (includes 15 mile haul) 96,800 cY $18.67 1,807,256
3 ET Cap Soil Placement 96,800 cY $2.00 193,600
4 Monitoring Lysimeters 5 Each $3,250.00 16,250
5 Monitoring Wells - Each 2,500 0
6 Revegetation 20 AC 1,500 30,000

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 2,149,461
Confidence Factor : 85% $ 322,419
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ' $ 2,471,880

Non Construction Costs ‘ _; m
1 Design Senices 9% $ 222,469
2 Bid Senices ‘ 1% $ 24,719
3 Construction Observation/Inspection 9% $ 222,469
4 Post Construction Senvces | 1% $ 24,719
SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS ' $ 494,376

OTHER PROJECT COSTS ‘ ‘ .

1 PER/Facility Planning Study $ -
2. |Water Sampling and Testing 3 =
3 Pilot Testing $ -
4 Eguipment Preselection Support $ -
5 Legal/Bonding & Audit $ -
6 Suneying $ 6,000
7 Geotechnical Investigation $ -
8 Contract Administration and Funding Support $ =
$ 6,000

SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS

PROJECT CONTINGENCY

Contingency. on project costs

] $ 148,613

TOTAL ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE PROJEGT COST (nearest $1,000) 3,121,000
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST

FORSGREN

Assuciates Lue. CAPILLARY BREAKET

Project No.  01-13-0031 ;
Project: Teton County Landfill Cap Rehabilitation ~ Date: 3-Jun-13
Client; Teton County, Idaho ; _ Prepared by: KLH

| LineNo. | UNITPROCESS /ITEM DESCRIPTION ' UNITPRICE  Total Price
CONSTRUCTION GOSTS - £ |
1 Mobilization 5 % $ 117,521
2 ET Cap Soil (includes 15 mile haul) 96,800 cY $1867] $ 1,807,256
3 ET Cap Soil Placement 96,800 cY $2.00| $ 193,600
4 Monitoring Lysimeters 5| Each $3,250.00( $ 16,250
5 Monitoring Wells - Each $2,500.00| $ -
6 Revegetation 20 AC $1,500.00| $ 30,000
7 Geotextile 871,200 SF $0.27| $ 235,224
8 Grawvel 16,133 cY $4.22| $ 68,081
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS ‘ ; - ; ‘
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ! $ 2,467,932
Confidence Factor 85% $ 370,190
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ; ' $ 2,838,122

Non Construction Costs .
255,431

1 Design Senvices 9% $

2 Bid Senvces , 1% $ 28,381

3 Construction Observation/inspection 9% $ 255,431

4 Post Construction Senices 1% $ 28.381
$ 567,624

SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS
OTHER PROJECT COSTS ‘
1 PER/Eacility Planning Study
Water Sampling and Testing
Pilot Testing
Equipment Preselection Support
Legal/Bonding & Audit
Suneying
Geotechnical Investigation
Contract Administration and Funding Support
SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS

QU RN

R P € A B R & H &
¥

PROJECT CONTINGENCY

Contingency on project costs $ 170,587

TOTAL ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE PROJECT COST (nearest $1,000) 3,582,000
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST

FORSGREN

Asspciates Tne. SUBTITLE D CAP

ProjectNo.  01-13-0031 ﬁ

Poject:  Teton County Landfill Cap Rehabilitation - ~ Date; 3-Jun-13
Teton County, Idaho' , » Prepared by: KLH
' _| QUANTITY | UNIT | UNITPRICE __ Total Price

Moblhzatlon 5 % k 133,318

1
2 Soil Cower 18" 48,400 cY $18.67 903,628
3 Soil Placement 48,400 CcY $1.50 72,600
4 40 Mil Textured LLDPE 871,200 SF $0.55 479,160
5 Single Side 250 Mil Drainage Net 871,200 SF $0.55 479,160
6 Geosynthetic Clay Liner (GCL) 871,200 SF $0.84 731,808
7 Gas Vents 5 Each $3,000.00 : 15,000
8 Rewegetation 20 AC 1,500 30,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS - . = - ‘
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST : 3 2,844,674
Confidence Factor k . 85% $ 426,701

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ‘ - $ 3,271,375

Non Construction Costs . :
294.424

1 Design Senices 9% $

2 Bid Senices 1% $ 32,714

3 Construction Obsewatlon/lnspectlon 9% $ 294,424

4 Post Construction Senices 1% $ 32,714
$

SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS

OTHER PROJECT COSTS '
1 PER/Facility Plannmg Study

Water Sampling and Testing

Pilot Testing

Equipment Preselection Support

Legal/Bonding & Audit

Suneying

Geotechnical Investigation

Contract: Administration and Funding Support

SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS

654,275

O~ O WEN

BR P P O H B Ph P
1

PROJECT CONTINGENCY

Contingency on project costs 13 196,582
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ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST

FORSGREN!

Assiciales Tne. ET CAP PER FOOT

ProjectNo.  01-13-003 1 ~ ‘ ‘

Project:  Teton County Landfill Cap Rehabilitation ~ ; Date: 3-Jun-13

clent:  Teton County, Idaho - - _ Prepared by: KLH
LineNo. | UNITPROCESS/ITEM DESCRIPTION | QUANTITY | UNIT [UNITPRICE  Total Price

CONSTRUCTION COSTS e
5 %

1 Mobilization 35,660
2 ET Cap Soil {includes 15 mile haul) 32,267 cY $18.67 602,425
3 ET Cap Soil Placement 32,267 cY $2.00 64,534
4 Monitoring Lysimeters 5 Each $3,250.00 16,250
5 Monitoring Wells - Each 2,500 0
6 Revegetation 20 AC 1,500 30,000

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 748,869
Confidence Factor 85% $ 112,330
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 861,200
Non Construction Costs . ‘ , _

1 Design Senices 9% $ 77,508
2 Bid Senices ; 1% 3 8,612
3 Construction Obsenvation/Inspection ' 9% $ 77,508
4 Post Construction Senices 1% 3 8,612
SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS $ 172,240

OIHER PROJECT COSTS 5 = ‘
1 PER/Facility Planning Study $ -
2 Water Sampling and Testing 3 -
3 Pilot Testing $ -
4 Equipment Preselection Support $ =
5 Legal/Bonding & Audit $ -
6 Suneying $ 6,000
7 Geotechnical Investigation $ =
8 Contract Administration and Funding Support $ -
$ 6,000

SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS

PROJECT CONTINGENCY .
Contingency on project costs $ 51,972
TOTAL ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE PROJECT COST (nearest $1,000) §$ 1,091,000
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01-13-0031

Project No.

Project:

Client;

FORS

01-13-0031

GREN

Associates Lue.

ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST

Teton County Landfill Cap Rehablhtatlon

Teton County, Idaho -
UNIT PROCESS / ITEM DESCRIPTION
CONSTRU CTIONCOSTS

CAPILLARY BREAKET

Date: 3-Jun-13
Prepared by: KLH

QUANTITY | UNIT | UNITPRICE _ ;TotalPﬁceif

81,321

Non Construction Costs

1 Mobilization 8 % $

2 ET Cap Soil (includes 15 mile haul) 32,267 cY $18.67] $ 602,419

3 ET Cap Soil Placement 32,267 cY $2.00] $ 64,533

4 Monitoring Lysimeters 5| Each $3,250.00| $ 16,250

5 Monitoring Wells - Each $2,500.00| $ -

6 Revegetation 20 AC $1,500.00{ $ 30,000

7 Geotextile 871,200 SF $027! $ 235,224

8 Grawel 16,133 cy $4.22| $ 68,081

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS , 1 ~ ; ‘

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $ 1,097,828
Confidence Factor 85% $ 164,674
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST  $ 1,262,502

9% 113,625

QN0 OVRTWIN

Pilot Testing

Equipment Preselection Support

L.egal/Bonding & Audit
Suneying

Geotechnical Investigation

SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS
OTHER PROJECT COSTS .
PER/Facility Planning Study
Water Sampling and Testing

1 Design Senvices $

2 Bid Senvices 1% $ 12,625

3 Construction Observation/Inspection 9% $ 113,625

4 Post Construction Senices 1% $ 12,626
$

Contract Administration and Funding:Support

252,500

PROJECT CONTINGENCY
Contingency:on project costs

SUBTOTAL OTHER PROJECT COSTS

AR P R B B P P PH
1

$ 76,050

TOTALE
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olssiciates Dne
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NGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE PROJECT COST (nearest $1,000) $ 1,697,000

Page | 19

June 2013



Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation 01=-13-0031
Existing Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Appendix C

Nelson Engineering Test Pit Location 2007
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Nelson Engineering Test Pit Location 2012
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Existing Cover Exhibit
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Appendix D
Timeline

sting Data Review and Cost/Benefit Assessment

Teton County Landfill ET Cap Rehabilitation
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) Task  |Task Name TDuration  |Start Finish [Prede/Resource Names [ May5,'13 12,3 |May19,'13 _ [May26,13 n2,'3 Tun16,13  [un23,"13  Dun30,13  [ul7,'13 14,43 [dl21,13  [Jul28,13  [Aug4,'13  |AuglL,"13 __ |Augl8,13 | Aug25,'13 i Sep1,'13 _ |Sep8,'13 | Sep15,'13  Isep22,'13  [Sen2s,'t
0 |Mode [ TFISSMTWT F\S‘{S\JTWTIF\SISMT;V\/T‘F‘S‘S‘MTWT\F‘S s’MT.WT\F\s\s\MTWTJF\S*S\MTWT\F\svs\MTWTlF\s’s\MTWT\Fls\slMTWTor)s ST T ElsIsIM T TlE[s[sM TIWT] F\s\sIMT‘WT\F\sisfMT_T\F\s‘sMTVJTIF\s\stTWﬂFJs sMTJWT\F]s‘sMTWT\F{s SIMTVT FIS SIM T T]FIS sIMTW T
ol Durapatching 91.69 days Wed 5/1/13 Thu 8/29/13 Temp 1,Temp 2
$2000E- 2 Mile Gravel Overlay 10.31 days Mon5/13/13 Thu5/23/13 S2000E- 2 Mile Gravel Overlay T
Gravel/Grade Rd 10.31 days Mon 5/13/13 Thu 5/23/13 Crew 5,Crew 1,Crew 6,Crew 2,Crew 3,Crew 4,Crew 7 Gravel/Grade Rd
T # $2000W- 0.5 Mile Gravel Overlay (old  5.06 days Mon 5/27/13 Thu 5/30/13 52000W- 0.5 Mile Grave! Overlay (old Victor)
Victor) )
=3 Gravel/Grade Rd 5.06 days  Mon 5/27/13 Thu 5/30/13 Crew 5,Crew 1,Crew 6,Crew 2,Crew 3,Crew 4,Crew Gravel/Grade Rd
Pust Abatement 15.56 days Mon 6/3/13 Thu 6/20/13 Dust Abatement
h=% Prep Roads for Dust Abatement 15.56 days? Mon 6/3/13  Thu 6/20/13 Crew 2,Crew 7 Prep Roads for Dust Abatement
b= Grade & Water for Dust Abatement 10.31 days ‘Mon 6/10/13 Thu 6/20/13 Crew 6 Grade & Water for Dust Abatement
' Fog Seal Bates Rd 2.44days Mon 6/17/13 Tue 6/18/13 Fog Seal Bates Rd
2 Sweep Road 1.13days Mon 6/17/13 Mon 6/17/13 Crew 1 Sweep Road
= Traffic Control 113 days Tue6/18/13 Tue6/18/13 10 Crew 1,Crew3 Traff‘?;sontml
5 §750 E Gravel Overtay 3.75days Tue6/25/13 Thu6/27/13 S750 E Gravel Overlay
2 Gravel Overlay 3.75days Tue6/25/13 Thu6/27/13 Crew 5,Crew 3,Crew 2,Crew 4,Crew 7,Crew 1,Crew 6 Grave! Overlay
¥ Grade/Prep for 4th of JUly 2 days Tue7/2/13 Wed7/3/13 Grade/Prep for 4th of JUly
Grading 2 days Tue7/2/13  Wed 7/3/13 Crew 2,Crew 3,Crew 4,Crew 7,Crew 1,Crew 6,Crew T
s Chip Seal - South Leigh Area 7.69 days Mon 7/15/13 Tue 7/23/13 Chip Seal - South Leigh Area
= Mobilize 1.13days Mon 7/15/13 Mon 7/15/13 Crew 5,Crew 1,Foreman,Supervisor,Crew 2,Crew Mobilize
2 Chip Sealing 3.75days Tue7/16/13 Thu7/18/13 17 Supervisor,Crew 5,Crew 6,Crew 2,Crew 3,Crew chi Sealing
=% Sweeping 2.44 days? Mon7/22/13 Tue 7/23/13 18 Crew1l —S\iﬂ:‘ing
i 'W4000$ 1.25 Miles Gravel Overlay 12.94 days Wed 7/24/13 Thu 8/8/13 W4000S 1.25 Miles Gravel Overlay
Gravel Overlay 12.94 days Wed 7/24/13 Thu 8/8/13 Crew 5,Crew 3,Crew 2,Crew 4,Crew 7,Crew 1,Crew 6 Grave! Overlay
59 Chip Seal - Bates/Cemetary/Victor 7.69 days Mon 8/12/13 Tue 8/20/13 Chip Seal - Bates/Cemetary/Victor
2 Mobilize 1.13days Mon 8/12/13 Mon 8/12/13 Crew 5,Crew 1,Foreman,Supervisor,Crew 2,Crew Mobllize
=3 Chip Sealing 3.75days Tue8/13/13 Thu8/15/13 23  Supervisor,Crew 5,Crew 6,Crew 2,Crew 3,Crew ch
4,Temp 1,Temp 2,Crew 7,Crew 1,Foreman
= Sweeping 2.44 days? Mon 8/19/13 Tue 8/20/13 24 Crew1l
7 Rammell Mountain Rebuild 28.69 days Wed 8/21/13 Thu 9/26/13 Rammell Mountain Rebuild
2 Full Reconstruction 28.69 days Wed 8/21/13 Thu 9/26/13 Crew 5,Crew 3,Crew 2,Crew 4,Crew 7,Crew 1,Crew 6 Full Reconstruction
RE®: Sommer  2eV> PROVEET SQAEDRQNS
Project: 2011 Project Schedula Re |  Task CEIEEEEE)  Milestone L4 Project Summary External Mil < Inactive Milestone < Manual Task Manual Summary Rollup sz Start-only c Deadline A
Date: Tue 7/2/13 Split Gerrrerasaaaae Summary PSRRIy Fyternal Tasks Inactive Task C———————7 Inactive Summary U= Duration-only Manual Summary Ay Finish-only Progress e
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