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CITY
OF INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION
GAINESVILLE
Item No: 4
TO: I:City Plan Board DATE: April 19,2001
FROM: Planning Division Staff

SUBJECT:  Petition 30WSU-01CC Watson Construction, agent for. Conrad Yelvington
Distributors, Inc. A special use permit for Wellfield Protection and
development plan review for construction of a concrete batch plant and
asphalt plant with associated aggregate storage and master stormwater
design. Zoned: I-2 (general industrial district). Located in the 7600 block,
east of US 441.

Re endation

Planning staff recommends approval of Petition 30WSU-01 CC, based on the
findings of facts listed below and with the conditions as specified in this report
and the Technical Review Committee preliminary plan review conditions as
attached. <8 &,

Explanation

The petition is a request to amend petition 42SPL-00DB, Yelvington Aggregate
Distrubution Center to add an asphalt batch plant and a concrete batch plant and
associated stormwater management facilities. See the preliminary development
plan, dated April 3, 2001, Exhibit land 2. The subject property isa49. 64 acre
site located in the 7600 block of US 441. The subject property is zoned 1-2
(General Industrial District) and AG (Agriculture District). ‘

WELLFIELD PROTECTION SPECIAL USE PERMIT

The subject property, is a 49-acre parcel which currently has received
Development Review Board approval for the development of an aggregate
distribution center. The total site controlled by that development plan includes
an area in the tertiary zone of the Wellfield District. See map of Wellfield
Tertiary Zone Boundary, Exhibit 3. The Petitioner now requests approval of an
asphalt batch plant and a concrete batch plant which were not part of the earlier
requests, reviews or hearings. Planning staff has found that the entire site must
be reviewed under the provisions of the Special Use Permit because the property
continues into the tertiary zone and because elements of the development plan are
within the tertiary zone of the Wellfield District. Since the proposed use involves
the use of hazardous materials and a stormwater management system with outfall
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Industrial pre-treatment plants shall be allowed.

Condition 8: If deemed necessary at final plan review by GRU, the
petitioners shall obtain an industrial pre-treatment permit for wastewater
discharge to sanitary scwer system.

4. That the proposed use complies with all federal, state and loeal laws, rules,
regulations, and ordinances now and hereafier in force which may be
applicable to the use of the site,

It is anticipated that local, state and federal permits will be obtained in
accordance with the procedutés of the each permitting agency. Permits that
are required for the proposed asphalt and concrete batch plants amendment
include:

Final Development Plan Approval

Suwanee River Water Management District Permit

Hazardous Materials Storage License (ACEDP) required prior to
construction i

Industrial Pre-treatment Permit (GRU), if deemed necessary by GRU

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Air Quality Permit (F DEP)

United States Environmental Protection Agency

See Exhibit 6, Koogler and Asscociates, April 10, 2001.

5. That the proposed use is not exempt under section 30-202 of this code.

The proposed use and operation is not associated with the Murphree Water
Treatment Plant or electric transmission and distribution system. It does not
involve the provision of utility service by a government-owned utility. The
facility is not associated with Gainesville Regional Utilities centralized
potable water and wastewater systems. The development is proposed to be
connected to the GRU wastewater system. The use and operation involves
the storage, use and manufactiire of hazardous materials, which are not
exempt under the Hazardous Materials Management Code. See Exhibit 3
and Exhibit 7,

DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW

Article VII of the Land Development Code requires the reviewing Board to
consider the following factors in their review of an intermediate development
plan,

1. Whether the plan meets submittal requirements of the land development code
including payment of fees and compliance with submittal schedules to ensure

adequate notice and review.
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The preliminary plan was submitted in accordance with the submittal
schedule and was sufficient for review in accordance with Article VII. The
Technical Review Committee has reviewed the development plan and has
found the plan approvable, subject to conditions.

2. Whether the proposed development is consistent with the comprehensive plan,
Loy sais wthe land development code, applicable special area plans and other applicable
N regulations.

Comprehensive Plan

See Wellfield Special Use permit criteria number 3 above.

al

(a)

(b

©

(d

velopm de
Zoning:

Asphalt and asphaltic mixtures for paving are classsified as IN 2951.
Ready-mixed concrete, production and distribution is classified as IN
3273. Both of these industries, which are included in Division D of the
Standard Industrial Classification Manual, are permitted uses in I-2
zoning district. The subject property, includes a 5 acre tract, zoned AG,
located in the eastern portion of the site, adjacent to SR121. The land
use and zoning of this portion of the site provide an adjacent use buffer
to the residential planned developments on the east side of SR121.

Surrounding zoning and existing uses:

Adjacent property is zoned I-2 to the south, County A-1 to the west
(pending land use amendment to Single Family), AG to the North and
PD (residential) to the East, on the east side of SR121. See map showing
the mix of uses surrounding the subject property within a one-half mile
radius, Exhibit 8.

Intensity of development:

The proposed total impervious area (including all building area) is 26.6%
of the 49.64-acre site. Open space totals 73.4% of the site. The plan
meets the requirement of the industrial land use category that limits the
total development to 80% of the site.

Environmental overlay districts:

The developed site includes FEMA flood plain and wetland areas. The
previously approved development plan provided on-site mitigation of
wetland area located near US441. The proposed amendment does not
alter the wetland area or previously approved mitigation.
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(e)

The proposed stormwater management system is a wet detention system.
The petitioners are proposing an industrial pre-treatment basin, which
discharges to the master stormwater management basin. The master
stormwater basin discharges to the wetland. The truck washing system
for the concrete trucks is a closed system designed to re-cycle the
wastewater. This system is designed for the twenty-five year storm, with
flood routing the pre-treatment basin. The asphalt truck washing system
is designed for wastewater discharge to the centralized sewer system.

Access and parking:

The project will only have access on US 441. Roadway capacity is
available on US 441 for the proposed trips. There is a median with a left
turn storage lane located at this location on US 441.

The estimated total truck trips of the entire development is 240 trips per
day. The proposed total vehicle trips is 300 per day. The truck trips that
would otherwise bring aggregate to the site for the asphalt plant and
concrete plant are captured within the site. The Yelvington plan also
provides an internal circulation system for aggregate sales to the
Whitehurst site. The previously approved development plan provides for
the construction of a railroad line to bring the aggregate to the site.

The property is accessed by a driveway easement to US 441, and no
frontage along US 441. The site is not served by sidewalk, and no
sidewalk is required since there is no frontage on a public street.

The proposed amendment will add 4 additional parking spaces to the site.
The petitioners have not shown any bicycle parking.

Condition A: Provide one bicycle parking space.

(f) Dimensional requirements:

(®

The I-2 district requires a 25-foot front yard setback, a 20-foot side yard
setback, and a 10-foot rear-yard setback, which are provided on the
development plan. The I-2 zoned property is not adjacent to any
residential zoning districts. Within 100 feet of any property which is in a
residential district or which is shown for residential use on the future
land use map of the comprehensive plan, all activity and use except
storage of equipment and parking shall be conducted within completely
enclosed structures. The proposed amendment and the existing
development are more than 100 feet from any residential development.
There are no height restrictions in the I-2 district.

Landscape and buffering:
The proposed development plan amendment includes a total of 36.4

acres of open space, 73.4% of the site. The code requires 20% of the
site to be developed as open space or landscaped area.
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The landscape plan approved by petition 42SPL-00 DB provided a row
of cedars along the south and west property lines, a landscaped
stormwater basin and wetland/open space to the east. The land use and
zoning of the east portion of the site provides an adjacent use buffer to
the residential planned developments on the east side of SR121. There is
no buffer to the north consistent with the installation of the railroad line
to the site. The property also is separated from US 441 by a 200-foot
railroad right-of-way and a 50-foot public utilities right-of-way. The
former Greenways of Gainesville (the Weiss property) will be separated
from the proposed industrial site by the CSX railroad, the GRU easement
and US 441. No street buffer is required. The petitioners have not
provided shading for the four parking spaces due to their concern that
tree debris not be introduced into the aggregate, concrete and asphalt.
The subject property, includes a S-acre tract, zoned AG, located in the
eastern portion of the site, adjacent to SR121, see Exhibit 1, sheet 1 of 6.

(h) Dust:

The proposed development plan amendment includes the following
dust/air particulate controls: the stabilized areas shall be kept watered;
the security fence along the south and west sides of the compound will
include a vinyl covering to provide screening (see note 14, sheet 1 of 6 in
the development plan); the south and west perimeter of the property will
be planted with a row of cedars, see Exhibit 1 LS, and the internal
driveway system will be paved to the Watson development, see Exhibit
1, sheet 2 of 6.

Condition B: Pave the driveway to the Whitehurst site.

Condition C: The stabilized areas of the site shall be kept watered and the
security fence shall be equipped with a vinyl covering to provide screening.

Condition D: The applicant shall develop an air monitoring plan for
particulate matter of size 10 microns or less (PM-10), acceptable to the City
Manager or his designee, prior to final plan approval. The implementation
monitoring plan must include the proposed number, location and frequency
of sampling to be submitted to the City. Additionally, the plan must include
corrective measures to be taken in the event that monitoring of the PM-10
National Ambient Air Quality Standards of the Clean Air Act (40CFR Part
50) have been exceeded.

(i) Odor:

The petitioners have submitted a letter, from Koogler and Associates,
Environmental Services stating that they will be in compliance with Rule 62-
296.320(2), Florida Administrative Code, see Exhibit 9. This rule states:
Objectionable Odor Prohibited - No person shall cause, suffer, allow or
permit the discharge of air pollutants which cause or contribute to
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objectionable odor. The proposed compliance will be attained through air
dispersion of potentially odorous compounds, as well as by natural site
buffering.

Condition E: Petitioners shall be in compliance with Rule 62-296.320(2)
F.A.C., regarding odor.

(j) Noise:

The petitioners have submitted a noise impact analysis prepared by
Golder Associates Inc, see Exhibit 10. The study consisted of measuring
the background noise levels and the octave bands at the project
boundaries and at the nearby residential community to the east. The
background noise data, along with the noise emitted by the project
during operations, were used to determine the total noise impact. Noise
monitoring was performed at five sites. The study states that the noise
levels predicted for all the receivers was well be low the HUD 65L4,
standard for acceptable noise levels.

Condition F: The development shall be in compliance with the City of
Gainesville Noise Ordinance, Ordinance 981314,

(k) Vibration:

Condition G: No use of any property shall cause perceptible earth
vibrations beyond any property line. All machinery shall be placed on shock
absorption mounting and on suitable reinforced footings. No machine shall
be loaded beyond the capacity as described by the manufacturers.

(1) Applicable special area plans:
No special area plans apply to the site.

Whether the proposed development meets the level of service requirements
adopted in the City of Gainesville Comprehensive Plan. Proof of meeting
these standards shall exist in the form of a certificate of concurrency
exemption, certificate of preliminary or final concurrency (as applicable at
the particular development review stage), or certificate of conditional
COnCUrrency reservation.

A certificate of preliminary concurrency has been approved for this petition.
The subject property is not in the TCEA, and is subject to all concurrency
requirements.
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Electric, water, sanitary sewer and gas are available to the site and have
adequate capacity to service the proposed use.

Condition: Water supply shall be adequate to meet fire flow requirements.

4. Whether the proposed development complies with other applicable factors
and criteria prescribed by the comprehensive plan, the land development
code or other applicable law.

In addition to the permits required by the proposed amendment, Petition
42SPL-00DB will also require an FDOT permit for work in FDOT right-of-
way and for construction of the railroad line. A Suwanee River Water
Management Permit has been received for the original development plan.

RH:CRM
Attachments
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SITE PLAN EVALUATION SHEET

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 334-5072 M.S. 58

Petition No. 30WSU-01CC Review Date: 4/9/01 Review Type:

Review For :Technical Review Committee Plan Reviewed: 04/10/01 Preliminary Final

Description, Agent & Location: Watson Asphalt Plant Project Planner:

Eng, Denman 7600 block US 441 Carolyn Morgan

X] APPROVED [ ] APPROVED [ ] DISAPPROVED
(as submitted) (subject to below)

X] Alachua County Environmental Review Required Comments By:
[ ] Alachua County Environmental Review Not Required

[ ] 100 Yr. critical duration storm event must be analyzed.

E| SJRWMD stormwater permit is required.

[] Treatment volume must be recovered within 72 Hrs. (F.S. of 2)

Approved for Concurrency
REVISIONS / RECOMMENDATIONS:

Engineer

1. A Suwanee River Water Management District Permit will be required before final signoff.
) An Industrial Pre-treatment Permit will be required from the Department of Environmental Protection.

3. Please label the stormwater basin as “wet detention”.
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I INTER-OFFEICE COMMUNICATION

[

———— A1 Water & Wastewater Engineering

I

DATE: April 13, 2001

TO: Carolyn Morg:in
City of Ciaines ville Planning Department

FROM: Kim Zoltek, P.E. %O
Senior Environmental Engineer

SUBJECT: Proposed Wa son Asphalt and Concrete Plant Special Use Permit Review

On April 6, David Rictiardsc n and | met with you, Gus Almos/ACEPD, and
representatives from Watscn Construction regarding the proposed Watson Asphait and
Concrete Plant. Mr. Flichar ison and | were concemed with obtaining information that
would allow us to comiplete our review of the development for the purpose of
determining whether the fol owing special use permit criteria would be met:

(1) That the proposed use r development will not endanger the city's potable water
A supply
(2) That necessary public « tilities are available to the proposed site and have adequate
capacity to service the roposed use and development

Information was requested concerning hazardous materials storage and handling,
stormwater quality an: des ination, destination of water used in concrete and asphalt
washout systems, destinati sn of lab wastewater, water demands and wastewater
demands. Based on inforn ation obtained in that meeting as well as subsequent
information submitted by th = applicant, GRU believes that the proposed Watson Asphalt
and Concrete Plant will not endanger the city's potable water supply.

The applicant’s engineer in Jicated that a survey of the site for wells and septic tanks
had not been completed. #s a condition of the special use permit, the applicant should
provide a certification that z1 foot survey of the site has been conducted, sufficient to
determine that no unused \/ells or septic tanks exist or that any existing unused wells or
septic tanks have been abz ndoned in accordance with all applicable regulations. From
review of aerial photograpt s, it appears that a structure may exist on the eastern partion
of the site. This portion of ' he survey should be done carefully as a well or septic tank
may be more likely to exist near an old structure.

David Richardson reviewed: water demand information submitted by the applicant’s
engineer. Based on his mc«leling results, the proposed water system will have to be
modified to accommcdate * he fire flow requirement. This may be accomplished by
increasing the pipe size or ooping the water main. These options can be further
evaluated during plarn review.
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INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION
Water & Wastewater Engineering

The applicant's engine:er wz s not able to provide wastewater generation rates.
Adequate wastewater capaity is available for the domestic flows proposed, but the
amount of wastewater gene rated by the truck washout systems is unknown.
Considering the size ¢f the sollection system in the area, it is likely that wastewater

service can be provided wit ) the existing infrastructure, however, this would have to be
confirmed when wastewate ' demand information is available.

if you have any more -juest ons or require further information, please contact me at
x1637 or David Richadson at x1291.

Xe: Mike Kurtz
Bob McVvay
Ed Regan
David Richardsion
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352 334-3480 .01
T e =¥ DEVELOPMENT REVIEW EVALUATION
— - GAINESVILLE REGIONAL UTILITIES
Ellen Underwood, New Development Coordinator
PO Box 147117, Gainesville, F1 32614
Apr 12, 2001 Voice (352) 334-3400 x 1644 - Fax (352) 334-3480

4 Petition 30WSU-01 CC

Watson Construction, agent for Conrad Yelvington Distributors, Inc. A special use permit for
Wellfield Protection and for preliminary development plan review for construction of a concrete
batch plant and asphalt plant with associated rock storage and master stormwater design. Zoned:
I-2 (general industrial district). Located in the 7600 block, east of US 441. (CAROLYN)

D Conceptual Comments E Approved w/conditions
D Approved as submitted D Insufficient information to approve
New Approval of your site plan should not be misconstrued as an approvai of the on-site &

Services off-site sewer collection and the water distribution facilities.

Water
Show M & B easement, 20’ wide or indicate that a blanket PUE will be provided?

Sanitary Show point of service to sewer system. Show off-site easements that may be needed.
Sewer Design of private pump station and sewer force main will need to meet GRU's standards
and specifications. After the truck wash flows are submitted, GRU will determine if
adequate capacity is available or if an upgrade will be required.

Electric No electric information to review. Cordinate with Wesley Brewer at GRU, 334-3400, ext
1533. Electric transformer and conduits need to be worked out before final. Show 20 "
wide PUE or indicate blanket to be provided. (If you can, send electronic info to
brewerwd@gru.com)

Gas Show proposed gas service - coordinate with Tony Hewitt @ GRU, 334-3600, ext 6020

Real As indicated above, we will need to see PUE's or blanket PUE over water, electric and
Estate off-site sanitaryt sewer.

Approval of your plans from the City of Gainesville should not be misconstrued as an approval of you on-site utilities.
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SITE PLAN EVALUATION SHEET

BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT REVIEW

Petition No. 30WSU-01CC Review Date: 03/22/01 Review Type: Preliminary
Review For :Plan Board Plan Reviewed: 04/11/01

Description, Agent & Location: Watson Construction, Asphalt plant, 7600 | Project Planner: Carolyn Morgan
bl US 441

] APPROVABLE [X] APPROVABLE [ |DISAPPROVED [ JCONCEPT

SUBJECT TO COMMENTS
This site plan has been reviewed for compliance with Chapter 5 of Comments By:
the Standard Building Code & for accessible routes of the Florida M
Accessibility Code for Building Construction. :
Complete code compliance plan review will be performed at Building Brenda G. Strickland
Perniitting. Plans Examiner

REVISIONS / RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Accessible parking spaces serving a particular building shall be located on the shortest safely accessible
route of travel from adjacent parking to an accessible entrance. The accessible parking space should be located on
‘he entrance side of the, concrete batch plant, control building.

»

2 Each accessible parking space must be prominently outlined with blue paint, and must be repainted as
necessary, to be clearly distinguishable as a parking space designated for persons who have disabilities and must
be posted with a permanent above-grade sign bearing the international symbol of accessibility, meeting the
requirements of color and design approved by the Department of Transportation and the caption "PARKING BY
DISABLED PERMIT ONLY." Such sign must indicate the penalty for illegal use of the space. Provide typical
FDOT marking detail.

3. Provide level platform in front of all egress doors. The floor surface on both sides of a door shall be at the
same elevation. The floor surface or landing on each side of the door shall extend from the door in the closed
position a distance equal to the door width and shall comply the Section 4.13.6 Maneuvering Clearances at Doors
of the Florida Accessibility Code for Building Construction.

4. Provide dimensions and slope on platforms and ramps.

5. Construction details, to meet the 100-mph wind load, will be required on the storage bins at the time of
permitting.




SITE PLAN EVALUATION SHEET
GAINESVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT

Petition Number: 30WSU-01 CC Review Date: 3/15/01 | Review Type: Preliminw
Review For: Technical Review Committee

Plan Reviewed: 3/22/01 Project Planner: Carolyn
Description, Agent and Location: asphalt plant

Watson 7600 E of US 441
APPROVED [ ] aApPrOVED || DISAPPROVED
(as submitted) (subject to below)
General suggestions to Petitioners: Comments By:

[ Consider pre-wiring the buildings for intrusion/fire
detection.

(0 Consider contacting the Gainesville Police Department for
security hardware recommendations prior to installation. o

L] Consider the appropriate use of lighting for doorways, .
stairways, and along pedestrian walkways. Officer Elizabeth Ham

[J Consider fencing the property, Gainesville Police

REVISIONS!'RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Keep the existing perimeter fence.
2. Show lighting details (for exterior of buildings) on site plans.




SITE PLAN EVALUATION SHEET
CITY ARBORIST 334-2171 - Sta. 27

Petition: 30 WSU-01 CC Review date: 3/14/01 | Review: Special Use
Planner: Carolyn
Review For: Technical Review Committee

Agent: Watson Construction, agent for Conrad Yelvington
Distributors at 7600 block east of US 441.

APPROVED APPROVED DISAPPROVED

(as submitted) (with conditions)

____ Tree Survey Required Comments by:

Landscape Plan Required : ]
__ Landscape Plan Require Ci s '\%JQHL(L—-—--—'

Irrigation system required Earline Luh
Attention to conditions (revisions/recommendations) s rman
Urban Forestry Inspéctor

Approved as submitted.

Impact on the Urban Forest: Trees to be removed = 0
Trees to be protected = 0
Trees to be planted = 35
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CITY
OF INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION
GAINESVILLE
TO: City Plan Board & City Commission DATE: 4/10/01
FROM:  Onelia R. Lazzari /@4/@,
SUBJECT: Concurrency Review for 30WSU-01CC

The Watson Asphalt and Concrete Plant development, located in the 7600
block of US 441, meets all the Community Development Department
requirements for a Certificate of Preliminary Concurrency. See the Public
Works Comments sheet for information about stormwater management
concurrency. This development is located outside of the TCEA. When
this development returns for final development plan approval, an
application for a Certificate of Final Concurrency must be made.
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Exhibit 2
RECFNER

<o 142001
PLANNING
DIVISIGN
SUMMARY OF ASPHALT BATCH PLANT

General Overview
A facility generally consist of aggregate stockpiles (sand, gravel, fines, rap), batch plant fuel
storage (no. 5 fuel), liquid asphalt storage, batch house, and truck wash area with oil water

separator. .

A batch plant consist of aggregate bins, recycle crusher, conveyor belts, heating drum, elevator,
pugmill, baghouse, oil heater, and a blower.

Confined Particulate Matter
Aggregate is carried from the on-site piles to the aggregate bins, and then conveyed to the drum

where it is then blended heated and dried. The blended mix enters the hot elevator where it is
blended with the rap. The blended aggregates and rap go up to the elevator and are then dumped
into the scales in the batch plant. From the scales the blend then drops into the mixer ie. pugmill.
This is then blended with liquid asphalt to produce the final product known as asphalt

Additional Notes .

Dust that may be generated from the aggregate in this process is collected using a baghouse
which also reclaims dust from the pugmill. Dust is then vibrated out of the baghouse and
recycled in to the mix using a sealed screw auger system.

The plant also incorporates patented technology to capture v.o.c.s and return them to process.
The rap is not blended in the drum in order to eliminate the liquid from being burned off of it this
conserves energy through this process as well.
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Exhibit 4

ALACHUA COUNTY
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DEPARTMENT

201 SE 2 Avenue, Suite 201 Gainesville, Florida 32601
Tel: (352) 264-6800 « Fax (352) 264-6852

Suncom: 651-6800

Home Page: www. co.alachua.fl.us

March 13, 2001

Ms. Carolyn Morgan
Current Planning

City of Gainesville

P.O. Box 490

Gainesville, FL 32602-04¢0

RE: Watson Asphalt Plant

Dear Ms. Morgan:

This letter is in response to your Fax dated February 27, 2001 regarding the
applicability of the Murphree Welifield Protection Code (MWPC) to the proposed
Watson asphalt plant. Based on the information provided, the proposed facility will be
located within the tertiary wellfield protection Zone and will be subject to the
requirements of the MWPC . Additionally, regardless of location, all asphalt plants in
Alachua County are regulated as Class “D" facilities under the Alachua County
Hazardous Materials Management Code (HMMC). Class "D facilities are required to
obtain a Hazardous Materials Storage License prior to start of operations.

Please contact me at 264-6800 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Agustin Oimos —
Hazardous Materials Engineer
AO/ao

An Equal Opportunity Employer M.F.V.D.
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April 3,2001 e 03 2001

Mr. Emie Windsor PLANNI NG

. DIVISICN
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES g;g?&%ﬁ%cx: e
4014 NW THIRTEENTH STREET

GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 32609 Gainesville, Florida 32653
352/377-5822 = FAX/377-7158

KA\

KOOGLER & ASSOCIATES

Subject: Alachua County Hazardous Materials Management Code
Typical Hazardous Materials at Asphalt Plants

Dear Ernie:

The Alachua County Code (ACC) requires a Hazardous Material Storage License under
Alachua County Code (ACC) Chapter 353.38 to construct, operate or modify asphalt
production facilities. In addition to federally recognized hazardous materials, the county
regulates petroleum products, defined as fuels (gasoline, diesel fuel, kerosene, and
mixtures of these products), lubricating oils, motor oils (new and used), hydraulic fluids,
and other similar petroleum based products as hazardous materials. '

Other asphalt plants that I have assisted in licensing store the following hazardous
materials:

.  Oils — motor, gear, hydraulic, lubricating, used
« Diesel fuel

+ Gasoline

« Degreasers and solvents

« Mineral spirits

. Antifreeze

« Grease

« Asphalt cement

The requirements of the county code discussed below pertain to these types of hazardous
materials.

A license application must be submitted to the Alachua County Environmental Protection
Department (ACEPD) prior to any proposed construction activities. ACEPD must
respond within thirty days of submission. The license requires that the company prepares
and submits to ACEPD an emergency response plan. Koogler & Associates can help you
prepare this plan along with the application.

Note that the ACC includes construction requirements related to secondary containment.
Secondary containment must contain a 100-year flood volume (11 inches of containment
height) plus ten percent of all containers or 130 percent of the largest container stored. If
the storage is covered the flood volume is not required. Note that asphalt oil (asphalt
cement) is exempt from requiring secondary containment under the ACC.
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April 2, 2001 Letter to Ernie Windsor — Watson Construction P ST N
Alachua County Hazardous Materials Management Code LA'\“ “Nb
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Upon construction, the facility is required to keep updated Material Safety Data Sheets
(MSDS), records of inventory, and a monthly inspection log of storage areas. In case of
accidental releases of more than 10 pounds of hazardous material (about 1-'4 gallons of
fuel), company personnel must notify the ACEPD.

If you have any questions on the requirements of the Alachua County codes, please
contact me.

Sincerely,

Steven C. Cullen, PE
Koogler & Associates

KA\

KOOGLER & ASSOCIATES
ZUMIRCHNINTAL SERY TES



Exhibit 6

WELLFIELD SPECIAL USE PERMIT
Information Requested By Staff

Watson Construction, Inc.
6322 NW 18" Drive

Gainesville, Florida 32653

April 10,2001

.c_b:f'\t""\ !r‘ﬁ




28. Storage containers will be kept closed at a]l times, except when adding or removing
waste or products.

Alachua County Environmental Protection Department (ACEPD)
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP)
Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD)

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

These agencies have specific knowledge, expertise, and adequate resources to ensure that

The proposed facility will be regulated in several program areas by these agencies:
® Air emissions, including stack emissions, fugitive dust, and odors

* Water discharges including wastewater and stormwater

® Hazardous materials handling and storage

3.1 ___Air Emissions

Air emissions are regulated primarily by the FDEP, through the issuance of air quality
permits in accordance with Rules 62-210 and 62-296, Florida Administrative Code
(FAC). General pollutant emission limiting standards include volatile organic compound

More specifically, individual air permits (or perhaps a combined facility-wide air permit)
will be issued by the FDEP., The asphalt plant purchased for this site possesses a FDEP

production rates, hours of operation, and annual fue] use,

The concrete batch plant ultimately selected for this development will likely qualify for
an Air General Permit in accordance with Rule 62-210.300(4)(a)(7), FAC. The permits
for concrete plants contain limits on visible emissions, and unconfined emissions
(fugitive dust).

3.2 Water Discharges
Required permits will contain sufficient specific design information to ensure that water
quality standards are not exceeded. The design information includes the application of




BMPs and structural controls. Water discharges from the proposed development are
regulated by:

* SRWMD, through the requirement of an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) for
the final stormwater basin.

* FDEP, through the requirement of a Generic Permit for Industrial Wastewater from
Concrete Batch Plants, for the Type II Wastewater Containment and the Type 1
Wastewater Management basin. Also, FDEP will issue an Individual Industrial
Wastewater Permit or exemption for the truck wash facility.

* EPA, through delegation to FDEP of the requirement for NPDES Multi-Sectbr
General Permits for stormwater associated with industrial activity.

* Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU), through the potential requirement for
pretreatment of discharges.

3.3 Hazardous Materials

Watson Construction, as the operator of a storage facility, has a general duty to identify
hazards which may result from hazardous materials discharges using appropriate hazard
assessment techniques, to design and maintain a safe facility taking such steps as are
necessary to prevent discharges, and to minimize the consequences of accidental
discharges which do occur. Watson Construction will make provisions to restrict the
access of people, wildlife, or livestock to the hazardous materials stored onsite.

Compliance with the Alachua County Hazardous Materials Management Code (HMMC)
will minimize the risks to groundwater and the environment associated with hazardous
materials, reduce the generation of hazardous wastes, and protect and enhance the quality
and safety of the environment by requiring that disposal and storage methods for
hazardous materials are properly designed, operated, and monitored.

Hazardous materials handling and storage is regulated by the FDEP through the
requirement for storage tank registration for the fuel oil tank, and by ACEPD for the
regulation of all hazardous materials in accordance with Chapters 353 and 354 of the
Alachua County Code of Ordinances.

The Alachua County Code Chapter 355 requires that no person will construct, modify,
install, replace, or operate a facility regulated under chapter 353, "Hazardous materials
management code," in any class with the exception of Class AA, within the applicable
wellfield protection zones without a hazardous materials storage license.

As described above, the fuel oil and asphalt cement tanks will have both primary and
secondary containment. All other materials will have primary containment, at a
minimum. Primary containment means the first level of product-tight containment, i.e.,
the portion of a storage container which comes into immediate contact on its inner
, surface with the hazardous material being contained. Product-tight means impervious to




the hazardous material contained so as to prevent the release of the hazardous material
from the container. To be product-tight, the container will be made of a material that is
physically and chemically resistant to the hazardous material stored, Secondary
containment means a level of containment which is external to and substantially separate
from the primary containment, which will prevent the contained material from being
discharged or released, and which will allow for leak detection capability between the
two levels of containment.

The materials regulated by the HMMC are as follows:

(1) Petroleum products as defined in section 353.23, "definitions." Aboveground
petroleum product storage tank Systems are subject to the provisions of the county
hazardous materials management code.

(2) Wastes listed or characterized as hazardous wastes by the Administrator of the
United States Environmental Protection Agency pursuant to the Solid Waste
Disposal Act, as amended. This list is provided in title 40 (Protection of the
Environment) of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 261, Identification and
Listing of Hazardous Waste.

(3) Pesticides registered by the Administrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency pursuant to the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA).

(4)  Substances for which a material safety data sheet is required by the United States
Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, pursuant to
title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 1910.1200; however, only insofar
as they pose a hazard to human health or the env ronment.

(5)  Any material not included above which may present similar or more severe risks to
human health or the environment. Such determination must be based upon
competent testing or other objective evidence provided by the department.

Exclusions.
(1) Radioactive materials regulated subject to F.S. § 404.166.

(2) The following materials are not subject to the provisions of this code, except for
the requirements of sections 353.28 and 353.29, only as long as these materials are
stored, managed, and handled in a manner that does not result in a discharge:

a.  Petroleum products subject to F.S. § 376.317, petroleum products, motor oil and
antifreeze used in operable powered mobile equipment, American Society of
Testing and Materials grade number 5 and number 6 residual oils, bunker C residual
oils, intermediate fuel oils used for marine bunkering with a viscosity of 30 and
higher, and asphalt oils. [emphasis added]




C.

Oils and fluids within electric utility transformers, switches, and other electric
power transmission and distribution equipment.

Agricultural operations storing less than 500 gallons of liquid or 4,000 pounds of

_solid hazardous materials for agricultural purposes for periods of less than 90 days.

Storage facilities are identified by five classes. The classes are structured according to the
type of use, the anticipated volumes of hazardous materials to be stored, complexity of
the hazardous materials storage facility, and potential for discharge. The storage facility
uses which include the uses at the proposed Watson Development are indicated below:

>

Class B

(1
2
€))
4
(5)
6
(7
®)
®
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
@1

Aircraft maintenance and repairs without plating facilities.
Analytical laboratories, three to ten employees.

Dry cleaners, with dry cleaning plants on premises.
Automobile and truck repairs, no fleet operations.

Boat maintenance and repairs, no manufacturing.
CEMENT BATCH PLANTS [emphasis added]
Construction industries, road construction and paving.
Electric motor repairs.

Engine repairs.

Golf courses.

Jewelry manufacturing.

Machine shops.

Paint distributors and product testing research laboratories.
Paint and body shops.

Pest control, two to nine vehicles.

Photo processing laboratories.

Plastic manufacturing.

Printers, three or more presses and/or camera work.
Radiator repairs.

Silk screening and screen painting.

Miscellaneous facilities storing or using hazardous materials and generating more
than 55 gallons per year of hazardous wastes and not otherwise included in a
specific class.

Class D

(1)
(2
€))
@

ASPHALT PLANTS. [emphasis added]
Automobile salvage yards and junk yards.
Portland cement manufacturing.
Chemical manufacturing.

According to Gus Olmos (ACEPD), the facility will be regulated together (concrete plant

& asphalt plant) as a single Class D facility.

7



The HMMC includes storage facility siting prohibitions in environmentally sensitive
areas, and specifically limits the construction of new asphalt plant (and other Class D
uses), in areas of the county designated as the unconfined zone of the Floridan aquifer
system. The proposed Watson Development is not in or nearby the unconfined zone.
Also excluded is the construction of a new class C or class D storage facility in the
unconfined zone of the county within 100 feet of a sinkhole or surface water body, within
300 feet of an existing off-site private water supply well, or within 500 feet of an existing
off-site public water supply well, or within 1,000 feet of an existing municipal water
supply well, or at an elevation less than one foot above the 100-year floodplain elevation
when within the floodplain of a surface water body. All of these conditions are satisfied

at the proposed site.

Also excluded is the construction of a new class C or class D storage facility in the
perforated or confined zones of the county within 100 feet of a sinkhole or surface water
body, within 200 feet of an existing off-site private water supply well, or within 400 feet
of an existing off-site public water supply well, or within 700 feet of an existing
municipal water supply well, or within the Secondary [emphasis added] Wellfield
Protection Zone of the City of Gainesville Murphree Well Field as defined in the county
unified land development code (chapter 355), or at an elevation less than one foot above
the 100-year floodplain elevation when within the floodplain of a surface water body. All
of these conditions are satisfied at the proposed site. i

4.0 Summary :

This report has provided information that the proposed Watson development will not
adversely affect potable water supplies, and that the development will be in compliance
with all applicable requirements.

Protection of the environment generally, and potable water supplies specifically, is
accomplished through the application of structural controls and management practices.
Watson Construction has committed to practices and controls -that exceed the stated
requirements. For example, the asphalt cement storage tank will be within secondary
containment, and the reclaimed asphalt pavement will be stored on an impervious

surface.

As the criteria for issuance of the Wellfield Special Use Permit are satisfied, the permit
should be issued by the City Commission.

10
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Exhibit 7
=N INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

At Water & Wastewater Engineering

|
:,

DATE: March 16, 2001

TC: Carolyn Morgan
City of Gainesville Planning Department

FROM: Kim Zoitex, P.E. Zé)’/:
Senior Environmentafcngineer

SUBJECT: Review of Wellfield Protection Special Use Permit Exemption Criteria for
the Proposed Watson Asphalt and Concrete Plant

As requested, David Richardson and | have completed our review of the Wellfield
Protection Special Use Permit Exemption Criteria for the Proposed Watson Asphalt and
Concrete Plant. Specifically, these criteria are found in Division 3 of Article VII of the
Land Development Code, Section 30-202.(b). The following are our comments on each
of the five listed criteria: :

(1) The use or deveiopment is connected to Gainesville Regianal Utilitics centralized
potable water and wastewater systems — Prefiminary City Subimittal Plans date
February 2001 indicate the facility will connect to GRU water and wastewater. To
formalize that this exemption criteria is met, the applicant should certify that the
facility will be served by the GRU Water and Wastewater System and will not have a
septic tank or well on the site.

(2) There is no manufacture, storage, use, or sale of hazardous materials at the site or
development as defined and regulated in the Alachua County Hazardous Materials
Code other than exempted materials — This determination should be made by the
Alachua County Environmenta! Protection Department.

(3) There has been proper abandonment of unused welis or existing septic tanks at the
site — The applicant should provide a certification that a foot survey of the site has
been conducted, sufficient to determine that no unused wells or septic tanks exist or
that any existing unused wells or septic tanks have been abandoned in accordance
with all applicable regulations. From review of arial photographs, it appears that a
structure may exist on the eastern portion of the site. This portion of the survey
should be done carefully as a well or septic tank may be more likely to exist near an
old structure.

(4) There is no current of proposed underground storage of petroleum products at the
development site — The plans do not indicats any underground storage of petroleum
products. As with Criteria (1), the applicant should certify that no underground
petroleum storage systems will be instalied or utilized on the sile.
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INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION
Water & Wastewater Engineering
(5) The use is consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan and Land Development
Code and meets all other applicable federal, state, and county regulations — The
applicant should certify that the site development will meet all federal, state, and
county regulations.

In the event a determination is made that a Wellfield Protection Special Use Permit is
required and a GRU review of the Criteria for Issuance is desired, GRU would need to
meet with the Applicant lo identify additional information needs beyond what is provided
in the Preliminary City Submittal Plans.

If you have any more questions or require further information, please contact me at
x1637 or David Richardson at x1291.

Xc: Mike Kurtz
Bob McVay
Ed Regan
David Richardson
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Exhibit 9

KA

KOOGLER & ASSOCIATES
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

4014 NW THIRTEENTH STREET
GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 32609
352/377-5822 = FAX/377-7158

To Whom It May Concern:

Watson Construction — Odor Concerns

Watson will be in compliance with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
rule regarding odor, as well as any applicable City Codes.

Rule 62-296.320(2), Florida Administrative Code:

Objectionable Odor Prohibited - No person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the
discharge of air pollutants which cause or contribute to an objectionable odor.

Compliance with odor standards will be attained through air dispersion of potentially
odorous compounds, as well as by natural site buffering.

==

Steven C. Cullen, PE

Koogler & Associates
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Exhibit 10

NOISE IMPACT ANALYSIS
FOR THE
WATSON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
ASPHALT BATCH PLANT
GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA

Prepared for:
Watson Construction Company, Inc.

6322 NW 18" Drive
Gainesville, FL 32653

Prepared by:
Golder Associates Inc.
6241 NW 23rd Street, Suite 500
Gainesville, Florida 32653

February 2001
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INTRODUCTION

Watson Construction Company, Inc. proposes to, construct and operate an independent
asphalt batch facility in Gainesville, Florida. The site will be located on an approximately 50
acre tract between highways US 441 and SR 121. The Project will consist of a mixer, hopper,

raw materials conveyor and particulate baghouse.

Because the operation of the Project will result in sound level emissions, a comprehensive
ambient noise-monitoring study was performed to assess the existing (background) ambient
noise levels in the project area prior to the construction and operations of the Project. The
field effort to collect plant-specific noise data was conducted during November 9, 2000 at the
actual facility while it was
operating in Daytona Beach,
Florida (see photo). The field
effort to measure and record
background noise level data at
the location where the plant will
be -located in Gainesville, Florida
was conducted on December 11,
2000. The study consisted of

measuring the background

noise levels and octave bands at
the Project boundaries and at the nearby residential community to the east. The background
noise data, along with the noise emitted by the Project during operations, were used to
determine the total noise impact of the Project. These impacts were calculated using a

computer-based sound propagation model.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

If noise resulting from industrial activities exceeds certain levels, it can impact the health and
welfare of both company employees and the public. The level of impact is related to the
magnitude of noise levels or loudness, which is referred to as sound pressure level (SPL)
with units in decibels (dB). Decibels are calculated as a logarithmic function of SPLin air to a

reference effective pressure, which is considered the hearing threshold, or:

Golder Associates
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SPL = 20 1og10 (P/P,)
where:
P, = measured effective pressure of sound wave in micropascals (Pa), and

P, = reference effective pressure of 20 Pa.

To account for the effect of how the human ear perceives sound pressure, at moderate to
low levels, sound pressure levels are adjusted for frequency (or pitch). One of the most
commonly used frequency filters is the A-weighting (dBA), which adjusts measurements for
the approximated response of the human ear to low-frequency SPLs [i.e., below 1,000 hertz

(Hz)] and high-frequency SPLs (i.e., above 1,000 Hz).

Typically environmental baseline sound levels may vary over short periods of time (minutes
to hours). The measured noise levels are given in terms of the equivalent sound level (Leg)
and the day-night sound level (L,,). The L,q is the equivalent constant SPL that would be

equal in sound energy to the varying SPL over the same time period. Its equation is:

N
(SPL1/10)
#3110
Leq=10Log “*—w
q g N

where:
N = number of observations.

SPL; = individual sound pressure level in data set.

The Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ly,) is the average of all sound levels that occur
during a 24-hour period, with a significant noise penalty added to sound levels occurring

during the late night, which is defined as the period between 10 p.m. and 7 am. The

equation for L, is:

Lan = 101og 1/24 [15 x 100419 + 9 x 10®r+10010]
where:
Ld = daytime L, for the period 0700 to 2200 hours, and
Ln = nighttime L., for the period 2200 to 0700 hours.

For sites where the sound level varies over the course of a day, there is no simple

relationship between the instantaneous sound level (SPL), the equivalent sound level (Leg),
Golder Associates
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and the day-night level (L,,). For sound sources that do not vary during normal operations,
such as an asphalt batch plant, there is a simple relationship between these three sound level
measures: The instantaneous sound level equals the equivalent sound level, and the

day-night level (L4,) is approximately 6 dB higher than the equivalent sound level,

Noise has two different types of effects on people: the direct physical effects such as hearing
loss and the less direct effects of interference with activities such as sle;ep and conversation.
In the early 1970's the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established numerical noise
standards, summarized in the 1974 EPA report “Information on Levels of Environmental
Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare With An Adequate Margin of Safety”,
regardless of cost or technical feasibility (EPA, 1974). In developing these criteria, reported
as both L.q and Ly, the EPA drew upon a large body of survey data describing the degree of
activity interference and resulting annoyance for a variety of noise levels. However, these

guidelines were not meant to be as pragmatic or realistic for short-term noise control

standards (Harris, 1991).

During the same time period, other Federal agencies, such as the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) Agency, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
the Federal Aviation Authority (FAA), in considering their own program requirements and
goals, as well as the technical and economic difficulty of actually achieving the earlier EPA
limits, settled on a more realistic and achievable noise standards. Ultimately, in 1982, the EPA
repealed their numerical standards and eliminated their Office of Noise Abatement and
Control. However, it is widely held that at or below 65 Ly, activity interference is kept to a
minimum, and annoyance levels are still low. Above a 65 L4, both interference and

annoyance increases rapidly (HUD, 1971).

MONITORING PROCEDURES

An ambient noise monitoring program was performed at the property boundaries of the
proposed plant location and at the nearby residences using a continuous, integrating sound
level meter during all monitoring. The sound level meter was set to the sldw response mode
to obtain consistent, integrated, A-weighted sound pressure levels. Concurrent one-third
octave band frequencies were also measured at all sites. The octave band data from each

monitoring site is measured and stored during each monitoring period.

Golder Associates
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The equipment used to monitor the baseline noise levels operated in the slow response
mode to obtain accurate, integrated, A-weighted sound pressure levels. A windscreen was
used because all measurements were taken outdoors. The microphone was positioned so
that a random incidence response was achieved. The sound level meter and octave band
analyzer were calibrated immediately prior to and just after the sampling period to provided
a quality control check of the sound level meter’s operation during monitoring. Integrated
sound pressure level (SPL) data consisting of the following noise parameters were collected
at each location:

L, The sound pressure level averaged over the measurement period; this
parameter is the continuous steady sound pressure level that would have the
same total acoustic energy as the real fluctuating noise over the same time
period;

Max The maximum sound pressure level for the sampling period, and,;

Min The minimum sound pressure level for the sampling period.

The SPL data were analyzed and reported in both decibels (dB) and A-weighted decibels
(dBA). The higher the decibel value, the louder the sound.

Monitoring was conducted using the sound level meter mounted on a-tripod at a height of
1.2 m (4 ft) abovegrade. 'An output cable connected the sound level meter with the strip
chart recorder. Local meteorological conditions (wind speed, wind direction and
temperature) were measured during the monitoring periods. Detailed field notes were

recorded by the operator during monitoring and including rhajor noise sources in the area.

The sound pressure levels (SPLs) and octave band data were collected at five different
locations using measurement techniques set forth by American National Standard Institute
(ANSI) 512.9-1993/Part 3 (ANS], 1993). Figure 1 provides the locations of the five monitoring
sites. Of the five monitoring locations, four (Sites 1, 2, 3, and 5) were chosen to delineate the
noise levels at or near the plant property boundaries with Site 4 chosen as a nearby

residential receptor (approximately 1800 feet east of the proposed plant).

The noise monitoring equipment used during the study included:

Golder Associates
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1. Continuous Noise Monitoring Equipment
a. Larson Davis Model 824 Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter with
Real Time Frequency Analyzer
b. Larson Davis Model PRM902 Microphone Preamplifier
C. Larson Davis Model 2560 Prepolarized 1/2" Condenser Microphone

d. Windscreen, tripod, and Variouslcables
2 Sound Level Meter Calibration Unit
a. Larson Davis Model CAL200 Sound Level Calibrator, 94/114 dB
at 1,000 Hz.

The Larson Davis sound level meter complies with Type I--Precision requirements set forth
for sound level meters and for one-third octave filters. The specifications and calibration

certificates for the noise measurement equipment are provided in Appendix A.

The L. (equivalent sound pressure level averaged for the sampling period) as well as the

maximum and minimum SPLs during each monitoring episode were measured.

MONITORING RESULTS
The ambient noise levels, measured as an equivalent sound pressure level (L), for each of
the five monitoring sites are listed in the following table. The data collected during the noise

monitoring at the seven sites are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Baseline Ambjent Sound Pressure Level Data forWatson Construction Asphalt Batch Plant (12/11/00)

Sound
Pressure

Levels
Site L., (dBA) Comments
1 NW Corner of Whitehurst Property Line 43.0 Asphalt plant not operating, on-site activities
2 SE Property line at Wellfield Line 514 Birds chirping, insect noises
3 NW Corner of Johnson Property Line 476 Some activities on-site
4 Abandoned House on SR121 49.7 Data taken without traffic
5 Southern Property Line by Quonset Hut 433 Insect noises

Source: Golder Associates Inc, 2000,

Golder Assoclates
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As shown in Table 1, the baseline sound levels in the area of the proposed plant ranges from
a low of 43.0 to a maximum of 51.4 A-weighted dB. It should be noted that noise generated
by vehicles on US 441 and SR 121 was noticeable during the monitoring, but had little

influence on the values measured.

Sound propagation involves three principal components: a noise source, a person or a group
of people, and the transmission path. While two of these components, the noise source and
the transmission path, are easily quantified (i.e., direct measurements or though predictive
calculations), the effects of noise to humans is the most difficult to determine due to the
varying responses of humans to the same or similar noise patterns. The perception of sound
(noise) by humans is very subjective, and just like odors and taste, is very difficult to predict

a response from one individual to another.

MODELING RESULTS

The impact evaluation of the proposed asphalt batch plant was performed using a noise
propagation computer program that was developed to assist with noise propagation
calculations for major noise sources. Noise sources are entered as octave band SPLs.
Coordinates, either rectangular or polar, can be specified by the user. All noise sources are
assumed to be point sources; line sources can be simulated by several point sources. Sound
propagation is calculated by accounting for hemispherical spreading and three other user
identified attenuation options: Atmospheric attenuation, path specific attenuation and
barrier attenuation. Atmospheric attenuation is calculated using the data specified by the
Calculation of the Absorption of Sound by the Atmosphere (ANSI, 1999). Path specific
attenuation can be specified to account for the effects of vegetation, foliage and wind
shadow. Directional source characteristics and reflection can be simulated using path-
specific attenuation. Attenuation due to barriers can be specified by giving the coordinates
of the barrier. Barrier attenuation is calculated by assuming an infinitely long barrier
perpendicular to the source-receptor path. Total and A-weighted SPLs are calculated.

Background noise levels can be incorporated into the program and are used to calculate
overall SPLs.

The noise impact modeling was performed to predict the maximum noise levels produced

by the proposed noise sources of the plant, with and without background noise levels. The

Golder Associates
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sound pressure levels measured while the plant was operating is the basis for the sound
power data used in the model. The calculated plant sound power octave band data is
included in Appendix B. Atmospheric attenuation was assumed for all sites. Background

noise levels measured during the noise study were included in the predicted maximum SPLs

calculated for each receptors.

The critical receptor (Receiver 6) was selected for the analysis is located to the east of the
proposed facility. Receiver 6 is on the edge of the nearest housing development to the
Project. The results of the sound propagation model range from 46.6 A-weighted dB at the
nearest residence (Receiver 6) to 57.2 A-weighted dB at the southern property line opposite
the Quonset hut (Receiver 5). The noise levels predicted for all the receivers are well below
the HUD 65 L,, standard for “acceptable” noise levels. Figure 1 compares the predicted
sound pressure level of the Project at nearby residence (Site 7) to common A-weighted noise

levels in the indoor and outdoor environment (Beranek, 1988).

Sound Level Comparisons
Watson Construction Asphalt Batch Plant

Sound Levels (dBA)

Sound Level Sources

Golder Assoclates
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Certificate of Calibration and Conformance
Certificate Number 2000-28049

Instrument Mode! 824, Serial Number 0366, was calibrated on 07-18-2000. The
instrument meets factory specifications according to Larson « Davis Test
Procedure TP-1039, 1SO 10012,  ANSI §1.4 1983, IEC 651-1979 Type 1,
IEC 804-1985 Type 1, IEC 1260-1995 Class 1, and ANSI S1.11-1986 Type 1D.

Instrument found to be in calibration as received: YES
Date Calibrated: 07-18-2000
Calibration due: 07-18-2001

Calibration Standards Used

MANUFACTURER . MODEL SERIALNUMBER INTERVAL CAL.DUE _ TRAGEABILITY NO.

[ Larson - Davi “LDSigGn/2209 [ 0617/0104 12 Months | 02106/2001 | 2000-25085

Cerlified Reference Standards are tfaceable to the National Instifute of Standards and Technology (N1ST)
Calibration Environmenta! Conditions

Temperature: 23 ° Centigrade Relative Humidity: 27 %
Affirmations

This Cedificale altests that this nstrumant has been calibrated under the stated conditions vath Measuremeanl and Tes!
Equipment (M&TE) Standards \raceable to the national Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). All of the Measuremenit
Standards have been calibraled lo their manutacturers' specified accuracy / uncertainty. Evidence of traceability and accuracy
{5 on file at Larson - Davis Carporate Headquarters. An acceplable accuracy ralio belween Ihe Standard(s) and the item
calibrated has been mantained. This instrument meets or exceeas lhe manulaclurer's published specification unless noted.

This calibration camplies with 1SO 10012, The collective unceriainty of the Measurement Standard used does not exceed 25%
of the applicable tolerance for each characterislic calibrated unless otherwise noted.

Due to stale-of2the-art limitations, 4:1 calibration ratios are not possible on pressure measurement standards, microphones
and acoustic calibrators. Galibration ralios for these lypes of devices are limited to 1:1.

The results documented in this cerliticate relate only 1o the item(s) calibrated or lested.  Calibration interval assignmenl and
adjustment are the responsibility of the end user. This certificale may not be reproduced, excep! in full, without the written
approval of Larson - Davis Laboralories

Tesied with PRMS02-0699

Technician: Brent Heaton )
Service Center: Larson « Davis Laboratories, Utah S|gned: a

“LDI) LARSON - DAVIS LABORATORIES

1681 Wt B20 Morth Prave Utah BASUT - Phione (801} 3777




Certificate of Calibration and Conformance
Certificate Number 2000-28041

Instrument Model CAL200, Serial Number 1111, was calibrated on 07-18-2000.
The instrument meets factory specifications according to Larson « Davis Test
Procedure D0001.8081, ISO 10012.

Instrument found to be in calibration as received: NO
Date Calibrated: 07-18-2000
Calibration due: 07-18-2001

Calibration Standards Used

MANUFACTURER =~ MODEL  SERIAL NUMBER INTERVAL CAL.DUE TRACEABILITY NO
Larson « Davis 12900° 10276 [12Months [ 08052000 | 199921474
HewdelfPackard | HP-34401A "1 US36015216 | 12 Monins | 08/08/2000 | 164634 _ oo
| Larson-Davis 2559 ‘3504 12Months | 09152000 | BOSOY ¢
Larson - Davis MTS1000/22011 160470102 | 12 Months | 11/22/2000 | 112291-1866
Larson » Davis | PRM915 0107 | 12Menths | 117292000 | 1989-23607

Certified Reference Standards are traceable to the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST)
Calibration Environmental Conditions
Temperature: 23 ° Centigrade Relative Humidity; 27 %
Affirmations ‘

This Cerlificate attests that this instrument has been calibrated under the stated conditions with Measurement and Test
Equipment (M&TE) Standards traceabie to the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). All of the Measurement
Standards have been calibrated to thelr manufacturers' specified accuracy / uncertainty. Evidence of traceability and accuracy
is on file at Larson » Davis Corporate Headquarters, An acceptabie accuracy ratio between the Standard(s) and the ftem
calibrated has been maintained. This insirument meets or exceeds the manufacturer's published specification unless noted,

This calibration complies with ISO 10012, The collective uncertainty of the Meesurement Standard used does not exceed 25%
of the applicable tolerance for each characteristic calibrated unless otherwise noted

Due to slate-of-the-arl limitations, 4:1 calibration ratios are not possible on pressure measurement standards, microphones
and acoustic calibrators. Calibration ratios for these types of devices are limited to 1:1.

The results documented in this certificate relate only to the ftem(s) callbrated or tested. Calibration interval assignment and
adjustment are the responsibility of the end user. This cerlificate may not be reproduced, except in full, without the written
approval of Larson « Davis Laboratories.

In. 11432 dB, 84.29 dB, 999 19 Hz @ 1013 mbar
Out: Refer to Certificate ol Measured Qutpul.

7
Technician: Scott Montgomery _ Ld = / 2ae
Service Center: Larson « Davis Laboralories, Utah Stgned;q/ Al " % .;g‘,_,;wc

) LARSON - DAVIS LABORATORIES

WAL Yag) IO R B Tilan M0t Baeee o200 $15R007




Certificate of Calibration and Conformance
Certificate2 Number 2000-28045

Microphone Model 2560, Serial Number 2814, was calibrated on 07-18-2000.
The microphane meets current factory specifications according to Larson « Davis
Test Procedure TP-1004, ISO 10012.

Instrument found to be in calibration as received: YES
Date Calibrated: 07-18-2000
Calibration due: 07-18-2001

Calibration Standards Used

MANUFACTURER MODEL SERIAL MUMBER INTER\"&L CAL. DUE TRACEABILITY NO.
[Larson-Davis __~— — [2589 204112 TaNIIe0 f
| 344010 3146A62059 2] 5|
| PRMOIE NO2 e 5
1 12 Months
026 12Months
MTS1000 /2201 | 1 12 Months | 1
Davis CAL250 102 ... ., 12Months | OX1:
Larson « Davi I = I 7= [ '12Month's 0411972001
Larson-Davis [ 2000 10878 | 12Months | O7/1172001

Certified Reference Standards are traceable to the National Institute o! Standards and Technology (NIST)

Calibration Environmental Conditions

Environmental test conditions as printed on microphone calibration chart.
Affirmations

This Certificate attests that this Instrument has been cahbrated under the stated condltions with Measurement and Test
Equipment (M&TE) Standards traceable to the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). All of the Measurement
Standards have been calibrated to their manufacturers’ specified accuracy / uncertainty. Evidence of traceability and accuracy
is on file at Larson » Davis Corporate Headquarters, An acceptable accuracy ratio between the Standard(s) and the iHem
calibrated has been maintained. This instrument meets or exceeds the manufacturer's published specification unless noted

This calibration complies with 1ISO 10012, The coliective uncertainty of the Measurement Standard used does not exceed 25%
of the applicable toleranca lor each characteristic calibrated uniess othenvise noled

Due to slate-of-the-art limitations, 4'1 calibration ratios are not possible on pressure measurement standards, microphones
and acoustic calibrators. Calibration ratios for these types of devices are Itmited to 1:1.

The results documented in this cerlificate relate only to the item(s) calibrated or tesled. Calibration interval assignment and
adjustment are the responsibility of the end user. This certificate may not be reproduced, except in full, without the written
approval of Larson » Davis Laboratories :

Technician: Scott Mclirath ﬁ //
Service Center: Larson - Davis Laboratones, Utah Slgned

|!=Fr>) LARSON « DAVIS LABORATORIES

1681 Wost 520 Mot Provo Ltak B4G2  Phone (£01) 375-0:77




APPENDIX B

SOUND POWER DATA FOR ASPHALT BATCH PLANT
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APPENDIX C

SOUND PROPAGATION MODEL RESULTS OUTPUT



* RESULTS *
Watson Asphalt Plant

RECEIVER # 1 NW Whitehurst P/L  WITH BACKGROUND NOISE (IF ANY): SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL +59.1 DB SOUND LEVEL = +50.3 DBA
WITHOUT THE BACKGROUND NOISE: SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL = +59.1 DB SOUND LEVEL = +49.4 DBA

THE OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS ARE:
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K HERTZ
+54.7 +53.1 +49.9 +50.4 +4B.9 +43.0 +39.2 +32.6 +12.1 0.0

THE SOURCES WHOSE A-WT CONTRIBUTIONS ARE WITHIN 30 DB
OF THE TOTAL SOURCE SOUND LEVEL AT THE RECEIVER LOCATION, ARE:

e Ve Kk e v A 7 Kok e e e ok W e e e ok P v e e e o o e e e e e R ek b ok uan.-,‘;-‘;xwu****fk********************************w*******mk
SOUND SOUND OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS
PRESSURE LEVEL LEVEL 31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K
SOURCE DESCRIPTION (DB) (DBA) (HERTZ)
2 Mixer +55.5 +47.5 *51.1 +48.1 +46.0 +46.8 +47.3 +41.6 +37.2 +29.8 +10.9 +0.0
3 Baghouse +55.8 +43.4 +51.8 +50.7 +46.7 +46.4 +43.0 +35.3 +30.8 +19.4 +0.0 +0.0
1 Hopper +45.8 +38.6 +37.8 +39.7 +34.7 +41.4 +33.0 +31.3 +31.9 +28.6 +5.2 +0.0
4

Conveyor +46.1 +34.3 +41.2 +41.1 +439.1 +34.8 +33.3 +27.6 +24.1 +18.4 +0.0 +0.0



. * RESULTS *
Watson Asphalt Plant

RECEIVER # 2 SE P/L @ Wellfield WITH BACKGROUND NOISE (1F ANY): SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL = +62.9 DB SOUND LEVEL = +55.7 DBA
WITHOUT THE BACKGROUND NOISE: SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL = +62.9 DB SOUND LEVEL = +53.7 DBA
THE OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS ARE:
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 416K HERTZ
+58.4 +56.8 +53.6 +54.2 +52.9 +47.2 +43.9 +39.4 +26.1 +0.0
THE SOURCES WHOSE A-WT CONTRIBUTIONS ARE WITHIN 30 DB
OF THE TOTAL SOURCE SOUND LEVEL AT THE RECEIVER LOCATION, ARE:
SOUND SOUND OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS
PRESSURE LEVEL LEVEL 31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K
SOURCE  DESCRIPTION (DB) (DBA) (HERTZ)
******************u-ua--«ana-:‘vn--v‘tnnnaxin--.'-.'-n--.-n-m-a--xunnu-un‘-n----‘x--.‘--‘vnn-a‘.nnniu'.n--uv‘uu -------- n-n-n-‘---n.nn-‘-nnn--nn--ni--n-‘--"nnnnn,
2 Mixer +59.4 +51.7 +54.8 +51.8 +49.8 +50.6 +51.3 +45.9 +41.9 +36.4 +24.9 0.0
3 Baghouse +59.5 +47.4 +55.4 +54.4 +50.4 +50.2 +46.9 +39.5 +35.5 +26.0 +8.3 +0.0
1 Hopper +49.9 +43.5 #41.7 +43.7 +38.6 +45.5 +37.2 +35.8 +36.8 +35.5 +19.4 +0.0
4

Conveyor +49.8 +38.5 +44.8 +44.8 +42.8 +38.6 +37.3 +31.8 +28.8 +25.1 +7.7 +0.0



* RESULTS *
Watson Asphalt Plant

RECEIVER # 3 NW Johnson P/L WITH BACKGROUND NOISE (IF ANY): SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL
WITHOUT THE BACKGROUND NOISE: SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL.

+65.1 DB SOUND LEVEL
+65.1 DB SOUND LEVEL

+56.7 DBA
+56.1 DBA

THE OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS ARE:
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K HERTZ
+60.6 +59.0 +55.8 +56.4 +55.2 +49.7 +46.6 +42.9 +32.7 +0.0

THE SOURCES WHOSE A-WY CONTRIBUTIONS ARE WITHIN 30 DB
OF THE TOTAL SOURCE SOUND LEVEL AT THE RECEIVER LOCATION, ARE:

o ok o e e o e e e e e e e sl e ol ol ol e o o o e o s sl e o o o e o o e e e e e ok ok ke o e o o e e e o o e e o e i e e i sl ok e e o ol i e e e e e e o e e e e e e o e e e ek e e o e e e e e e ek e e e ek e

SOUND SOUND OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS
PRESSURE LEVEL LEVEL 31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K

SOURCE  DESCRIPTION (DB) (DBA) (HERTZ)
e e e v v e e i e e e e e o o e e e ke e e e e e e e e ok o o e o i e e e e o e o e o o o o ol A e e e o e e o e ol o e e e o e e e ek o ol e e e e e o o e o e o o o o ol e e ol e e ol e ol ok ok ol e ol e ol sk ke o ke ol e e o o o e o e e o o i o ke e e v Y o Tk

2 Mixer +61.6 +54.2 +57.1 +54.1 +52.0 +52.9 +53.7 +48.3 +44.6 +39.9 +31.4 +0.0

3 Baghouse +61.7 +49.7 +57.5 +56.5 +52.5 +452.4 +49.1 +41.8 +38.0 +29.2 +14.4 +0.0

1 Hopper +52.4 +46.3 +44.1 +46.0 +41.0 +47.9 +39.7 +38.4 +39.7 +39.1 +26.2 +0.0

4

Conveyor +52.1 +41.0 +47.1 +47.1 +45.1 +40.9 +39.7 +34.3 +31.6 +28.7 +14.7 +0.0



* RESULTS *
Watson Asphalt Plant

RECEIVER # 4 Old House (SR121)  WITH BACKGROUND NOISE (IF ANY): SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL
WITHOUT THE BACKGROUND NOISE: SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL

+53.4 DB SOUND LEVEL +50.5 DBA
+53.4 DB SOUND LEVEL = +42.9 DBA

THE OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS ARE:
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K HERTZ
+49.3 +47.6 +44.3 +44.5 +42.7 +36.2 +31.0 +19.6 +0.0 +0.0

THE SOURCES WHOSE A-WT CONTRIBUTIONS ARE WITHIN 30 DB
OF THE TOTAL SOURCE SOUND LEVEL AT THE RECEIVER LOCATION, ARE:

Fedeksdek FR R Yk ¥k TkRRA kN K x.xn»unnx»,u.x-..,-**w*****************w.,.---.....”«....-n.--n-aa:::.-..--,,*..--.-..--..--n.n-.--n.u-n...
SOUND SOUND OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS
PRESSURE LEVEL LEVEL 31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K
SOURCE  DESCRIPTION (DB) (DBA) (HERTZ)
Jede e dedede de ke R hok e sk e e e e de ek e e e e .,--n-.wx..n“sa--ua..,nnaa-n.n..-n,,wu----a-,-.-.nn,.-*wwu*w*w**w********ntw********************w
2 Mixer +49.7 +40.9 +45.6 +42.5 +40.4 +40.9 +41.1 +34.8 +29.1 +16.8 +0.0 +0.0
3 Baghouse +50.3 +37.2 46,3 +45.2 +41.1 +40.7 +36.8 +28.6 +22.8 +6.6 +0.0 +0.0
1 Hopper +39.8 +31.3 +32.1 +34.1 +28.9 +35.5 +26.6 +24.4 +23.6 +15.5 +0.0 +0.0
4 Conveyor +40.6 +27.9 +35.8 +35.8 +33.6 +29.2 +27.3 +21.0 +16.1 +5.6 +0.0 +0.0



RECEIVER # 5 Quonset Hut

* RESULTS *
Watson Asphalt Plant

WITH BACKGROUND NOISE (IF ANY): SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL = +66.0 DB SOUND LEVEL = +57.2 DBA
WITHOUT THE BACKGROUND NOISE: SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL = +66.0 DB SOUND LEVEL =. +57.1 DBA
THE OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS ARE:
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K HERTZ
+61.4 459.8 +56.7 +57.3 +56.1 +50.6 +47.6 +44.2 +35.0 +0.0
THE SOURCES WHOSE A-WT CONTRIBUTIONS ARE WITHIN 30 DB
OF THE TOTAL SOURCE SOUND LEVEL AT THE RECEIVER LOCATION, ARE:
SOUND SOUND OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS
PRESSURE LEVEL LEVEL 31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K
SOURCE DESCRIPTION (DB) (DBA) (HERTZ) '
e e e e e e e e ok v o e e e "!lnwlnn-\—-—nnnnn'!-'tlanxw-'(n nnn.'-%iww**lr*i****-‘-#--‘n';-u-.'.--n-'--—-u..---«uu---,‘---« ----- e o e e v e e e o o e e ke e e e e e o o ol o ool e e o e e e e e o e
2 Mixer +62.5 +55.1 +57.9 +54.9 +52.9 +53.8 +54.6 +49.3 +45.6 +41.1 +33.7 +0.0
3 Baghouse +62.4 +50.4 +58.2 +57.2 +453.2 +53.1 +49.8 +42.5 +38.8 +30.2 +16.3 +0.0
1 Hopper +53.2 +47.3 +46.9 +46.8 +41.8 +48.7 +40.5 +39.2 +40.6 +40.3 +28.2 +0.0
4 Conveyor +53.8 +42.9 +4B.8B  +48.8 +46.8 +42.7 +41.5 +36.2 +33.6 +31.2 +19.1 +0.0



* RESULTS *
Watson Asphalt Plant

RECEIVER # 6 Nearest Residence WITH BACKGROUND NOISE (IF ANY): SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL = +52.2 DB SOUND LEVEL = +46.6 DBA
WITHOUT THE BACKGROUND NOISE: SOUND PRESSURE LEVEL = +52.2 DB SOUND LEVEL = +41.5 DBA
THE OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS ARE:
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K HERTZ
+48.1 +46.6 +43.7 +43.3 +41.3 +34.6 +29.0 +16.1 +0.0 +0.0
THE SOURCES WHOSE A-WT CONTRIBUTIONS ARE WITHIN 30 DB
OF THE TOTAL SOURCE SOUND LEVEL AT THE RECEIVER LOCATION, ARE:
SOUND SOUND OCTAVE BAND SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS
PRESSURE LEVEL LEVEL 31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16K
SOURCE  DESCRIPTION (0B) (DBA) (HERTZ)
2 Mixer +48.5 +39.4 +hh.6 +41.3 +39.2 +39.7 +39.7 +33.2 +27.1 +13.4 +0.0 +0.0
3 Baghouse +49.1 +35.8 +45.1 +44.1 +39.9 +39.4 +35.4 +27.0 +20.8 +3.2 +0.0 +0.0
1 Hopper +38.5 +29.7 +30.9 +32.9 +27.7 +34.2 +25.2 +22.8 +21.6 +12.0 +0.0 +0.0
4 Conveyor +39.4 +26.5 +34.7 +34.6 +32.4 +27.9 +25.9 +19.4 +14.2 +2.2 +40.0 +0.0



#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6

RECEIVER

NW Whitehurst P/L
SE P/L @ Wellfield
NW Johnson P/L
Old House (SR121)
Quonset Hut
Nearest Residence

S.PRESSURE LEV.(DB)

+59.1
+62.9
+65.1
+53.4
+66.0
+52.2
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RESULTS SUMMARY
WITH BACKGROUND NOISE (IF ANY)
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SOUND LEVEL (DBA)

+50.3
+55.7
+56.7
+50.5
+57.2
+46.6
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4, Petition 30WSU-01 CC  Watson Construction, agent for Conrad Yelvington Distributors, Inc. A
special use permit for Wellfield Protection and development plan review for
construction of a concrete batch plant and asphalt plant with associated
aggregate storage and master stormwater design. Zoned: I-2 (general
industrial district). Located in the 7600 block, east of US 441.

Ms. Carolyn Morgan was recognized. Ms. Morgan presented a map of the site and described it and the
surrounding uses in detail. She explained that the petition was a proposed amendment to an approved site
plan for a Yelvington Distributors aggregate facility, that had not yet been constructed. She presented a map
showing all development within a half-mile radius of the Yelvington facility and the proposed concrete and
asphalt plants. She pointed out that the site was undeveloped at the present time. She indicated that the
petition was before the board because part of the property was located in the tertiary zone of the Wellfield
District and required a Wellfield Special Use Permit, as well as development plan approval. She noted that
the staff conditions addressed both the Wellfield Special Use Permit and development plan. Ms. Morgan
reviewed the proposed conditions and indicated that, with those conditions, the request met the requirements
of the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code. She offered to answer any questions from the
board.

Chair Fried read into the record a letter to the board from Marion Radson, City Attorney.

For your information, on Monday, Aprit 23, 2001, the City Commission will
consider an ordinance imposing a moratorium on certain uses in the "I-1" and
"]-2" districts. If adopted on first reading, the City Commission is currently
scheduled to hold a second and final adoption hearing on Monday, May 12,
2001. [May 14, 2001] An asphalt plant is one of the uses under consideration
for the moratorium.

As additional information, on Thursday, April 12, 2001, the City Attorney's
Office received a complaint for Declaratory Judgement/Injunctive Relief and a
Motion for Temporary Injunction from Patrice Boyes, Attorney for Watson
Construction Co., Inc. The complaint requests the court enjoin the City from
adopting a moratorium on development in the I-2 zone, or, as an alternative, to
declare that the City is estopped from applying the moratorium to Watson's
proposed development. The complaint also asks the court to declare that the
City's Wellfield protection ordinance and need for a special use permit does
not apply to Watson's proposed development. The motion for Temporary
Injunction requests injunctive relief from the moratorium.

At this time, you are advised to review the Petition in accordance with the
City's Land Development Code without regard to the pending moratorium
ordinance or lawsuit.

Chair Fried asked when the property was zoned I-2.

Ms. Morgan indicated that it was zoned I-2 in 1993.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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Mr. Pearce asked if Ms. Morgan would state the distances between the active area of the proposed
development and the closest residential area.

Ms. Morgan deferred the question to Mr. Eng, agent for the petitioner.

Mr. Ralph Eng, agent for the petitioner, was recognized. Mr. Eng explained that the residential area across
Highway 121 was in excess of half a mile. He indicated that it was also over half a mile to the nearest
residence across Highway 441,

Mr. Pearce noted that the developed area of the site appeared to be moved further to the west since the plan
was presented at concept review.

Ms, Morgan indicated that there were changes in the plan based on the board's comments and concern about
the wellfield area.

Mr. Pearce asked about references to the centralized sewer system.

Ms. Morgan indicated that Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) staff was present to answer the board's
questions.

Ms. Kim Zoltek, Senior Environmental Engineer in Water and Wastewater Engineering at GRU, was
recognized. Ms. Zoltek discussed the asphalt truck washing system and how GRU would process that waste
water. She explained that any waste water from the development would have to meet pretreatment standards
before discharge into the City's system.

Dr. Fried cited a concern about the chemicals associated with asphalt as well as the actual aggregate. He
noted that some of those chemicals were toxic.

Ms. Zoltek indicated that the applicant would be required to submit information on the exact content of any
wastewater coming into the GRU system. She noted that GRU itself did have to meet specific pretreatment
permit criteria. She explained that some compounds from the development would be broken down in the
activated sludge process.

Mr. Carter noted that the petitioner proposed to develop only twenty-six percent of the site. He asked what
portion of the site would be available for future development and if the proposed stormwater basin would
function as a master basin for any new development. '

Ms. Morgan explained that the basin was designed to support the proposed impervious surface. She
indicated that staff reviewed only the proposed development and had no information on any future
development. She agreed, however, future development would be possible if the plans received a Wellfield
Special Use Permit. She stated that staff recommended approval of the petition with the conditions
provided.

Ms. Patrice Boyes, agent for the petitioner, was recognized. Ms. Boyes indicated that the petitioner agreed
with most of staff's recommendations for the project. She discussed the function of the project.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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Mr. Eng reviewed the site plan and the modifications that had been since the concept review presented to the
board in January 2001. He noted that there had been significant changes in the plan in the area of offsite
wetland mitigation. He reviewed the function of the new pre-treatment and master stormwater basins. He
indicated that the plan met all the requirements of the Land Development 7yCode.

Mr. Steve Cullen, professional engineer and agent for the petitioner, was recognized. Mr. Cullen presented
his resume to the board. He discussed his experience in sighting and permitting of asphalt plants. He
reviewed the activities proposed for the Watson site and indicated that they would have little impact on the
environment. He discussed odor and methods of odor detection. Mr. Cullen addressed staff Condition D,
which required the development and implementation of an air monitoring plan for particulate matter of less
than 10 microns. He cited concerns that the City lacked regulatory authority to require air monitoring and
that the data obtained from such monitoring would come not from the proposed development but from US
441 and the Deerhaven Power Plant. He requested that Condition D be withdrawn by staff. He discussed
the federal and state regulations for asphalt and other industrial uses. Mr. Cullen requested that the board
approve the petition. He offered to answer any questions.

Chair Fried suggested that there was a difference between emissions from traffic and an asphalt plant. He
asked if the board should expect such distinctions to be made.

Mr. Cullen discussed the various measures of ambient air. He explained that there were other measures of
fugitive emissions and dust from roadways.

Mr. Guy asked if the facility would have the best, world wide, state of the art pollution control equipment.

Mr. Cullen indicated that the main pollution control device at the plant would be a bag house which was
considered the best available control technology for most industries. He described the function of the bag
house. He indicated that it did not exceed the basic permit requirements. He explained that the bag house
would perform at three percent of its allowable emission level. He stated that the proposed asphalt plant
equipment was being moved to the site and had an active air quality permit issued by the Florida Department
of Environmental Protection (FDEP).

Mr. Carter asked if there were any current city, county, or state regulations that required the specific
monitoring, as described in staff Condition D, on any existing asphalt facility in the area.

Mr. Cullen replied that there were not. He explained that the only instance he knew of was in North Florida
and was not the result of any action by the FDEP but was instead mandated by a lawsuit by an adjacent
property owner. He noted that the FDEP did not collect the data from that particular monitoring system.

Mr. Carl Salafreo, agent for the petitioner, was recognized. Mr. Salafreo described the proposed industrial
wastewater disposal systems and how they functioned to recycle and clear the water. He stated that the State
of Florida had the highest standards for asphalt and concrete recycling in the country. He offered to answer
any questions from the board.

Mr. David Bear, agent for the petitioner, was recognized. Mr. Bear indicated that he performed the noise
analysis impact for the proposed project. He explained that the project, when properly operated and sited,
would comply with the City of Gainesville's Chapter 15, Noise Ordinance. He offered to answer any
questions from the board.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
Jfrom the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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Mr. Pearce asked if there would be a concrete crusher on the site.
Mr. Bear indicated that there would be no crusher.
Mr. Pearce asked about the hours of operation of the facility.

Mr. Bear indicated that the petitioner was requesting a 24 hour operation. He explained that there was an
annual limit on operation.

Ms. Boyes indicated that the petitioner's presentation was complete.
Chair Fried opened the floor to public comment. He noted that there was a three minute limit on speakers.

Mr. David Welch was recognized. Mr. Welch indicated that his concern was odor since there would be two
asphalt plants so close together. He suggested that there be inspection on a regular basis.

Ms. Florence Clements, President of Turkey Creek Forest Homeowners Association, was recognized. Ms.
Clements discussed the other asphalt plants in the area and cited a concern for workers at such plants. She
requested that the board continue the petition.

Mr. Mark Goldstein was recognized. Mr. Goldstein cited a concern about the location of the proposed
asphalt plant to the wellfield. He requested that the board continue the petition.

Mr. Pearce asked if the petitioner would have to be in compliance with the Land Development Code on
water/wastewater discharge before they received development approval.

Mr. Hilliard indicated that they would.

Mr. Bill Edwards was recognized. Mr. Edwards suggested that the proposed stormwater basins would be a
problem because of the height of groundwater during rainy seasons. He cited a concern about the pollution
of groundwater.

Ms. Peggy Trudeau was recognized. Ms. Trudeau, resident of Northwood Pines Subdivision, was
recognized. Ms. Trudeau cited a concern about the health of children around the plant.

Ms. Kimberly Hudako, resident of Hidden Lake Subdivision, was recognized. Ms. Hudako indicated that
she could smell the odor from the existing asphalt plant.

Mr. Peter Rebman, President of the Sutter's Landing Homeowner's Association, was recognized. Mr.
Rebman cited concerns about compatible development, property values, and protection of surrounding areas.

Mr. Sam Harvey, resident of Mile Run Subdivision, was recognized. Mr. Harvey cited a concern about air
quality.

Mr. Stuart Wells, resident of Sutter's Landing Subdivision, was recognized. Mr. Wells cited a concern about
the quality of life and property values.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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Mr. Allen Fischer was recognized. Mr. Fischer indicated that he owned property in the industrial area _
adjacent to the site. He cited a concern that the adjacent property was not considered to be impacted because
it was also zoned industrial. He also cited a concern about the workers in those industrial areas.

Mr. Hilliard explained that any property owner within 400 feet of a proposed development site was
considered affected and notified.

Ms. Katy Fischer was recognized. Ms. Fischer presented the board with information she had gathered on
asphalt plants.

Mr. Leonard Eisenberg, resident of Turkey Creek Forest, was reco gnized. Mr. Eisenberg requested that the
board continue the petition. He cited a concern about the wellfield area and air pollution from additional
trucks.

Mr. Doug Admey was recognized. Mr. Admey spoke in favor of the petition. He stated that the opposition
to the project was not based upon fact. He indicated that the location was appropriate for the use. '

Mr. Rick Cheshire was recognized. Mr. Cheshire pointed out that the entire plan, as presented to the board,
had been reviewed and approved by staff and would requir¢ compliance with state, county, and federal
regulations. He urged the board to approve the petition.

Chair Fried closed the floor to public comment.

Mr. Carter indicated that he wished to make a motion for approval of the petition,

Motion By: Mr. Carter Seconded By: None

Moved to: Approve Petition 30WSU-01 CC with | Upon Yote: Motion died for lack of a second.
staff conditions except deleting Condition D, and
requiring that road to the Whitehurst plan be paved
only if used as an internal connection.

There was no second to the motion.

Mr. Pearce, referring to the issue of odor, asked what recourse persons with complaints would have through
the Codes Enforcement Division to bring a facility into compliance. :

Mr. Hilliard discussed the options including those stated in the Florida Administrative Code. He noted that
the City's Code Enforcement process was complaint driven. He explained that citations would go through
the Code Enforcement Board and fines could be imposed.

Mr. Pearce cited a concern about noise in the evening.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
Jrom the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville,
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Mr. David Bear, noise expert witness for the petitioner, explained that there were different standards in the
Noise Ordinance for day and evening noise.

Mr. Pearce asked how irritating and objectionable noise was handled in the present noise ordinance.

Mr. Hilliard indicated that he was not familiar with the process since it was dealt with by Codes
Enforcement and the Police Department.

Mr. Carter pointed out that, when the project came before the board in January, the board members gave the
project some favorable comments. He noted that the petitioner listened to the board's concerns and modified
the project to meet those concerns and made it better. He stated that he continued to support the project.

Mr. Guy asked why the Wellfield Special Use Permit and the development plan review were in one petition.

Mr. Hilliard explained that one part would not be possible without the other. He noted that there were two
sets of conditions because there were two sets of requirements.

Mr. Guy asked about monitoring of the environmental aspects of the plan.

M. Hilliard explained that use of hazardous materials was reviewed by the Alachua County Department of
Environmental Protection. He pointed out that no one in the City had the capability to monitor air quality.

Mr. Pearce asked staff to discuss the air monitoring condition.

Ms. Morgan explained that she discussed the issue with the County staff working on a new air quality
ordinance and the condition followed their recommendation. She indicated that she would consult with the
State Department of Environmental Protection on the matter.

Ms. Boyes stated that she would work with Ms. Morgan on modification of the air monitoring condition.
She suggested that the reference to PM-10 in Condition D be deleted and the condition simply require an air
monitoring plan.

Mr. Pearce suggested that, rather than climinate Condition D, it should read, "The applicant shall develop an
air monitoring plan acceptable to the City Manager or designee prior to final plan approval." He reviewed
the conditions for the Wellfield Special Use Permit and development plan review. He stated that the board
did not make final decisions on the zoning of property. He explained that the Plan Board's charge was to
determine compliance with the Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan. He made the motion to
approve the petition.

Mr. Guy indicated that he agreed with the original Watson proposal that came before the board in January.
He noted that, while the board did not make the law, they could place conditions on a petition. He suggested
that one condition should be that the facility should be the very best state of the art facility, exceeding the
minimums. He indicated that he was unwilling to support allowing only the minimum requirements.

Ms. Myers indicated that she knew the petition met all the Code requirements, but the community at large
had to be considered. She stated that she could not support the petition.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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Mr. Pearce indicated he did not know how requirements above and beyond the established standards could

be incorporated the language of the petition.

Chair Fried stated that if a person believed that the established standards were inadequate, based upon prior
knowledge, they should vote the way they feel. He explained that not all decisions were based completely

on objective criteria.

Motion By: Mr. Pearce

Seconded By: Mr. Carter -

Moved to: Approve Petition 30WSU-01 CC with
staff conditions except modifying Condition B to
read "the driveway to the Whitehurst site be paved
only if used as an internal connection," and
modifying Condition D to eliminate the language
"for particulate matter of size’ 10 microns or less
PM-10)."

Upon Vote: Motion failed 3 - 2
Yeas: Carter, Pearce
Nays: Guy, Myers, Fried

Ms. Boyes asked the board's recommendation on the petition.

Mr. Hilliard indicated that the recommendation was to deny the petition.

Ms. Boyes indicated that the board needed a motion to deny the petition. She pointed out that the board
denied a motion to approve and did not approve a motion to deny the petition. She indicated that she would

discuss the matter with the City Commission.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.







