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RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS IN PART AND MOTION FOR SUMMARY
DETERMINATION IN PART
The Satilla Riverkeeper respectfully submits this brief as amicus curiae to offer new
arguments in support of Petitioner, Board of Commissioners of Brantley County, Georgia
(“County Commissioners”), and in opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss in Part and
Motion for Summary Determination in Part. Respondent’s motion should be denied because
material facts are in dispute and because Respondent, the Director of the Georgia Environmental
Protection Division (“EPD Director”), issued a solid waste handling permit to Brantley County
Development Partners (“BCDP”) in violation of the Georgia Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Act’s requirements for robust public participation in the landfill approval process.

INTRODUCTION
Public participation in government decision making “is a cornerstone of democratic
society.” Borough of Duryea, Pa. v. Guarnieri, 564 U.S. 379, 397 (2011). Meaningful public
participation “not only leads to better decisions, but also facilitates social stability by developing
a sense of community … and promoting acceptance and respect of the governance process.” 1 But
public participation is meaningful only if the public is informed and the opportunity to
participate occurs early in the decision-making process. When the public is kept in the dark, any
participation that does occur generally is ineffective and counterproductive. 2
Too often the public’s opportunity to provide input arises long after government officials
have already made up their minds. Consequently, decision makers regularly refuse to change
their decisions to reflect public concerns or only do so reluctantly. 3 When public participation
occurs after the decision has been made, officials treat public meetings as “an ‘announce and
defend’ affair, instead of a forum where they may listen to a community’s honest concerns.” 4
To address these problems, Georgia’s Solid Waste Management Act has robust public
notification and engagement requirements throughout the landfill approval process. Relevant
here, the EPD Director may not issue a solid waste handling permit to a landfill developer until
after the local government holds and properly notices at least one public meeting to select a site
for the landfill. In addition, the Director may not issue a permit to the developer until after the
local government properly determines that the proposed landfill is consistent with the local solid
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waste management plan—and Brantley County’s solid waste management plan (“SWMP”)
requires public notification and involvement before a consistency determination is made.
In this case, Respondent unlawfully issued a solid waste handling permit to BCDP for a
new landfill because the public, including amicus curiae Satilla Riverkeeper, was not afforded an
opportunity to participate in both the landfill siting process and the SWMP consistency
determination. No public hearings were held, no public notices were published, and no
information was provided about the true nature of the facility or its location until it was too late.
The only “official” public hearing on the siting process was held on December 22, 2016, just one
week before BCDP applied for its permit from EPD. This hearing was a farce and an improper
attempt by BCDP to remedy prior failures to meet statutory public engagement requirements.
The harms caused by these failures are substantial. Had the public been notified that a
municipal solid waste landfill was being proposed at this site and been afforded the opportunity
to voice their concerns at the outset, this location would not have been selected and the County
Commissioners would not have issued letters verifying that the landfill was consistent with the
SWMP. And critically, BCDP would not have been able to apply for a permit. But now, because
the public was deprived of the opportunity to voice their concerns when it mattered the most, a
new landfill has been approved that will forever change the character of this community and the
environment unless this Court invalidates the permit.
For these and the reasons set forth below, Satilla Riverkeeper respectfully requests the
Court to deny Respondent’s motion to dismiss in part and for summary determination in part and
hold an evidentiary hearing on Petitioner’s claims. Alternatively, the Riverkeeper requests the
Court to vacate the solid waste handling permit issued to BCDP as unlawfully issued based on
the undisputed material facts.
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IDENTITY & INTERESTS OF AMICI CURIAE
The Satilla Riverkeeper is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization founded in 2004 to protect,
restore, and educate the public and government decision makers about the Satilla River, her
tributaries, and her terrestrial watershed. The Satilla River watershed touches 15 different
counties, including Brantley County. The Riverkeeper represents approximately 250 members
and over 7,500 social media followers. The proposed landfill would be 2 miles from the Satilla
River, 1.2 miles from the Little Satilla River, and would fill approximately 17.88 acres of
wetlands within the Satilla River watershed.
As a small nonprofit, the Satilla Riverkeeper cannot attend every public meeting within
the watershed and relies on proper notice to prioritize attendance. The Riverkeeper was not
notified that the County Commissioners were considering sites for a new waste disposal facility,
nor was the Riverkeeper afforded the opportunity to raise concerns until well after the
Commissioners voted to issue letters erroneously verifying that BCDP’s facility was consistent
with the SWMP. Satilla Riverkeeper was denied the opportunity to provide meaningful input
when it mattered the most: before local government decisions were made. The Riverkeeper fears
for its ability to participate effectively in local government and to educate local decision makers
about the environmental effects of proposed facilities if the EPD Director can ignore statutorily
required public engagement requirements and issue permits anyway.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND
The Satilla Riverkeeper agrees with Petitioner’s statement of facts and will not repeat
them all here. To provide the Court with important context and background, however, the
Riverkeeper emphasizes certain facts and includes the following additional information.
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In early February 2015, BCDP attended the County Commissioner’s work session on
February 3, 2015 to discuss the developers’ intent to “construct a mixed-use industrial and
technology development facility” on the site formerly known as Magnolia Holdings Business
Park. Rick Head, Jobs could be coming – but to what? Disclosure agreement preventing release
of vital information about [BCDP’s] plans at 2,400-acre site, THE BRANTLEY BEACON, Feb.
2015, at 1, attached as Exhibit A. According to a local newspaper, BCDP wanted “to continue
exploring waste energy” and storing cargo at “the vast storage area the property offers.” Id.
Two days later, during the County Commissioner’s February 5, 2015 meeting, Chairman
Charlie Summerlin asked for clarification about the type of facility being proposed, asking if
“the site was going to be a landfill-type operation, a solid waste dump or just what?” Id. BCDP
did not answer. Instead, Commissioner Mike Edgy responded that he could not say exactly what
the facility was due to a non-disclosure agreement, but that it was “similar to like using pine trees
or plastics and putting them in it. … All I can tell you is that we (county) are going to make some
money … a lot of money – I promise you that.” Id.
A separate local newspaper reporting on the February 5, 2015 meeting stated that BCDP
planned “to establish a business park at the site” as well as a “bio-plant” and “warehousing for
the ports.” Mittie Vaughn, Commissioners Vote To Endorse Waste Handling Permit, BRANTLEY
COUNTY EXPRESS, Feb. 18, 2015, at 1, 9, attached as Exhibit B. That article reported that BCDP
had asked the County Commissioners to endorse their plans “to develop a facility that utilizes
bio waste products from trees.” Id. at 1.
During the February 5, 2015 meeting, County Manager Carl Rowland explained that
BCDP needed a letter from the county stating that BCDP’s “solid waste policy mimics” the
county’s SWMP. Ex. A at 1. That letter would allow BCDP to apply for a solid waste handling
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permit from the state. Mr. Rowland stated that “our [Brantley County’s] solid waste management
plan and theirs [BCDP’s] comply” and “were consistent.” County Attorney Deen Strickland
asked how Mr. Rowland knew the plans were consistent “if you don’t know what their policy
is.” In response, Commissioner James Spradley explained that by issuing a consistency letter,
“All we’re saying is they are required to meet our policy.” Id.
Notably, Mr. Strickland then asked if any public hearings were required. Id. at 2. Mr.
Rowland answered that EPD requires numerous public hearings and stated that there will be “an
opportunity, at any time during the process, to make any comment at a public hearing.” Id. At the
end of the February 5, 2015 meeting, the County Commissioners voted to execute two letters to
BCDP verifying that its solid waste handling facilities were consistent with the SWMP and the
local land use plan. Id. Commissioner Jesse Mobley believed that they were giving authority to
issue letters stating that BCDP’s solid waste and land use plans for their “dry storage warehouse
facilities and tech businesses such as call centers” were “in compliance” and “in line” with the
county’s plans. Email from Commissioner Mobley to Satilla Riverkeeper, Mar. 9, 2015 at 3:34
PM, re: Open Records Request, attached as Exhibit G. 5
The executed SWMP consistency letter states that “the solid waste handling facilities
being proposed by [BCDP] to be located on a site formerly known as Magnolia Holdings
Business Park is consistent with” the SWMP. (Letter from Chairman Summerlin to Claudia
Moeller re: proposed Solid Waste Handling Facility (Feb. 6, 2015) [“2015 SWMP Consistency
Letter”] (emphasis added), attached to Resp’t Mot. as Ex. 6.)

5

(See also Mobley Dep. at 19:15–21, attached to Pet’r Resp. as Ex. L (stating he believed BCDP
was “just exploring projects … and what we were doing at that time is giving them a green light
to be able to explore the options of what they could do”).)
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No public notice was published in a local newspaper at any time before the February 5,
2015 meeting notifying the public that the Commissioners would be discussing a proposed solid
waste handling facility and its consistency with the SWMP. (See Brantley Cnty. July 9, 2020
Resolution, attached to Pet’r Resp. to Resp’t Mot. as Ex. H.)
In July 2015, the Satilla Riverkeeper sent a letter to Mr. Rowland raising concerns that
BCDP’s facility is not consistent with the SWMP. Mittie Vaughan, Nix Wants to Nix “Letter of
Consistency” For Waste Handling Facility In Brantley, Brantley County Express, July 8, 2015,
at 1, attached as Exhibit C. The Riverkeeper explained that the SWMP requires two public
hearings before the County Commissioners may determine if a proposed solid waste facility is
consistent with the SWMP. Id. The Riverkeeper wrote, “I assume the County and [BCDP] would
still need to go through this step of public notice/involvement for the letter of consistency for a
solid waste handling permit. Or has this already been conducted without the necessary public
notices and required information?” Id.
After BCDP received the February 6, 2015 consistency letters, it hired consultants to
perform site-specific assessments to ensure it could meet EPD’s siting criteria for new landfills.
For example, between June and December 2015, wetlands delineations were performed at the
site. Site Assessment Report for [BCDP’s] U.S. 82 Solid Waste Handling Facility – South, at 5
(Dec. 2016, rev’d Oct. 2019), excerpt attached as Exhibit D. Between March 15 and 17, 2016,
piezometer wells were installed to collect subsurface data. Id. at 10. In March, April, June, and
August 2016, consultants took measurements to determine depth to groundwater. Id. at 17. All of
these actions were summarized in a Site Assessment Report. See generally id.
Nearly two years after the County Commissioners executed the SWMP consistency letter
and after BCDP had numerous site-specific assessments performed, a public hearing was

7

scheduled for December 22, 2016 at 3:00 pm, purportedly to meet O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b)’s
requirement that a public hearing must be held before the local government makes a “siting
decision” relating to the final selection of property for landfilling. (Legal Notice of Dec. 22, 2016
Hearing, attached to Resp’t Mot. as Ex. 8.)
Despite the time and date of the hearing just two days before Christmas, approximately
200 people attended. At the start of the hearing, BCDP’s lawyer explained, “This is the first
criteria before filing a permit with the State of Georgia” and “[w]e are here tonight to take your
comments as to the suitability of this particular location for this facility.” Tr. of Dec. 22, 2016
Public Hearing at 7:3–8, attached as Exhibit E. He was “not here tonight to answer specific
questions because [although] some geological and hydrogeological studies [have been] done, …
no application has been filed as of yet with the State.’ Id. at 7:8–13. Later, he suggested that this
“hearing is an initial – initiates the process before the application.” Id. at 44:24–25.
Community members raised numerous concerns. For instance, one resident complained
that they “were not notified in a timely manner with enough time to request documents.” Id. at
41:19–20. Satilla Riverkeeper raised concerns about the SWMP and explained that the proposed
facility was “required to be consistent” with the SWMP. Id. at 53:7–8. A separate community
member asked for a parcel number or legal description of the property, but BCDP did not
provide that information. Id. at 26:4–21. Another resident asked if the facility would be located
on the “school side” of the property, but BCDP again declined to respond. Id. at 9:8–17. As a
result, the community was not informed that the facility would be less than one mile from
Waynesville Area Elementary School. See Ex. D at 6.
Numerous community members had questions about the type of waste facility being
proposed. After many residents voiced opposition to a landfill, Commissioner Mike Edgy
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informed the public the facility would not be a landfill, stating, “they’re telling you it’s a landfill,
but it’s supposed to be waste energy,” Ex. E. at 22:11–14, and “I’m saying what it is, because
they’re not saying it, but it’s waste energy,” id. at 23:13–15. Later, a community member noted
that “we have no idea” if this is an “energy facility” or a landfill, and “how do you comment on
the site suitability” without having more information. Id. at 92:4–19. One of the last speakers
appropriately summed up the mass confusion when she stated that the public “cannot fight this
and not know what you are fighting. We got no information here today. It’s a waste of time. …
Whatever it is, we don’t need.” Id. at 80:7–12, 21.
The County Commissioners did not take any action during the December 22, 2016
hearing, see generally id., and a quorum was not present. (Letter from Deen Strickland to Chad
Hall (Jan. 6, 2017), attached to Pet’r Resp. as Ex. R.) Nor did the County Commissioners take
any action with respect to BCDP’s proposed facility between the date of the hearing and when
BCDP submitted their permit application to EPD.
Just one week after the December 22, 2016 hearing, on December 29, 2016, BCDP
submitted their application for a solid waste handling permit to EPD and attached to their
application the Site Assessment Report describing the site-specific studies and assessments that
had been performed on the site over the previous two years. (BCDP’s Application for Solid
Waste Handling Permit – Request for Site Suitability, attached to Resp’t Mot. as Ex. 9); Ex. D.
The County Commissioners realized that BCDP had applied for a permit to operate a
municipal solid waste landfill just one week after BCDP submitted the permit application, and
they notified EPD of their opposition on January 6, 2017. The Commissioners subsequently and
repeatedly informed EPD that (1) the landfill was not consistent with the SWMP, (2) public
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notice and engagement requirements had not been met, and (3) the February 5, 2015 consistency
letters were invalid and inapplicable to the landfill. (Pet’r Resp. at 14–18.)
On May 9, 2022, EPD issued Solid Waste Handling Permit No. 013-004D(MSWL) (the
“Permit”) to BCDP. The Petitioner’s challenge followed.
ARGUMENT AND CITATION TO AUTHORITY 6
I.

Respondent is not entitled to summary determination on Counts III and IV because
the public was not afforded the opportunity to participate in the SWMP consistency
determination and because the proposed landfill is not consistent with the SWMP.
Under the Solid Waste Management Act, “no permit, grant, or loan shall be issued for

any municipal solid waste disposal facility … which is not consistent with a local,
multijurisdictional, or regional solid waste management plan.” O.C.G.A. § 12-8-31.1(e). To help
the EPD Director determine whether a proposed facility is consistent with a local plan, the Act
requires permit applicants to submit written verification from the host local government that the
proposed facility is consistent with the local plan, the facility meets the ten-year capacity needs
identified in the local plan, and the local government is actively involved in and has a strategy
for meeting the state-wide goal for reducing solid waste disposal. Id. §§ 12-8-24(g), 12-831.1(e)(2)–(3); Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. r. 391-3-4-.02(9). 7
When a local government is deciding whether a proposed facility is consistent with its
solid waste management plan, it should follow the procedure for determining plan consistency
specified in the plan itself. Brantley County’s SWMP has a consistency determination procedure
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Amicus curiae supports all of Petitioner’s claims but offers arguments only as to Claims III, IV,
and V based on the specific harms stemming from the lack of required public participation.
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Notably, BCDP failed to meet the statutory requirement that they include with their permit
application verification that that their facility meets the ten-year capacity needs identified in the
SWMP. O.C.G.A. § 12-8-31.1(e)(2). Neither the 2014 nor 2015 consistency letters address the
ten-year capacity needs as required.
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that includes robust public notification and involvement, including making publicly available a
“Written Statement of Consistency” from the applicant that describes the anticipated effects of
the proposed facility, holding two public hearings to discuss the waste management needs of the
county and the siting process to be followed, and requiring extensive public notice of the public
hearings. 2006 Brantley County SWMP, Plan Consistency Procedure, attached as Exhibit F.
In this case, BCDP’s facility is neither procedurally nor substantively consistent with
Brantley County’s SWMP, and the EPD Director’s issuance of a solid waste permit to BCDP
was contrary to law as a result.
A.

The public’s inability to participate in the SWMP consistency determination
process is a fatal flaw to the issuance of the solid waste handling permit.

BCDP’s municipal solid waste landfill is not consistent with Brantley County’s SWMP
because BCDP (and consequently the County Commissioners) did not follow the SWMP’s
public engagement procedure for making consistency determinations, an important and
appropriate factor for Brantley County.
In Murray County v. R & J Murray, LLC, a landfill developer argued that a county had
improperly considered more than environmental and land use factors when it determined that a
proposed landfill was not consistent with its local solid waste management plan. 280 Ga. 314,
316 (2006). The Georgia Supreme Court disagreed, noting that O.C.G.A. § 12-8-31.1(b)
“indicates that factors other than the ‘minimum’ land use and environmental factors might be
considered.” Id. While that statute directs local governments to make SWMP consistency
determinations, it “contains no language indicating an intent to restrict that determination
through the use of any particular factors.” Id. at 316 n.12 (2006).
The Supreme Court further explained:
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It would be wrong to conclude, absent specific restrictions, that the legislature
intended local governments to consider a variety of factors in developing its
SWMP, but intended to allow local governments to consider only two limited
factors in determining whether a proposed facility was consistent with that SWMP.
The General Assembly plainly chose not to impose such restrictions on local
governments in their consistency determinations. Thus, in determining whether
a proposed facility is consistent with its SWMP, a local government is
authorized to consider any relevant factor that it appropriately considered in
the SWMP itself.
Id. at 317 (internal citations omitted) (emphasis added). A local government may not consider
factors, however, “that do not promote the health, safety, and well-being of their citizens, protect
the quality of the environment, or otherwise further the purposes” of the Solid Waste
Management Act. Id. at 318 (quotations omitted).
Following this rationale, Brantley County appropriately considered public involvement
and notification requirements in developing its SWMP in 2006 because (1) public notification
and involvement procedures were required to be included in solid waste management plans at the
time, 8 and (2) public engagement procedures promote the health, safety, and well-being of the
public and further the purposes of the Solid Waste Management Act. Thus, Brantley County is
allowed to consider whether the public engagement procedures were followed when determining
whether a proposed facility is consistent with the SWMP. See id. at 317–18.
Here, BCDP’s proposed landfill is not consistent with the SWMP because the public
engagement procedures were not followed. It is undisputed that BCDP did not submit a Written
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When Brantley County adopted its SWMP in 2006, it was required to include in its plan a
procedure for determining plan consistency that addressed how the public would be involved and
notified. See Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. 110-4-3-.04(5)(d)(3)(i). This regulation was effectively
repealed by Senate Bill 157, which passed the General Assembly in 2011 and reduced the
Department of Community Affairs’ authority over local solid waste management plans. The
passage of SB 157 has no effect, however, on the Supreme Court’s ultimate holding in Murray
County v. R & J Murray, LLC. The Court’s holding in that case relied primarily on the plain
language of O.C.G.A. § 12-8-31.1(b), which is still in effect.
12

Statement of Consistency to the County Commissioners before requesting a consistency
verification letter. Likewise, no Written Statement of Consistency was made publicly available,
no public notice was given, and no public hearings were held before the County Commissioners
voted to issue a consistency letter to BCDP on February 5, 2015. See Ex. A at 2 (reporting that
county attorney asked during February 5, 2015 meeting if public hearings were needed); Ex. C
(reporting Satilla Riverkeeper’s concerns that SWMP consistency procedure was not followed).
These failures caused substantial harm. Specifically, the County Commissioners did not
realize at the time that they were greenlighting a new landfill that their constituents
overwhelmingly opposed. Commissioner Mobley informed Satilla Riverkeeper that he thought
he was simply confirming that BCDP’s plans for warehousing and call centers complied with the
SWMP and land use plan. See Ex. G; (see also Mobley Dep. at 19:15–21, attached to Pet’r Resp.
as Ex. L (testifying that “what we were doing at that time is giving [BCDP] a green light to be
able to explore the options of what they could do”). Local newspapers did not report that the
Commissioners had discussed whether a new landfill was consistent with the SWMP; in fact,
they reported that the facility being discussed was a “bio plant” or “waste energy” facility that
would use wood chips or plastics. Ex. A; Ex. B.
Neither the Commissioners nor the public knew then that the Commissioners were
issuing an erroneous letter that EPD would not allow them to reverse. Commissioner Spradley
believed that issuing a consistency letter meant that BCDP “are required to meet our policy.” Ex.
A at 1. Had the public been afforded the opportunity to raise concerns about the proposed site or
the proposed landfill early in the process as required for meaningful public engagement, the
Commissioners would not have issued those consistency letters.
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Because the public could not voice concerns that the facility is not consistent with the
SWMP until it was too late, BCDP’s landfill is not consistent with the SWMP and BCDP was
not eligible for a permit. O.C.G.A. § 12-8-31.1(e) (prohibiting issuance of permit when facility
inconsistent with local solid waste management plan); see also Murray Cnty., 280 Ga. at 317–18.
B.

Respondent’s position that he cannot second guess a local government’s
initial consistency letter nor consider a subsequent inconsistency
determination when he has not yet issued a permit is nonsensical.

The EPD Director’s issuance of a permit to BCDP was also contrary to law because the
Petitioner told EPD repeatedly—and years before the Director issued the permit—that the
consistency letter they signed nearly two years before BCDP applied for a permit was inaccurate
and unlawful. See Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. r. 391-3-4-.02(6) (requiring material submitted with
permit applications to be “complete and accurate” (emphasis added)).
The EPD Director argues that he had no authority to look behind or second guess the
County Commissioner’s February 2015 letter purporting to verify that BCDP’s landfill was
consistent with the SWMP. Satilla Riverkeeper respectfully disagrees.
Although the Solid Waste Management Act requires permit applicants to demonstrate
consistency with local solid waste management plans by submitting written verification from the
host jurisdiction, id. § 12-8-24(g), the duty to ensure that no permits are issued in violation of the
Act’s requirement that a landfill be consistent with the local solid waste management plan
remains with the EPD Director, id. §§ 12-8-21(d) (stating Director “shall be the official charged
with primary responsibility for the solid waste management program”), 12-8-23.1(b)(20) (giving
Director authority to “exercise all incidental powers necessary to carry out the purposes” of the
Act), 12-8-24(d) (requiring Director to deny a permit if he finds any violation of the Act or any
rule or regulation promulgated pursuant to the Act). Where, as here, the Director receives
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conflicting information from the host government about a proposed facility’s consistency with a
local plan, he has an obligation to verify plan consistency himself before he issues a permit.
The U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Georgia agrees. In an order in a
related case attached to Respondent’s own motion, the district court found that it was not the
court’s role, at that stage of the proceedings, to determine whether BCDP’s proposed landfill is
consistent with Brantley County’s SWMP but rather, “that determination is left to the EPD.”
(Resp’t Mot., Ex. 4 at 31.) The district court further explained that deciding “whether to issue a
permit falls within the purview of the executive powers vested in the EPD [and this] authority
includes making an independent determination of SWMP consistency.” (Id. at 31 n.14 (citing
O.C.G.A. §§ 12-2-2-(c)(1), 12-8-31.1(e))). 9
Accordingly, the EPD Director’s issuance of a solid waste handling permit to BCDP was
contrary to law where he should have either (1) accepted the County Commissioners’ position,
while BCDP’s application was still pending, that the proposed landfill is not consistent with the
SWMP, or (2) independently reviewed the SWMP and determined the landfill was inconsistent
because the public notification and involvement procedures were not followed. 10
II.

Respondent is not entitled to summary determination on Count V because the
public hearing and notification requirements of O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26 were not met.
Under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(a), a local government that is “beginning a process to select a

site for a municipal solid waste disposal facility must first call at least one public meeting to
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Satilla Riverkeeper respectfully disagrees with the superior court’s finding in S. States-Bartow
County v. Barnes, 2010 Ga. Super. LEXIS 111 at *16 (Aug. 20, 2010), that the EPD Director
cannot make an independent de novo determination of solid waste management plan consistency.
10

The landfill is also inconsistent with the SMWP based on its proximity to historic sites, as
more fully discussed in Petitioner’s response.
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discuss waste management needs of the local government or region and to describe the process
of siting facilities to the public,” and the meeting must be properly noticed in a local newspaper.
Under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b), whenever a local government takes action “resulting in a
publicly or privately owned municipal solid waste disposal facility siting decision . . . notice of
the meeting at which such siting decision is to be made” shall be published at least one a week
for two weeks before the date of that meeting. Siting decisions include “such activities as the
final selection of property for landfilling” but do not include zoning decisions. Id.
The implicit purpose of these public notice and participation requirements “is to promote
reasoned decisions on the location of waste facilities made after public discussion and to assure
officials’ accountability.” Grove v. Sugar Hill Inv. Assocs., Inc., 219 Ga. App. 781, 785 (Ga. Ct.
App. 1995) (discussing O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b) specifically) (emphasis added).
In this case, the County Commissioners took action that triggered the public meeting
requirements in O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26 but failed to hold the public meetings. Respondent’s
issuance of a solid waste permit to BCDP was unlawful where these prerequisites were not met.
A.

The County Commissioners either began a process to select a site for
landfilling or made a siting decision during a February 5, 2015 meeting
without notifying the public under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(a) and (b).

On February 5, 2015, the County Commissioners authorized the Chairman to execute two
letters acknowledging that BCDP’s proposed solid waste handling facilities “to be located on a
site formerly known as Magnolia Holdings Business Park” are consistent with the SWMP and
the local land use plan. Ex. A; (Resp’t Mot., Ex. 6). The County Commissioners’ action
constituted either the “beginning of a process to select a site” for a solid waste disposal facility
under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(a) or a “siting decision” under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b).
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First, Brantley County’s SWMP itself treats a plan consistency determination as the
beginning of a process to select a site for a solid waste disposal facility. Specifically, the SWMP
states that before the County Commissioners can determine if a proposed facility is consistent
with the plan, they must hold a public hearing “to discuss the waste management needs of the
City and/or County [and] the siting process to be followed.” Ex. F at 2–4. Compare this language
with the nearly identical language in O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(a), which requires a public meeting “to
discuss waste management needs of the local government or region and to describe the process
of siting facilities to the public.” Plainly, the SWMP’s procedure for determining plan
consistency is intended to mark the beginning of a site selection process.
In this case, the Commissioners themselves believed the plan consistency determination
to be the beginning of the process to select a waste disposal site. Ex. G (Commissioner Mobley
stating one month after voting to issue the consistency letters, “I’m still waiting for [BCDP] to
inform us of what their exact intentions are. Once that occurs, I will research … to make an
educated decision on where I stand.”); Ex. A at 2 (Chairman Summerlin stating during the
February 5, 2015 meeting, “I feel like we need more information about what [BCDP’s business
is] going to be.”).
Alternatively, the February 5, 2015 decision to issue the SWMP and land use plan
consistency letters was a siting decision under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b). Again, a siting decision
includes making the final selection of property for landfilling. O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b). By voting
to execute the SWMP and land use plan consistency letters, the County Commissioners took
action resulting in the “site formerly known as Magnolia Holdings Business Park” being chosen
as the property for BCDP’s facility, even if they did not realize that was what they were doing.
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(2015 Consistency Letter, attached to Resp’t Mot. as Ex. 6.) 11 The County Commissioners also
understood that BCDP would use the consistency letters to apply for a permit from EPD. Ex. A;
Ex. B; see also Grove, 219 Ga. App. at 784 (holding that city council resolution approving lease
agreement that included provision for potential expansion of existing landfill was “siting
decision” where agreement chose location for landfilling and where city was obligated to assist
developer “to obtain the necessary permitting”).
Respondent argues that the February 5, 2015 decision could not have been a siting
decision because the public notification requirements of O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b) for siting
decisions are separate and distinct from the SWMP and land use consistency requirements
contemplated by O.C.G.A. § 12-8-24(g). However, nothing in the Solid Waste Management Act
precludes a local government from making a siting decision at the same time as it verifies
consistency with its solid waste management plan and zoning or land use ordinances. See
generally O.C.G.A. § 12-8-20 et seq.
As a practical matter, it makes sense that a local government would make a siting
decision before or at the same time as a SWMP consistency determination. A government cannot
make a consistency determination if it does not know where the landfill will be located. It must
know the final site so it can determine if the site is identified in the SWMP as “not suitable for
solid waste handling facilities based on environmental and land use factors.” O.C.G.A. § 12-831.1(b). In Brantley County, the Commissioners must know the specific location of the proposed

11

Notably, the County Commissioners selected the part of the site north of Highway 82 as the
final selection of property for the facility, which they believed to be a waste-to-energy facility, as
demonstrated by the depositions and exhibits attached to Petitioner’s response brief. The
Commissioners did not execute another SWMP consistency letter specific to the property south
of the highway or specific to a landfill, nor did the Commissioners take formal or informal action
otherwise selecting the property south of the highway as the final site for landfilling. The Court
may also deny Respondent’s motion to dismiss and for summary determination on this basis.
18

facility to determine compatibility with surrounding uses, assess proximity to environmental
resources and historic sites, and examine the impact of the facility on vehicle traffic and public
safety. (See generally SWMP, attached to Pet’r Resp. as Ex. C); see also Ex. F at 2.
Respondent also insinuates that the County Commissioners’ vote to execute the
consistency determinations could not have been a siting decision because siting decisions do not
include zoning decisions. But that vote was not a zoning decision; a zoning decision is final
legislative action resulting in, for instance, the adoption of a zoning ordinance. RCG Props., LLC
v. City of Atlanta Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 260 Ga. App. 355, 361 (Ga. Ct. App. 2003)
(defining “zoning decision”). The Commissioners’ decision during the February 5, 2015 meeting
did not result in the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, the grant of a special use
permit, or a change to the official zoning maps. Instead, they selected the former Magnolia
Holdings Business Park property as the location for BCDP’s solid waste disposal facility.
Regardless of whether the February 5, 2015 decision was the beginning of the siteselection process or a siting decision, notice was not published in a local newspaper once a week
for two weeks immediately preceding the meeting as required by O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26.
Consequently, Satilla Riverkeeper and other members of the public did not offer public comment
during that meeting about the proposed facility, its proposed location, or its consistency with the
SWMP. Had the public been notified that a landfill was being considered at that location, they
would have appeared in droves to express their outrage that such a facility was being considered,
as evidenced by the mass attendance and public participation at later hearings that had at least
some advance notice. See, e.g., Ex. E.
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Because the public engagement requirements with respect to site selection in O.C.G.A. §
12-8-26 were not met, the EPD Director’s issuance of a solid waste handling permit to BCDP
was contrary to law.
B.

The December 22, 2016 public hearing was an improper “check the box”
exercise held after the siting decision had already been made.

In Grove, the Georgia Court of Appeals held that the remedy for the failure to comply
with O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b)’s notice requirements is not to thereafter hold a properly noticed
siting decision meeting. 219 Ga. App. at 785. The Court offered the following rationale:
Permitting [a local government] to make a siting decision without complying with
the statutorily mandated notice procedures and then remedying this error by holding
pro forma hearings after the siting decision has been made would strip OCGA § 128-26(b) of its essential meeting. Such a remedy thwarts the public notice
requirement’s purpose. A public airing must precede a decision if it is to have an
unbiased, unencumbered effect on the decision. The purpose of the airing is to allow
the presentation of all evidence and argument upon which a rational political
decision can be made, not to give parties adversely affected by a decision merely
an opportunity to reverse it. The score must be the result of plays made during the
game, not after its conclusion.
Id. (emphasis in original).
Although the December 22, 2016 public hearing was advertised as being held pursuant to
O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b), it was merely an “announce and defend” affair in which BCDP solicited
public comments on a siting decision that had already been made. BCDP’s own lawyer
announced during the hearing that the landfill “will be located, as planned,” on a parcel on the
south side of Highway 82. Ex. E at 7:23–25. The public notice for the hearing also stated that the
“purpose of the hearing is to receive public comment” on a landfill “to be located on Highway 82
East, Waynesville, Georgia on property formerly owned by Magnolia Holdings, LLC.” (Resp’t
Mot., Ex. 8.) But the purpose of a public hearing under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b) is so the local
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government can make a “rational political decision” after hearing all evidence and argument.
Grove, 219 Ga. App. at 785.
At the time of the hearing, BCDP had already obtained the SWMP and land use
consistency letters from the County Commissioners and had already conducted site-specific
assessments for the landfill’s final location. Ex. D (excerpt of Site Assessment Report); Ex. E at
7:10–11 (acknowledging during December 22, 2016 hearing that geological and hydrogeological
studies have been done)). The completion of the Site Assessment Report is telling. This report
must be prepared by a registered geologist or geotechnical engineer and must address whether a
proposed solid waste handling facility meets all criteria for siting, including airport safety,
floodplains, wetlands, fault areas, unstable areas, significant groundwater recharge areas,
distance to nearest drinking water wells or surface water intakes, depth to uppermost aquifer, and
other criteria. Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-4-.05(4). In other words, it is a site-specific report
that cannot be prepared until after a site is selected for solid waste handling. And here, BCDP
had this report prepared after the February 15, 2015 decision to issue the consistency letters but
well before the supposed December 22, 2016 siting decision hearing. See Ex. D.
BCDP submitted its application for a solid waste handling permit to EPD just one week
after the December 22, 2016 hearing, further demonstrating that the public hearing was a farce
and a “check the box” exercise. Even if the December 22, 2016 public hearing was properly
noticed under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b), which it was not, 12 holding a pro forma hearing after the
siting decision had already been made was improper and did not cure the defect. Allowing the
community and Satilla Riverkeeper to come up to bat after the game had ended defeated the
purpose of O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b)’s notice requirement. Grove, 219 Ga. App. at 785 (holding

12

(See Pet’r Resp. at 31–32).
21

“the score must be the result of the plays made during the game, not after its conclusion” for
siting decisions under O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26(b)).
In addition, the County Commissioners did not “take action resulting in a siting decision”
during the December 22, 2016 hearing as required by the plain language of the statute. O.C.G.A.
§ 12-8-26(b) (requiring governing authority to cause to be published “notice of the meeting at
which such siting decision is to be made” (emphasis added)). Mr. Strickland, the county
attorney, ran the public hearing on behalf of the Commissioners, and a quorum of the
Commissioners was not even present. (Letter from Deen Strickland to Chad Hall (Jan. 6, 2017),
attached to Pet’r Resp. as Ex. R.) The County Commissioners did not identify or select the final
location for BCDP’s landfill, did not approve any agreement relating to the location of the
landfill, or otherwise take action of any kind during that hearing. See generally Ex. E. The siting
decision had already been made.
In sum, Respondent is not entitled to summary determination because he unlawfully
issued a permit where the public engagement requirements of O.C.G.A. § 12-8-26 were violated.
III.

It was unlawful and unconscionable for the EPD Director to issue a permit to BCDP
when he knew that the County Commissioners and the public had been deceived
about the true nature and location of the facility.
Well before issuing a solid waste handling permit to BCDP, Respondent was made aware

of the confusion surrounding this project, BCDP’s crafty wordplay to obtain what they needed to
apply for a permit, and numerous legal deficiencies in BCDP’s application. He issued the permit
anyway and failed to meet the Solid Waste Management Act’s goal “to assure that solid waste
does not adversely affect the health, safety, and well-being of the public and that solid waste
facilities, whether publicly or privately owned, do not degrade the quality of the environment by
reason of their location.” O.C.G.A. § 12-8-21(a).
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In this case, by refusing to listen to the County Commissioners and acknowledge that the
public was deprived of their statutory right to be notified and be given the opportunity to voice
concerns about a proposed landfill, Respondent has wasted both local and state resources by
forcing litigation. Allowing this permit to stand also sends a message that developers can thwart
valuable public notice and engagement requirements and keep communities in the dark about
planned landfills, so long as they can convince a local government to issue a letter. Not only is
this unfair, it also violates the principle that public participation in government decision making
“is a cornerstone of democratic society.” Borough of Duryea, Pa., 564 U.S. at 397.
Amicus curiae fears that Respondent’s position will only encourage bad actors to
manipulate and lie to local governments moving forward. If consistency letters, once issued, can
never be deemed inaccurate by EPD—even if local governments try to correct mistakes—then
developers will be incentivized to be as vague and confusing as possible to coerce local
governments into giving them what they need. Allowing this permit to stand would essentially
render local solid waste management plans, local land use laws, and public engagement
requirements meaningless.
Therefore, Satilla Riverkeeper urges this Court to deny Respondent’s motion and
invalidate the permit.
CONCLUSION
In sum, Satilla Riverkeeper and the public were denied the opportunity to provide
valuable public input when it was needed the most: early in the landfill siting and approval
process when the County Commissioners themselves were still confused about BCDP’s
proposal. Had the public been allowed to ask questions and demand answers then, we would not
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be here today supporting the County Commissioners’ challenge to an illegally issued permit.
This Court should deny Respondent’s motion and invalidate BCDP’s permit.
Respectfully submitted this 7th day of September, 2022,

/s/ April S. Lipscomb
April S. Lipscomb
Ga. Bar No. 884175
SOUTHERN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CENTER
10 10th Street NW, Suite 1050
Atlanta, GA 30309
(404) 521-9900 (office)
(404) 521-9909 (fax)
alipscomb@selcga.org
/s/ Christopher J. Bertrand
Christopher J. Bertrand
Ga. Bar No. 640090
SATILLA RIVERKEEPER
5700 Okefenokee Swamp Park Road
Waycross, GA 31503
(912) 421-8972
riverkeeper@satillariverkeeper.org
Counsel for amicus curiae Satilla Riverkeeper
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pubic in the process of consistency review,
The applicant pursuing a permit fbr siting a
landfill shall call a public meeting. placing an
ad in the general circulation serving the municipality or county at least two weeks preceding
the meeting, the ad shall state the time, place,
and purpose of the meeting, provide written
notice of the permit application to the governing bodies of each local government, request
that the public notice be displayed prominently
in the courthouse of the county and city halls
of the municipalities
The procedures also require the following:
. A description of the anticipated impact the
proposed facility will have upon the community; vehicle traffic and public safety around the
proposed facility and throughout the planning
area; flnancial impact to the financial viability
of the existing solid waste management system
within the planning area: impact to individual
and business solid waste management rates;
impact to other natural or cultural resources
within the planning area and; impact to the
current sol id wa ste management infrastructure
within the plannin g area,.both public and pri-

calls for suitable site location and states, "The
overall goal of the County and Cities is to insure that proposed solid waste handling facilities are in areas which are suitable for such developments, are cornpatible with surrounding
uses, and are not considered for locations in
areas which have been identified by the community or region as having environmental or
other development or land use limitations."
The county's plan states that "no proposed
facility or facility expansion rvill be sited in the
planning area without a letter from the Governing entities (County and City) stating that the
facility is consistent with the Solid Waste Management Plan." Rowland in the February meeting of the county commission made request
that the commissioners approve a request from
Brantley County Development Partners LLC
for a letter stating that their application for a
waste handling facility was "consistent" with
Brantley County's plan. A copy of the Solid
Waste Management Plan was not included in
vate.
the county commissioners' packet, however'
. An identification of the anticipated impact
The Solid Waste Management Plan prothe proposed facility will have upon adequate
vides for the following:
within the
To maintain consistency with the plan, the collection and disposal capability
entity, which proposes to site a solid waste han- planning area; and
. The effect the facility will have upon
dling facility in the County, including within
state achieving per
the Clity limits of Hoboken and Nahunta, must waste generated within the
(1) pay a application fee of $500 and (2) must capita waste disPosal goal.
. How the owner/operator of the proposed
provide to the local govemment(s) at least 60
assurance pro-"
days prior to filing for a solid waste permit, facility will satisfy the flnancial
or notifying EPD in the case of a solid waste visions of the solid waste Plan'
. The Gover:ning entities reserve the right
handling facility that is permitted by rule, subfor potenmit to the local governing entities (County and to also require a Perfonnance bond
City) a written staternent documenting the fol- tial environmental liabilitY.
. The Governing entities requires any enlowing:
A method of notifying and involving the tity whether public or private wishing to site a

zr-r

rrrTuTlr\-I-D

solid waste handling
dictional borders of Brantley County be constructed so as to only servg the disposal needs
of said County.
. The Governing entities reserve the right
to impose impact fees on the operation of any
landfill located within their jurisdictional borders.

The Governing entities (County and City)
shall review the Written Statement of Consistency and shall determine if the proposed facility or facility expansion is consistent with
the Solid Waste Management Plan. Within 30
days of making their determination, the Board
shall notify the developer whether or not the
proposed facility or facility expansion is consistent with the Plan. If the proposed facility is
not consistent with the Plan, the developer may
address the inconsistencies and resubmit their
request for another review."
Ms. Nix raised the question of whether
the cbunty had followed proper procedures in
writing the letter to state of[icials. who have
told her that the State uses the letter to indicate
that the project should Proceed'
Ms. Nix wrote Rowland, "In Public Hearings and public meetings, the citizens of Brantley County have overwhelmingly stated tlrat
the Satilla River must be protected, restored
and preserved. Our citizens are concerned that
any landfill has the potential to harm the river
and its environs. In the past, the county has
banned all landfills. Our goal is to mandate that
any future landfill will be held to the highest
federal, state and local standards and done in
the public eye, so that we may participate in
the permitting process and exercise our constitutional rights of stewardshiP."
Ms. Nix serves as executive of the Satilla
Riverkeeper, with headquarters in Woodbine'
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INTRODUCTION
Innovative Engineering Strategies, LLC (IES) has completed this revision per EPD review
comments (November 9, 2018, October 23, 2019) to a site assessment report for the proposed
Brantley County Development Partners, LLC (BCDP) - U.S. 82 Solid Waste Handling Facility –
South prepared by Harbin Engineering, P.C. (H.E.) in December 2016. IES performed the site
assessment report in general accordance with the sitting requirements for a municipal solid waste
landfill (MSWL) as required by "Circular 14", published by the Georgia Department of Natural
Resources Environmental Protection Division (EPD). Other requirements from the Georgia
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Act and Rules of Georgia Chapter 391-3-4-.05 were
also evaluated. Based on this report the proposed site meets the criteria required by EPD for
permitting as a MSWL.
1.0

GENERAL SITE AREA

1.1

Description of General Site Area

The proposed landfill site is located south of U.S. Highway 82 approximately nine (9) miles east
of the City of Nahunta in Brantley County, Georgia as shown on Figure 1-01. The proposed site
is a ±463 acre portion of a larger ±2,389 acre tract owned by the Brantley County Development
Partners, LLC. All of this ±2,389 tract is forested flatwood land between the unincorporated rural
communities of Atkinson to the west and Waynesville to the east. The subject property is generally
flat with the highest elevations in the north-central portion of the site between 72 and 74 feet above
mean sea level (msl), sloping downward at slopes less than 2% towards the property boundaries at
elevations ranging between 52 and 70 feet msl, as shown in Figure 1-02. The property is bound
by U.S. Highway 82 to the north, rural residential properties to the east and southwest and
agricultural/industrial property also owned by Brantley County Development Partners, LLC to the
west, as shown in Figure 1-03. The majority of the rural residential properties to the east are
undeveloped lots of several subdivisions.
1.1.1. Legal Description
A legal description of the surveyed property line and proposed permit boundary by Charles H.
Tomberlin, RLS 2973 is indicated on Figure 1-02. Supporting documentation is enclosed in
Appendix O, and the legal description is also provided below:
BEGINNING AT A REBAR ON THE SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY OF U.S. 82
WHOSE NORTHING IS 446734.8098 AND WHOSE EASTING IS 769953.9010;
THENCE BEARING S 10-33-23 E A DISTANCE OF 968.19, TO A REBAR FOUND;
THENCE A BEARING S 79-10-17 W A DISTANCE OF 4691.00, TO A 4"x4"
CONCRETE MONUMENT FOUND; THENCE A BEARING S 3-56-8 W A DISTANCE
OF 5134.75, TO A REBAR FOUND; THENCE A BEARING S 84-3-14 W A DISTANCE
OF 1693.44, TO A 4"x4" CONCRETE MONUMENT FOUND; THENCE A BEARING
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S 11-43-18 E A DISTANCE OF 599.36, TO A 12" REBAR SET; THENCE A BEARING
N 90-0-00 W A DISTANCE OF 208.37 TO A POINT; THENCE A BEARING N 58-2602 W A DISTANCE OF 515.07, TO A POINT; THENCE A BEARING N 86-23-36 W A
DISTANCE OF 853.05, TO A POINT; THENCE A BEARING N 6-34-09 E A
DISTANCE OF 270.11, TO A POINT; THENCE A BEARING S 84-59-54 E A
DISTANCE OF 312.08,TO A 4"x4" CONCRETE MONUMENT FOUND; THENCE A
BEARING N 5-11-24 E A DISTANCE OF 865.00, TO A 12" REBAR SET; THENCE A
BEARING N 85-0-48 W A DISTANCE OF 528.07,TO A 4"x4" CONCRETE
MONUMENT FOUND; THENCE A BEARING N 51-49-58 W A DISTANCE OF
422.88, TO A POINT; THENCE A BEARING N 28-8-45 E A DISTANCE OF 3423.14,
TO A POINT; THENCE A BEARING N 31-7-4 E A DISTANCE OF 2760.02, TO A 12"
REBAR SET ON THE SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY U.S. 82; THENCE ALONG THE
SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY OF U.S. 82 A BEARING N 80-17-09 E A DISTANCE
OF 719.68, TO A POINT; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE SOUTHERN RIGHT
OF WAY OF U.S. 82 A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 10645.365
A DELTA ANGLE OF 03° 57' 09.97", AND WHOSE LONG CHORD BEARS N 82-1548 E A DISTANCE OF 734.27, TO A POINT; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHERN
RIGHT OF WAY OF U.S. 82 BEARING N 84-14-23 E A DISTANCE OF 856.43, TO A
REBAR FOUND; THENCE A BEARING S 5-45-37 E A DISTANCE OF 1090.28, TO A
REBAR FOUND; THENCE A BEARING N 79-10-17 E A DISTANCE OF 1051.982, TO
A REBAR FOUND; THENCE A BEARING N 6-18-41 W A DISTANCE OF 997.40, TO
A REBAR FOUND ON THE SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY OF U.S. 82; THENCE
ALONG THE SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY OF U.S. 82 A BEARING N 84-14-23 E A
DISTANCE OF 1928.25 TO A REBAR FOUND,SAID POINT BEING THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.
1.2

Proximity to Roads, Airports and Railroads

The most proximate road is U.S. Highway 82 which borders the site to the north. The nearest
interstate is I-95 which is located approximately 16 miles east of the site.
The most proximate airport is the Brantley County Airport (4J1) located approximately 4.5 miles
west of the site with the runways oriented north to south. Since this public-use airport is located
within 5 miles of the proposed site, the affected airport and the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) have been notified. Please see Appendix A regarding this notification dated December 26,
2017. The site is more than 10,000 feet from the runway, therefore, demonstrations that the facility
will not pose a bird hazard to aircraft are not required. The Brantley County Airport is a general
aviation airport under control of a public agency (Brantley County Board of Commissioners) that
is the recipient of several FAA grants. According to correspondence with the FAA and County
(see Appendix A), the Brantley County Airport does not serve scheduled air carrier operations
conducted in aircraft with less than 60 seats and does not have total annual enplanements consisting
of at least 51% of scheduled air carrier enplanements conducted in aircraft with less than 60
passenger seats. Therefore, there is no limitation for the construction of the proposed landfill per
49 U.S.C. § 44718(d) because the Brantley County Airport, located within six (6) miles of the
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proposed site, does not have any regularly scheduled flights for its small aircraft. See Figure 1-06
for the Map showing Proximity to Airports.
The nearest railroad line is the CSX Transportation railway which is located north of and adjacent
to U.S. Highway 82 north of the proposed site.
1.3

Proximity to County Boundaries and National Historic Sites

The proposed site is located in Brantley County, Georgia, which is surrounded by Glynn County
to the east, Wayne County to the northeast, Pierce County to the northwest, Ware County to the
west, Charlton County to the south and Camden County to the southeast. The closest county
boundary to the proposed site is Glynn County which is approximately 2.2 miles to the east, as
shown in Figure 1-07.
The only incorporated communities in Brantley County are the cities of Nahunta and Hoboken.
The limits of each city are approximately 8.5 (Nahunta) and 17.1 (Hoboken) miles to the west of
the proposed facility.
In Georgia there are only three (3) National Historic Sites (NHS): These sites are Andersonville
Prison in Americus, Georgia; Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial in Atlanta, Georgia; and Jimmy
Carter Preservation District in Plains, Georgia. None of these sites are within 5,708 yards of the
proposed facility, as shown in Figure 1-12.
1.4

Proximity to Floodplains

According to the Federal Emergency Management Authority (FEMA) National Flood Hazard
Layer (NFHL) Panel Nos. 13025C0230C (effective September 25, 2009) and 13025C0235C
(effective September 25, 2009), the 100-year floodplain (Zone A) of Satilla River is greater than
1.5 miles west of the property. The nearest Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of the Regulatory
Floodway in Satilla River indicated on the FEMA Panel is 37 feet, located approximately 600 feet
north of U.S. Highway 82 bridge. The lowest elevation on the proposed site is 52 feet, well above
and away from the floodplain. All of the proposed site is located in Zone X, or "Area of Minimal
Flood Hazard." The 100-year floodplain draining towards the headwaters of Turtle Creek is
located greater than 1.0 mile northeast of the proposed site. These floodplains are shown on
Figure 1-08.
According to a Sea, Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) model of storm surge
heights calculated by the National Weather Service (NWS), the proposed site is located outside
the limits of potential tidal flooding from a Category 5 hurricane (see Figure 1-14). The SLOSH
model is a computerized numerical model developed by the NWS to estimate storm surge heights
resulting from historical, hypothetical, or predicted hurricanes by taking into account the
atmospheric pressure, size, forward speed, and track data. These parameters are used to create a
model of the wind field which drives the storm surge. The reference model shown in Figure 1-14
was presented by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the 2013 Coastal Georgia Evacuation
Study.
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Proximity to Streams and Wetlands

The most proximate stream is a tributary of the Little Satilla River which begins approximately
1.2 miles southeast of the proposed site. The Little Satilla River (Reach ID: R030702030301), not
the tributary, is considered a coastal stream and according to the 2014 Integrated 305(b)/303(d)
List an assessment is pending to make a determination whether or not its designated use (fishing)
is being met. The tributary to the Little Satilla River, as shown in Figure 1-01, is not identified on
the list.
The next most proximate stream is the Satilla River which is approximately 2 miles west of the
proposed site. The segment of the Satilla River (Reach ID: R030702011105) west of the proposed
site is categorized as an “impaired stream” on the 2014 Integrated 305(b)/303(d) List for not
supporting its designated use (fishing). The criteria violated for this segment is the TrophicWeighted Residue (TWR) Value of Mercury in fish tissue exceeding the EPD human standard of
0.3 mg/kg, potentially caused by non-point (NP) sources or unknown sources. A Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) Report was completed in 2002 for this watershed.
There are no continuously flowing streams or trout streams on the site or adjacent to the site
boundaries.
Prior to a field wetlands delineation, a desktop survey was performed using the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service (FWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI). A partially drained/ditched wetland
was observed to border the proposed site to the west and a wetland coded as an “excavation”
borders the south. Intermittent within the property are several isolated wetlands where runoff
drains to areas of slightly lower topographic elevations. The following wetland classifications are
indicated on the proposed site by the FWS in no particular order:
PSS3/4Bd

PFO4/1Bd

PFO2/1C
PFO2/1F
PEM1C
PFO4/1C
PFO6C
PFO1/2C

Palustrine System, Scrub-Shrub Class, Broad-Leaved Evergreen Subclass, NeedleLeaved Evergreen Subclass, Seasonally Saturated Water Regime, Partially
Drained/Ditched
Palustrine System, Forested Class, Needle-Leaved Evergreen Subclass, BroadLeaved Deciduous Subclass, Seasonally Saturated Water Regime, Partially
Drained/Ditched
Palustrine System, Forested Class, Broad-Leaved Deciduous Subclass, NeedleLeaved Deciduous Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water Regime
Palustrine System, Forested Class, Needle-Leaved Deciduous Subclass, BroadLeaved Deciduous Subclass, Seasonally Semi-permanently Flooded Water Regime
Palustrine System, Emergent Class, Persistent Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water
Regime
Palustrine System, Forested Class, Needle-Leaved Evergreen Subclass, BroadLeaved Deciduous Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water Regime
Palustrine System, Forested Class, Deciduous Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water
Regime
Palustrine System, Forested Class, Broad-Leaved Deciduous Subclass, NeedleLeaved Deciduous Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water Regime
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Palustrine System, Forested Class, Broad-Leaved Deciduous Subclass, NeedleLeaved Evergreen Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water Regime
Palustrine System, Scrub-Shrub Class, Broad-Leaved Deciduous Subclass,
Seasonally Flooded Water Regime
Palustrine System, Scrub-Shrub Class, Broad-Leaved Deciduous Subclass, NeedleLeaved Deciduous Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water Regime
Palustrine System, Emergent Class, Persistent Subclass, Seasonally Flooded Water
Regime, Excavated

Between June and December 2015, Environmental Services, Inc. (ESI) performed preliminary and
subsequent wetlands delineations at the proposed site. ESI submitted a request for Jurisdictional
Determination (JD) to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE) in October 2015 with supplemental
information in February and March 2016. On May 5, 2016, the CE issued a letter verifying the
preliminary and approved JD’s. The preliminary JD’s totaled approximately 115.10 acres and are
associated with the jurisdictional boundaries, as shown in Figure 1-02 and also in Figure 1-09.
The preliminary JD’s are advisory in nature and valid until May 2021. The approved JD’s totaled
approximately 16.67 acres and are associated with the isolated, non-jurisdictional boundaries, as
shown in Figure 1-02 and also in Figure 1-09. The approved JD’s for the isolated, nonjurisdictional boundaries would not require prior authorization from the CE to disturb these areas.
A copy of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Preliminary and Approved Jurisdictional
Determination, in addition to the Habitat Assessment for Threatened & Endangered Species Report
prepared by ESI are enclosed in Appendix B.
On July 19, 2019, Environmental Services, Inc. (ESI) completed their update to the proposed site’s
2016 Habitat Assessment for Threatened and Endangered Species, which is enclosed in Appendix
B. As stated in their cover letter, “the potential for any listed species within the potential impact
area is low. No federally protected species or evidence thereof was noted by ESI during the recent
habitat evaluation.”
1.6

Proximity to Most Significant Ground-Water Recharge Areas

The Hydrological Atlas Number 18, of the Georgia Geological Survey, was utilized to determine
the nearest proximity of significant groundwater recharge areas to the site. The atlas shows a
recharge area for Miocene/Pliocene-recent unconfined aquifers approximately 0.5 mile west of the
proposed site, as shown on Figure 1-03.
1.7

Proximity to Public and Domestic Water Supplies

1.7.1. Proximity to Surface Water Intakes
The proposed site is located in the Satilla River Basin. According to Georgia EPD’s Watershed
Protection Branch’s List of Non-Farm Surface Water Withdrawal Permits (Revised April 2018),
there are two (2) permits within this basin and both are for industrial purposes and not
governmentally owned. Listed below is a summary of each permit and proximity to the proposed
site.
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Table 1: Satilla River Basin Non-Farm Surface Water Withdrawal Permits (Revised
April 2018)
Permit No. Permit Holder
Distance to Site (miles)
063-0712-01 Georgia Power Company – Plant McManus
±14.9 E
063-0712-02 Brunswick Celluose, Inc.
±16.8 E
There are no permits located within seven (7) miles of the proposed site.
1.7.2. Proximity to Public Drinking Water Wells
According to Georgia EPD’s Watershed Protection Branch’s List of Public Drinking Water
Systems (Revised 2018), there are 13 systems within Brantley County. A public water system
provides water for human consumption through pipes or other conveyances to at least 15 services
connections or serves an average of at least 25 people for at least 60 days a year. Listed below is
a summary of each public water system and proximity to the proposed site:
Table 2: Public Drinking Water Systems in Brantley County (Revised 2018)
Water
System
Identification
(WSID)
GA0250028
GA0250022
GA0250026
GA0250004
GA0250021
GA0250020
GA0250003
GA0250027
GA0250002
GA0250019
GA0250014
GA0250000
GA0250006

Water System Name

Hawks Landing
Waynesville Area Elementary
School
Satilla Plantation/Eagle Crest
Deerwood Subdivision
River Ridge Subdivision
Happy Landing Fishing Club
Satilla Estates
Satilla Water System
Nahunta
Brantley County Middle School
Brantley County High School
Hoboken
Whispering Pines Subdivision

Owner
Type

Federal
Type

Private

CWS

Local/Municipal NTNCWS

Distance
to Site
Property
Line
(miles)
±0.3 E
±0.7 E

Private
NTNCWS ±1.0 SW
Private
CWS
±1.6 SW
Private
CWS
±2.1 NW
Private
CWS
±3.2 SW
Private
CWS
±4.2 SW
Private
TNCWS
±6.7 NW
Local/Municipal
CWS
±9.0 W
Local/Municipal NTNCWS ±11.8 W
Local/Municipal NTNCWS ±12.0 W
Local/Municipal
CWS
±18.1 W
Private
CWS
±22.7 W

CWS – Community Water System
NTNCWS – Non-Transient Non-Community Water System
TNCWS – Transient Non-Community Water System

Groundwater is the source for all 13 of these water systems. Only four (4) of these water systems
are located within two (2) miles of the proposed site: Hawks Landing, Waynesville Area
Elementary School, Satilla Planation/Eagle Crest and Deerwood Subdivision. These four (4)
locations are shown on Figure 1-04. Both the Waynesville Area Elementary School and Satilla
Plantation/Eagle Crest are Non-Transient, Non-Community Water Systems (NTNCWS) which
means they are a public water system that regularly supplies water to at least 25 of the same people
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at least six (6) months per year. Both Hawks Landing and Deerwood Subdivision are Community
Water Systems (CWS) which means they are a public water system that supplies water to the same
population year-round.
The only Non-Farm Groundwater Withdrawal Permit in Brantley County indicated by Georgia
EPD Watershed Protection Branch’s database is the City of Nahunta (Permit No. 013-0001).
1.7.3. Proximity to Private (Domestic) Drinking Water Wells
The proposed site is located in a rural area where water is supplied by private (domestic) wells.
The private (domestic) well survey was preliminarily performed using the Brantley County Tax
Assessor website. The area roads were driven on March 15, 2016 to verify the records search data
for properties within one-half (0.5) mile of the proposed site and verified again on May 25, 2019.
On July 9, 2019, IES contacted the Brantley County Health Department at (912) 462-6165 and
spoke to Ms. Rachel James. Ms. James provided a list of all new residential well applications filed
at the department since January 1, 2016, and clarified this list does not represent new wells that
actually were constructed since this date (See Appendix C). Based on this information provided
by Brantley County Health Department, there was only one (1) new residential well application
since 2016 at an address within a half-mile of the proposed site (1027 Picketts Mill Trail). The
Health Department listed this residence as applying for a well on May 21, 2019, which was not
observed during the May 25, 2019 windshield survey nor located on the Brantley County Tax
Assessor website. Conservatively, the distances used for this are the same as the house address
closer to the landfill at the end of the cul-de-sac, 1089 Picketts Mill Trail; address numbers on this
street increase from south to north, so the 1027 address would have to be further south and away
from the proposed site than the 1089 address. The well inventory is presented in the table shown
below and also on Figure 1-05. See Figures 3-02 and 4-01 regarding the Map Showing Areas
Favorable and Unfavorable for Municipal Solid Waste Landfilling. The property owner records
are included in Appendix C.
Table 3: Private (Domestic) Water Well Inventory Within 0.5 mile of Proposed Site
Well
Distance
Location
To
Tax Parcel
Field
Site
IdentiVerified? Boundary
Owner Name
fication
Tax Parcel Site Address
(Y/N)
(feet)
(Last Name, First Name)
Dowling,
David
5500
S.R.
110
W
B073 002
N
±50 W
24478 U.S. 82 E
B072 049 Clyde, Theresa
N
±50 NE
0 U.S. 82 E
B072 050 Carter, Wesley
N
±220 NE
961 Picketts Mill Trail
B073D 041 Lane, Lorie
Y
±260 S
23125 U.S. 82 E
B072 003 B.C. Devel. Partners, LLC
Y
±630 W
1089 Picketts Mill Trail
B073D 036 Land, Edgar Jr.
N
±360 S
Not Available (N/A)
1027 Picketts Mill Trail
N/A
N
±360 S
Carter,
David
Jr.
24546
U.S.
82
E
B072 051
N
±450 NE
655 Picketts Mill Trail
B073D 042 Williams, Matthew Sr.
N
±530 S
797 Hazelhurst Road
B072 032 Strickland, Wanda
N
±640 NE

Distance
To
Favorable
Area
(feet)
> ±550
> ±550
> ±720
> ±760
> ±830
> ±860
> ±860
> ±950
> ±980
> ±1,140
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Table 3 (continued): Private (Domestic) Water Well Inventory Within 0.5 mile of Proposed Site
Well
Distance
Distance
Location
To
To
Tax Parcel Owner Name
Field
Site
Favorable
Identi(Last Name, First
Verified? Boundary
Area
fication
Name)
Tax Parcel Site Address
(Y/N)
(feet)
(feet)
0 U.S. 82 W
B072 047 Gibson, William
N
±650 NE
> ±1,150
0 Hazelhurst Road
B072 033 Taylor, Troy
N
±720 NE
> ±1,220
Smith,
Linda
0
Hazelhurst
Road
B072 031
N
±860 NE
> ±1,360
583 Hazelhurst Road
B072 035 Ross, William
N
±1,310 NE
> ±1,810
745 Hazelhurst Road
B072 034 Lindsey, Todd
N
±1,360 NE
> ±1,860
24743 U.S. 82 W
B072 045 Beach, Raphael
N
±1,430 NE
> ±1,930
555 Hazelhurst Road
B072 036 Story, Richard
Y
±1,530 NE
> ±2,030
N/A
0
Hope
Road
B072 071
N
±1,850 E
> ±2,050
711 Hope Road
B072 072 Bodie, Joni
N
±1,970 E
> ±2,170
Gibson,
William
0
Crandel
Road
B072 043
Y
±1,690 NE
> ±2,190
211 Franklin Trail
B073 013 Ellis, John
N
±2,060 SE
> ±2,260
0 Crandel Road
B072 042 Jacob, Tony
Y
±1,770 NE
> ±2,270
118 Crandel Road
B072 041 Bradley, Karen
Y
±1,780 NE
> ±2,280
132 Thornton Road
B072 024 Thornton, Rosalyn
Y
±1,780 NE
> ±2,280
McCullough,
Patricia
701
Hope
Road
B072 073
Y
±2,100 E
> ±2,300
519 Hazelhurst Road
B072 037 Hickox, Carl
Y
±1,840 NE
> ±2,340
468 Hazelhurst Road
B072 025 Thornton, Allen
N
±1,850 NE
> ±2,350
0 U.S. 82 W
B072 040 Morgan, Joesph Jr.
N
±1,910 NE
> ±2,410
26 Crandel Road
B072 038 Alexander, Billy
Y
±1,940 NE
> ±2,440
53 Crandel Road
B072 039 Wilson, Elta
Y
±2,000 NE
> ±2,500
190 Franklin Trail
B073 023 Westover, Amanda
Y
±2,470 SE
> ±2,670
Whittington,
Richard
0
Old
Waynesville
Rd
B072 079
N
±2,640 E
> ±2,840
0 Hazelhurst Road
B079 060 Gaskin, Judy
Y
±2,420 NE
> ±2,920
0 Franklin Trail
B073 022 Westover, Amanda
Y
±2,750 SE
> ±2,950
As Table 3 indicates, the exact well location on several residential properties visited on March 15,
2016 and again on May 25, 2019 could not be verified. This was due to the restricted line of sight
during the windshield survey accessed along only public roads. For the locations not verified in
the field, the location of the well was assumed using aerial imagery provided by Google Earth Pro
and was conservatively placed near the residence.
1.7.4. Proximity to Wellhead Protection Area
The Drinking Water Program with Georgia EPD was contacted in April 2019 regarding the subject
property. Ms. Vicki Trent with EPD confirmed via e-mail the proposed site is not located within
the outer management zone of an established well head protection area (See Appendix C). EPD
was unable to provide information on the extent of the outer management zones, however, Georgia
Rule 391-3-5-.40-(6)-(a) states:
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wells determined by the Division as drawing water only from confined aquifers shall have
an inner management zone extending outward from the center of the borehole for a radius
of 100 feet. No outer management zone is required for such wells.
Because public wells within two (2) miles of the site documented in the 2016 SAR (Hawks
Landing, Waynesville Area Elementary School, Satilla Planation/Eagle Crest and Deerwood
Subdivision) are understood to be withdrawing water from a confined aquifer, IES assumes per
Rule 391-3-5-.40-(6)-(a) no outer management zone is required, therefore, the extents of this zone
are not indicated on Figure 1-04.
1.8

Zoning and Notification

Brantley County at the present time does not have a zoning ordinance. The proposed ±463 acre
site is a part of a larger ±2,389 acre tract which was previously owned by Magnolia Landholdings,
LLC and is now currently owned by the applicant, the Brantley County Development Partners,
LLC. The following previously submitted Brantley County letters associated with this proposed
site are included in Appendix D:
November 21, 2014
November 21, 2014
February 6, 2015
February 6, 2015
August 19, 2015

Consistency with Solid Waste Management Plan, County Manger
No zoning and consistency with Land Use Plan, County Manger
Consistency with Solid Waste Management Plan, Chairman
No zoning and consistency with Land Use Plan, Chairman
Acknowledgement of ownership name change

A copy of the most recently adopted Solid Waste Management Plan and the Land Use Plan are
included in Appendix E and F, respectively. The Solid Waste Management Needs Meeting
(O.C.G.A. §12-8-26[a]) is not required since the proposed site will be a privately owned facility.
The Siting Decision Meeting (O.C.G.A. §12-8-26[b]) has not yet taken place. The required Notice
for this meeting and also the required Notice for this application submission (O.C.G.A. §12-832[a]) will be sent to EPD as these take place.
1.9

Proximity to Other Solid Waste Facilities

No solid waste facility is within two (2) miles of the proposed site. The nearest facility is the
Brantley County – Smyrna Church Road landfill (Permit No. 013-003D[S]), which ceased
accepting waste on April 1, 1992 and officially closed on June 9, 1995. See Figure 1-11. This
facility is located approximately ±4.0 miles northwest of the proposed site.
1.10

Proximity to Private Recreational Camps

The proposed site is not located within one (1) mile of any private recreational camp operated
primarily for use by persons under 18 years of age and has been so operated at its location for 25
years or more. See Figure 1-13. The camps identified on this figure are Twin Oaks Camp,
approximately ±1.7 miles northeast; Deep Bend Landing, approximately ±6.0 miles southwest;
and Hortense Wesleyan Camp, approximately ±11 miles northwest of the proposed site.
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Proximity to Federally Restricted Airspace

As indicated on Figure 1-06, the proposed site is located within the “Coastal 4” Military Operations
Area (MOA). An MOA is defined by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as an airspace
established outside Class A airspace to separate or segregate certain nonhazardous military
activities from Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) Traffic and to identify Visual Flight Rules (VFR)
traffic where these activities are conducted; an MOA is not a bombing range. Therefore, the
proposed site is not located within two (2) miles of a federally restricted military air space which
is used for a bombing range.
2.0

SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATIONS

2.1

Topographic Description

Site topography described in this section is based upon review of the following: Harbin
Engineering, P.C. (H.E.) and IES field observations and topographic information provided by
Metro Engineering & Surveying Co., Inc. (MES) and captured on April 24, 2016. MES’s
certification of accuracy is stated on the Boundary Survey and Topographic Map of Site – Figure
1-02.
The topography of the site is generally flat with higher elevations to the north and center portions
of the site and lowest elevations in the southeast corner of the site. The higher elevations in the
center of the site generally slope to the perimeter of the site at slopes less than 2%. According to
Figure 1-02 the elevation on site ranges between 52 and 74 feet mean seal level (msl).
2.2

Boring and Sampling Program

Between March 15 and 17, 2016, Advanced Environmental Management, Inc. (AEM) and their
subcontractor Drilling Solutions, Inc. installed twelve (12) piezometers P-01 through P-12 and
between April 10 and 15, 2019, ECS Florida, LLC (ESC), under the direction of Michael W. Biers,
P.E., installed twelve (12) additional piezometers P-13 through P-24 across the proposed ±463
acre site. One (1) boring per 20 acres is considered excessive for this proposed site’s total
configuration, because significant areas including the northeast and southern portions of the site
are not practical therefore not favorable for landfill development (See Figure 4-01). The acreage
requiring site suitability is one (1) boring per ±9 of ±227 usable acres, or one (1) boring per 19 of
the total ±463 acres.
The borings were of sufficient depth at approximately ±25 feet below ground surface (bgs) because
they extended through all perched water zones to at least twenty feet below the water table,
approximately ±1-4 feet below ground surface at the time of drilling. Borings for P-01 through P12 were witnessed and logged by geotechnical engineer Darrell L. Webb, P.E. with AEM, and
borings for P-12 through P-24 were witnessed and logged by geotechnical engineer Michael W.
Biers, P.E. with IES. See Figure 2-01 for boring locations and Appendix G for supporting
documentation prepared by AEM and IES. The boring logs in this report include the boring
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number, dates of drilling, drilling contractor, boring method (hollow stem auger), surveyed
elevation, depth, description of cuttings, sample intervals (at least one [1] split spoon every five
[5] feet), blow counts, core recovery, and water levels.
Undisturbed samples in a Shelby Tube were collected from ten (10) of the 12 borings in the first
mobilization in 2016 (P-01 through P-12). Shelby Tube samples could not be recovered from the
remaining two (2) borings (P-05 and P-09). Undisturbed Shelby Tube samples from P-08, P-11
and P-12 were selected for laboratory analysis of grain size, hydraulic conductivity and sorptive
capacity (cation exchange capacity [CEC]). These samples were analyzed by Test America
Laboratories, Inc. who analyzed the CEC and then subcontracted the grain size and hydraulic
conductivity analysis to Kemron Environmental Services. The undisturbed samples were collected
at different stratigraphic intervals to provide a representative picture of the subsurface distribution
of soil properties. Unfortunately, the remaining seven (7) Shelby tubes samples from P-01, P-02,
P-03, P-04, P-06, P-07 and P-10 recovered during the first mobilization (April 2016) were
discarded due to extended shelf-life.
18 new Shelby Tube samples were recovered from 11 of the 12 borings in the second mobilization
in 2019 (P-13 through P-24). Shelby tube samples could not be recovered from the P-24 boring,
where a tube was pushed at 25 feet below ground surface (ft bgs) and had no recovery. The Shelby
tube pushed at 20 ft bgs in the P-19 also had no recovery. The Shelby Tube recovered in the P-17
boring pushed at ±1 ft bgs had insufficient volume for laboratory analysis, therefore, only 17
samples were analyzed from this second mobilization. Shelby tube samples were analyzed for
grain size, Atterberg limits, hydraulic conductivity, sorptive capacity (cation exchange capacity
[CEC]) and Standard Proctor based upon sample size. These samples were analyzed by ECS who
analyzed the grain size, Atterberg limits, hydraulic conductivity and Standard Proctor and then
subcontracted the CEC analysis to Analytical Environmental Services, Inc (AES). Similar to the
first mobilization, the undisturbed samples were collected at different stratigraphic intervals to
provide a representative picture of the subsurface distribution of soil properties.
After the borings for P-01 through P-12 were drilled and the soil samples were collected, the
bottom ten (10) feet of each 25-ft deep borehole was backfilled and a 15 feet deep piezometer well
was installed. After the borings for P-13 through P-24 were drilled and the soil samples were
collected, ECS backfilled each borehole and offset a new location within five (5) horizontal feet
to install a 15 feet deep piezometer well. The lower ten (10) feet of every 15-ft deep well was
screened so that future water level measurements and pumping tests could be performed as
necessary.
Drilling Solutions, Inc. who constructed the borings and installed the piezometer wells P-01 though
P-12 have a valid bond on file with the Water Well Strandards Advisory Council and were under
the supervision of a geotechnical engineer (Darrell L. Webb, P.E.). ECS who constructed the
borings and installed the piezometer wells P-13 through P-24 have a valid bond on file with the
Water Well Standards Advisory Council and were under the supervision of a geotechnical engineer
(Michael W. Biers, P.E.). A copy of the bond is included in Appendix G.
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Description of Soils and Rocks

No rock or bedrock was encountered in all 24 borings P-01 through P-24. The stratigraphy is
generally consistent in all 24 borings, which encountered silty SAND (SM) at varying layers of
color, grain size and density. However, soils with generally more clay content were encountered
in the three (3) borings in the northeast section of the property: P-13, P-14 and P-15: clayey SAND
(SC) was encountered in borings for P-13 and P-14; low plasticity sandy CLAY (CL) was also
encountered in the boring for P-13; high plasticity sandy CLAY (CL) was also encountered in the
boring for P-15. Boring logs, grain size curves and other tests (cation exchange capacity, vertical
hydraulic conductivity and organic content) are included in Appendix G.
Black/brown/red/tan fine to medium silty SAND (SM) with trace clay was generally encountered
in all 24 borings at varying depths in the 25-ft deep strata. A very dense (greater than 50 blow
counts, “N”) lense of this soil was encountered in 18 of the 24 borings at depths ranging between
7.5 and 22.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). Only borings for P-09, P-11, P-13, P-14, P-15 and
P-21 did not encounter this very dense lense of silty SAND (SM). Lastly, gray/light brown/green
very loose to medium dense fine to medium silty SAND (SM) with trace clay was encountered at
the bottom of 23 of the 24 borings at depths beneath 13.0 feet bgs. Only boring P-02 did not
encounter this gray/light brown/green silty SAND (SM).
Eight (8) geologic cross-sections developed from the boring data are shown on Figure 2-02 and
Figure 2-02a which presents this stratigraphy.
Results from the laboratory analyses performed on the Shelby Tubes are summarized in Table 4
below and also in Appendix G.
Table 4: Summary of Shelby Tube Sample Laboratory Analyses

Boring
No.
P-08
P-11
P-12
P-13
P-14
P-14
P-15
P-15
P-16
P-16
P-17
P-18
P-19
P-19
P-20
P-20

Sample
Depth
Interval
(feet
bgs)
9-11
14-16
20-22
25-28
5-8
9.5-12.5
5-8
9.5-12.5
20-23
25-28
5-8
20-23
1-4
15-18
1-4
2.5-5.5

USCS
Classification
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SP-SM)
CLAY (CL)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
CLAY (CH)
SAND (SP-SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SM)
SAND (SP)

Total
Cation
Exchange
Capacity
(meq/100g)
6.5
1.1
2.8
20
24
23
16
18
10
21
33
15
40
15
7.3
19

Vertical
Hydraulic
Conductivity
(cm/sec)
1.9 x 10-5
3.2 x 10-6
2.4 x 10-4
9.0 x 10-7
3.5 x 10-5
2.0 x 10-5
4.4 x 10-4
6.3 x 10-5
4.0 x 10-4
8.1 x 10-5
1.6 x 10-4
1.9 x 10-5
4.1 x 10-4
1.1 x 10-4
1.9 x 10-4
4.0 x 10-4

Plasticity
Index
(PI)
NA
NA
NA
30
NP
NP
NP
29
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP

%
Passing
No. 200
Sieve
(%)
12.1
21.2
8.7
62.1
23.1
27.7
15.3
82.3
8.0
29.1
11.1
18.7
12.2
15.5
14.1
4.3

Max.
Dry
Density
(pcf)
NA
NA
NA
110.7
112.0
NA
105.7
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

Optimum
Moisture
Content
(%)
NA
NA
NA
16.0
14.4
NA
11.9
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
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Table 4: Summary of Shelby Tube Sample Laboratory Analyses (continued)

Boring
No.
P-21
P-22
P-23
P-23

Sample
Depth
Interval
(feet
bgs)
20-23
20-23
1-4
2.5-5.5

Total
Cation
Vertical
Exchange
Hydraulic
Plasticity
USCS
Capacity
Conductivity
Index
Classification
(meq/100g)
(cm/sec)
(PI)
SAND (SM)
15
NP
4.1 x 10-5
SAND (SM)
9.5
NP
1.8 x 10-4
SAND (SM)
7.6
NP
3.5 x 10-4
SAND (SP-SM)
26
NP
8.9 x 10-5
NP = Not Plastic NA = Not Analyzed

%
Passing
No. 200
Sieve
(%)
24.0
12.8
13.2
9.4

Max.
Dry
Density
(pcf)
NA
NA
110.3
NA

Optimum
Moisture
Content
(%)
NA
NA
11.9
NA

Vertical hydraulic conductivities for sands ranged between 3.2 x 10-6 and 4.4 x 10-4 centimeters
per second (cm/sec), whereas the two (2) clay samples from P-13 and P-15 were 9.0 x 10-7 and 6.3
x 10-5 cm/sec, respectively. Grain size distribution for sands ranged between 4.3% and 29.1%
passing the No. 200 sieve, whereas the two (2) clay samples from P-13 and P-15 were 62.1% and
82.3%, respectively. Maximum dry densities ranged between 105.7 and 112.0 pounds per cubic
foot (pcf) and Optimum Moisture Content ranged between 11.9 and 16.0 percent (%).
The dark brown-black colorizations in some of the samples appear to be a function of humic and
tannic stains, as concluded by Ginn Minerals Technology who performed an organic content
analysis (Loss on Ignition) on select surficial split spoon samples collected five (5) feet beneath
the ground surface. The organic content results from six (6) different split spoon samples (P-02,
P-03, P-06, P-07, P-10 and P-12) range between 1.8% and 6.27%, which are relatively low results
for organic rich soils.
2.3.1. Site Geology
The proposed site is located in the Barrier Island Sequence District (BIS) of the Sea Island Section
of the Coastal Plain Physiographic Province of Georgia (VI). As indicated on Georgia Department
of Natural Resource's "Physiographic Map of Georgia" dated 1976:
Barrier Island Sequence District-Pleistocene sea levels advanced and retreated several
times over the Barrier Island Sequence District to form a step-like progression of
decreasing altitudes toward the sea. These former, higher sea levels existed as barrier
island-salt marsh environments similar to the present coast. The former sea levels left shore
line deposit complexes parallel to the present coastline at characteristic elevations:
Wicomico, 160-95 feet; Penholoway, 70-76 feet; Talbot, 40-46 feet; Pamlico, 25 feet;
Princess Anne, 13 feet; Silver Bluff, 5 feet; Holocene, the present mean sea level. There
has been slight to moderate dissection of these former levels allowing marshes to exist in
poorly drained low areas. Generally, dissection is further advanced toward the western
portion of the district. Relief varies from 50 to 75 feet on the east side of Trail Ridge to just
a few feet near marshes and along the coast. Maximum elevations are approximately 160
feet on Trail Ridge. The western boundary is at the western base of Trail Ridge as far north
as the Altamaha River, where the ridge becomes obscure. North of the Altamaha River the
western boundary is the base of the Orangeburg Escarpment which approximates the 150
foot elevation.
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According to the "Georgia Geologic Map" issued by the Georgia Geologic Survey dated 1976, the
geology of the proposed site consists of the Talbot shoreline complex – marsh and lagoonal facies
(Qtm) from the Pleistocene Epoch (between ±11,700 and .±2.588 million years ago). See Figure
2-03. The following is an excerpt from pages 146-147 from "A Revision of the Lithostratigraphic
Units of the Coastal Plain of Georgia: The Miocene Through Holocene" by Paul F. Huddlestun
(See Appendix H):
The “Talbot” is that terrace complex, in Georgia, constructed when sea level stood at
approximately 50 feet (15 m).
The "Talbot" barrier complex in Georgia is mainly represented by emergent barrier islands
and beach ridge complexes. Generally, the "Talbot" barrier islands were constructed
against the seaward faces of the adjacent Penholoway barrier islands, analogous to the
Holocene barrier islands constructed against the Silver Bluff barrier islands, and the
Princess Anne barrier islands against the Pamlico barrier islands. Only between Brantley
County and the St. Marys River are the emergent "Talbot" barrier islands separated from
the emergent Penholoway barrier islands by what appears to have been a "Talbot"
backbarrier tract (now the valley and flood plain of the Satilla River). The only surviving
tract of "Talbot" back-barrier in Georgia occurs in Wayne County.
South of the Altamaha River in Georgia, the "Talbot" barrier islands are prominent and
equally developed, showing little if any difference in construction from the vicinity of the
Altamaha River to reaches far from the river. On the other hand, north of the Altamaha
River, the "Talbot" barrier islands are prominent only near the Savannah, Ogeechee, and
Altamaha Rivers.
The summit elevations on the emergent "Talbot" barrier islands in Georgia range from 55
feet to 75 feet (17 m to 23 m), a relief of 20 feet (6 m). The elevation of the "Talbot" backbarrier tract ranges from 45 to 50 feet (13.5 to 15 m). The total relief on the "Talbot" terrace
complex in Georgia is approximately 30 feet (9 m).
The Cypresshead Formation directly underlies both the "Talbot" terrace surface and the
undifferentiated surficial sands that mantle the emergent "Talbot" barrier islands."
According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey for the site, the majority of the soils in the rises and
flatwood areas are classified as either a Leon (LeA), Pottsburg (PbA) or Mandarin (MaA) fine
sand series (generally 0 to 2 percent) and the drainage ways and depressions are generally
classified as Lynn Haven, Allanton and Kingsferry soils (LYA). See Figure 2-04.
These soils are poorly to very poorly drained sandy marine deposits with a low to very low runoff
class. According to the NRCS, the capacity of the most limiting layer of each soil series to transmit
water is listed below:
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Table 5: Summary of Soil Series Range of Hydraulic Conductivity
Soil Series
Range (cm/sec)
Hydrologic Soil
Group
Leon
1.41 x 10-4 - 1.40 x 10-3 cm/s
A/D
-4
-3
Pottsburg
4.23 x 10 - 4.20 x 10 cm/s
A/D
Mandarin
1.41 x 10-4 - 1.41 x 10-2 cm/s
A
-4
-3
Lynn Haven
4.23 x 10 - 4.20 x 10 cm/s
A/D
Allanton
4.23 x 10-4 - 4.20 x 10-3 cm/s
A/D
-5
-4
Kingsferry
4.23 x 10 - 1.41 x 10 cm/s
A/D
2.3.2. Pumping Tests
To prepare for the pumping tests in 2016, Harbin Engineering, P.C. (H.E.) performed well
development on three (3) "interior" piezometer wells P-04, P-06 and P-08 on June 28, 2016 (See
Figure 2-01). To prepare for the two additional pumping tests requested by EPD in 2019, IES
performed well development on two (2) "interior" piezometer wells P-02 and P-10 on April 16,
2019 and again on May 24, 2019. These five (5) wells are considered "interior" because they are
in the general location of the areas favorable for solid waste disposal. For development of the
wells, new disposable Teflon bailers and/or a submersible pump was used to both over-pump and
mechanically surge by plunging the pump at varying locations along the 10-ft well screen.
A Horiba U-52 meter was used to measure Specific Conductance, pH, Temperature, Turbidity,
Dissolved Oxygen, Salinity and Oxidation Reduction Potential. The meter was calibrated in the
field before use. These field parameters were recorded at intervals during well development to
confirm that development was adequate to establish stabilized water quality conditions, remove
drilling impacts on the wells and provide representative flow for aquifer testing. The last
measurements, recorded after removal of the total volumes removed, were used as the stabilized
water quality values for these parameters and are presented in Table 6. All of the intermediate
readings are presented on the Water Quality Sampling Field Measurement Forms included in
Appendix I.
Table 6: Summary of Well Development Logs
Stabilized Water Quality Parameters
Estimated
Specific
Development Conductance
Piezometer
Volume
(x1,000)
pH
Turbidity
No.
(gallons)
(mS/cm)
(NTU's)
130.0
0.061
3.94
0.0
P-02
100.0
0.063
4.40
12.6
P-04
100.0
0.062
4.59
26.7
P-06
140.0
0.050
4.51
22.5
P-08
130.0
0.056
4.20
0.0
P-10
On August 19, 2016, Harbin Engineering, P.C. performed step-drawdown pumping tests in
piezometer wells P-04 and P-08 and on May 24, 2019 IES performed step-drawdown pumping
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tests in piezometer wells P-02 and P-10. Using a four-stage flow controllable submersible pump
and an In-Situ Level TROLL 700 data logger, the well drawdown was recorded at subsequent
intervals of constant flow rates. The comprehensive logs and time-drawdown plots are included
in Appendix I and summarized below.
Table 7: Summary of Step-Drawdown Pumping Tests
Stabilized Constant Unconfined
Well
Hydraulic
DrawWell
Aquifer
TransScreen
Conductivity,
down,
Yield,
Empirical missivity, Interval,
K
Piezometer
s
Q
Factor
T
b
No.
(ft)
(gpm)
(gpd/ft)
(ft)
(gpd/ft2)
(cm/sec)
1.32
0.652
1,500
742
10
74.2
3.50 x 10-3
P-02
1.68
1.071
1,500
957
10
95.7
4.51 x 10-3
P-02
2.03
1.500
1,500
1,106
10
110.6
5.22 x 10-3
P-02
AVERAGE, P-02 4.41 x 10-3
3.61
2.00
1,500
831
10
83.1
3.92 x 10-3
P-04
4.34
2.14
1,500
741
10
74.1
3.49 x 10-3
P-04
AVERAGE, P-04 3.71 x 10-3
0.90
0.50
1,500
833
10
83.3
3.93 x 10-3
P-08
3.53
1.88
1,500
797
10
79.7
3.76 x 10-3
P-08
AVERAGE, P-08 3.86 x 10-3
6.46
0.811
1,500
188
10
18.8
8.88 x 10-4
P-10
8.31
1.200
1,500
217
10
21.7
1.02 x 10-3
P-10
9.47
1.111
1,500
176
10
17.6
8.30 x 10-4
P-10
AVERAGE, P-10 9.13 x 10-4
OVERALL AVERAGE
OVERALL MAXIMUM

3.11 x 10-3
5.22 x 10-3

Hydraulic Conductivity was calculated by first using an empirical equation developed from Jacob's
modified nonequilibrium equation and provided by Driscoll (Appendix 16.D, Groundwater and
Wells, Second Edition) for estimating Transmissivity in an unconfined aquifer:
T (gpd/ft)

=

1,500

Q (gpm)
s (ft)

Next, Hydraulic Conductivity was calculated by dividing the Transmissivity by the saturated
portion of the well screen before the pumping test began.
K (gpd/ft2)

=

T (gpd/ft)
b (ft)

Site Assessment Report (SAR)
BCDP - U.S. 82 Solid Waste Handling Facility - South
Brantley County, Georgia

IES Project No. 1390-010-01
December 2016 (Revised October 2019)
Page 17

Finally, the units of Hydraulic Conductivity were converted to centimeters per second (cm/sec) by
the following conversion factor:
1

gallon
(day) (ft2)

x

1
7.48

ft3
gallons

x

30.48
1

cm
ft

x

1
86,400

day
sec

=

4.72x10-5

cm
sec

Based upon the field pumping tests in P-02, P-04, P-08 and P-10, the maximum hydraulic
conductivity was calculated to be 5.22 x 10-3 cm/sec and the average hydraulic conductivity was
calculated to be 3.11 x 10-3 cm/sec.
Based on the results of the laboratory permeability test and the field pumping tests, the horizontal
hydraulic conductivity is greater than the vertical hydraulic conductivity, which is generally typical
of depositional deposits which contain micro-bedding of sands and lower permeability silt and
clay lenses. The data indicates that horizontal dispersivity is greater than the vertical dispersivity
in the aquifer.
2.4

Description of Unconfined Aquifer

The unconfined aquifer at the proposed site is the uppermost aquifer. Groundwater elevations
were observed by Advanced Environmental Management, Inc. (AEM) to be approximately ±1-4
feet below ground surface at the time of drilling in March 2016. This first reading took place in
the wet season during which the highest groundwater elevations were observed. Subsequent water
level measurements were performed on April 18, 2016; June 28, 2016; and August 19, 2016 by
Harbin Engineering, P.C. Potentiometric maps of each event are included in Appendix I. The
January 30, 2019 event is shown on Figure 2-01 because it is considered the seasonal high
groundwater table.
The following is excerpted from the Groundwater Resources Table in the USGS Scientific
Investigations Report (SIR) 2011-5048: "Groundwater Conditions and Studies in Georgia, 20082009" (See Appendix J):
The surficial aquifer system in Georgia consists of unconsolidated sediments and residuum
and are generally unconfined. In the coastal area of the Coastal Plain, however, at least
two semiconfined aquifers have been identified. Wells installed in the surficial aquifer
system typically range in depth between 11 and 300 feet below ground surface (bgs). The
typical range of yield for these wells is between 2 and 25 gallons per minute (gpm), but
may exceed 75 gpm.
Water-level fluctuations in the surficial aquifer system are caused mainly by variations in
precipitation, evapotranspiration, and natural drainage or discharge. In addition, water
levels in the City of Brunswick area are influenced by nearby pumping, precipitation, and
tidal fluctuations (Clarke and others, 1990). Water levels generally rise rapidly during wet
periods and decline slowly during dry periods. Prolonged droughts may cause water levels
to decline below pump intakes in shallow wells, particularly those located on hilltops and
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steep slopes, resulting in temporary well failures. Usually, well yields are restored by
precipitation (Clarke, 2003).
The following is excerpted from a paper by USGS Hydrologist John S. Clarke entitled "The
surficial and Brunswick Aquifer Systems-Alternative Ground-Water Resources for Coastal
Georgia" dated April 2003 (See Appendix K):
The surficial aquifer system consists of interlayered sand, clay, and thin limestone beds of
Miocene and younger age (Fig. 2), which were formerly called the surficial aquifer (Clarke
and others, 1990). The aquifer system designation proposed herein is based on Leeth
(1999), who subdivided the aquifer into three zones—the water-table zone and the confined
upper and lower water-bearing zones. Weems and Edwards (2001) assigned the confined
zones to the Ebenezer Formation and the water-table zone to the Satilla and Cypresshead
Formations. The areal extent of the confined units of the surficial aquifer system is
currently unknown. Leeth (1999) reported two confined water-bearing zones in Camden
County; and Clarke and others (1990) reported one confined water-bearing zone at
Brunswick, Glynn County, and one at Skidaway Island, Chatham County. Multiple
confined water-bearing zones are believed to occur mostly in areas where deposits are
thick, such as in the southeast Georgia embayment.
For the water-table zone, Clarke and others (1990) and Leeth (1999) reported well yields
ranging from 2 to 140 gallons per minute (gal/min) and transmissivity ranging from 14 to
6,700 ft2/d in Glynn and Camden Counties. For the confined water-bearing zones, Clarke
and others (1990) reported well yields ranging from 40 to 180 gal/min and transmissivity
ranging from 150 to 6,000 ft2/d. Leeth (1999) reported well yields from 15 to 100 gal/min
and a transmissivity of 180 ft2/d at Camden County. Industrial supply wells near Jesup,
Wayne County, formerly yielded about 250 gal/min from the confined water-bearing
zones, with a total withdrawal of about 0.86 Mgal/d during 1986 (Clarke and others, 1990).
Based on these studies the surficial aquifer system for the proposed site is the unconfined watertable zone in the Satilla Formation.
2.5

Description of Confined Aquifers

Confined aquifers were not encountered during field subsurface exploration for this report.
Confined aquifers beneath the uppermost aquifer system consist of the Upper and Lower
Brunswick and the Upper and Lower Floridan aquifer systems.
The following is excerpted from the Groundwater Resources Table in the USGS Scientific
Investigations Report (SIR) 2011-5048: "Groundwater Conditions and Studies in Georgia, 20082009" (See Appendix J):
The Brunswick aquifer system in Georgia, including the upper and lower Brunswick
aquifers, consists of phosphatic and dolomitic quartz sand and is generally confined. Wells
installed in the Brunswick aquifer system typically range in depth between 85 and 390 feet
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below ground surface (bgs). The typical range of yield for these wells is between 10 and
30 gallons per minute (gpm), but may exceed 180 gpm.
In the coastal area, the Brunswick aquifers may respond to pumping from the Upper
Floridan aquifer as a result of the hydraulic connection between the aquifers. Elsewhere,
the water level mainly responds to seasonal variations in recharge and discharge. In
Bulloch County, unnamed aquifers equivalent to the upper and lower Brunswick aquifers
are unconfined to semiconfined and are influenced by variations in recharge from
precipitation and by pumping from the Upper Floridan aquifer; in the Wayne and Glynn
County area, the aquifers are confined and respond to nearby pumping (Clarke and others,
1990; Clarke, 2003).
The Upper and Lower Floridan aquifers in Georgia, consists of limestone, dolomite, and
calcareous sand and is generally confined. Wells installed in the Floridan aquifer typically
range in depth between 40 and 900 feet below ground surface (bgs). The typical range of
yield for these wells is between 1,000 and 5,000 gallons per minute (gpm), but may exceed
11,000 gpm.
In and near outcrop areas, the Floridan aquifers are semiconfined, and water levels in wells
tapping the aquifers fluctuate seasonally in response to varia-tions in recharge rate and
pumping. Near the coast, where the aquifers are confined, water levels primarily respond
to pumping, and fluctuations related to recharge are less pronounced (Clarke and others,
1990).
2.6

Potential of Unconfined and Confined Aquifers as Sources of Drinking Water

The following is excerpted from the USGS Scientific Investigations Report (SIR) 2011-5048:
"Groundwater Conditions and Studies in Georgia, 2008-2009" (See Appendix J):
The surficial aquifer system is the "primary source of water for domestic and livestock
supply in rural areas. The surficial aquifer system is the supplemental source of water for
irrigation supply in coastal Georgia."
The Brunswick aquifers are "not a major source of water in coastal Georgia, but considered
a supplemental water supply to the Upper Floridan aquifer."
The Floridan aquifers "supply about 50 percent of groundwater in Georgia. The aquifer
system is divided into the Upper and Lower Floridan aquifers. In the Brunswick area, the
Upper Floridan aquifer includes two freshwater-bearing zones—the upper water-bearing
zone and the lower water-bearing zone. In the Brunswick area and in southeastern Georgia,
the Lower Floridan aquifer includes the brackish-water zone, the deep freshwater zone, and
the Fernandina permeable zone (Krause and Randolph, 1989). The Lower Floridan aquifer
extends to more than 2,700 ft in depth and yields high-chloride water below 2,300 ft (Jones
and Maslia, 1994)."
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Based upon correspondence with a local well driller (Woodrow Sapp Well Drilling and Water
Management) who installs public water systems and residential wells within two (2) miles of the
proposed site, the public water system wells in this area of Brantley County, Georgia are
unscreened wells with the well casing terminated into a confining unit within of the Upper Floridan
aquifer approximately ±720-730 feet below ground surface; the domestic water wells are also
unscreened but the casing is terminated into a confining unit approximately ±260 feet below
ground surface. Correspondence with this driller and copies of the drilling logs for the public
water wells are included in Appendix L.
2.7

Description of Geologic and/or Natural Hazards and for Seismic Impact Zone

2.7.1. Fault Areas
Review of the "Georgia Geologic Map" prepared by the Georgia Geologic Survey dated 1976 did
not identify any features representative of a fault within 200 feet (60 meters) of the proposed site.
See Figure 2-03.
According to the 1997 "Circular 14: Criteria for Performing Site Acceptability Studies for Solid
Waste Landfills in Georgia" issued by the Georgia Geologic Survey it states on Page 15, "very
few [faults], if any, have been recognized as having had displacement in Holocene time." It also
states on Page 5 in a footnote, "With the possible exception of a single fault shown between Dooly
and Sumter Counties on the 1976 1:500,000 Geologic Map of Georgia, there are no known
Holocene faults in Georgia."
According to the United States Geologic Service (USGS) Interactive Fault Map for Quaternary
Faults (earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/qfaults/map), no faults which are believed to be sources of
earthquakes with a magnitude greater than 6 in Holocene time (less than 15,000 ± years) are
indicated within 200 feet of the site. In fact, no such Quaternary faults or associated folds are
indicated in Georgia. See Figure 2-05.
2.7.2. Seismic Impact Zones
According to Map C from the 1990 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Miscellaneous Field Study
Map MF-2120 entitled "Probabilistic Earthquake Acceleration and Velocity Maps for the United
States and Puerto Rico", Brantley County, Georgia lies approximately at 9% gravity (or 0.09g) for
horizontal acceleration. This indicates Brantley County is not in a "Seismic Impact Zone," as
defined by the Rules. See Figure 2-06.
2.7.3. Unstable Areas
There are no unstable areas "susceptible to natural or human-induced events or forces capable of
impairing the integrity of some or all of the landfill structure components responsible for
preventing releases from a landfill" including the following:

"On-site or local soil conditions that may result in significant differential settling;"
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Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.05-(1)-(h)-1-a
"On-site or local geologic or geomorphic features;"
Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.05-(1)-(h)-1-b
"On-site or local human-made features or events (both surface and subsurface)"
Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.05-(1)-(h)-1-c
"Structural components... liners, leachate collection systems, final covers, run-on/run-off
systems, and any other component used in the construction and operation of the landfill
that is necessary for protection of human health and the environment."
Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.05-(1)-(h)-2-b
"Poor foundation conditions... those areas where features exist which indicate that a natural
or man-induced event may result in inadequate foundation support for the structural
components of a landfill unit."
Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.05-(1)-(h)-2-c
"Areas susceptible to mass movement... those areas of influence (i.e., areas characterized as
having an active or substantial possibility of mass movement) where the movement of earth
material at, beneath, or adjacent to the landfill unit, because of natural or man-induced
events, results in the downslope transport of soil and rock material by means of
gravitational influence. Areas of mass movement include, but are not limited to, landslides,
avalanches, debris slides and flows, soil fluction, block sliding, and rock fall."
Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.05-(1)-(h)-2-d
"Karst terrains... areas where karst topography, with its characteristic surface and
subterranean features, is developed as the result of dissolution of limestone, dolomite, or
other soluble rock. Characteristic physiographic features present in karst terrains include,
but are not limited to, sinkholes, sinking streams, caves, large springs, and blind valleys."
Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.05-(1)-(h)-2-e
3.0

PATHWAY ANALYSIS

The purpose of this section is to evaluate how leachate might percolate downward from the waste
burial areas to the water table and then migrate offsite to potential human receptors.
3.1

Description of Inter-Relationships Between the Vadose Zone, the Uppermost
Aquifer and Deeper Aquifers

On August 19, 2016, representatives with Harbin Engineering, P.C. measured the water level in
an offsite domestic well previously installed on the adjacent property also owned by the Brantley
County Development Partners, LLC in addition to the subject site’s piezometers P-01 through P12. This offsite domestic well is believed to have been installed unscreened to a depth
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approximately 260 feet below ground surface (See Section 2.6 and also Appendix L). The location
of this offsite well is also adjacent to a ±5 acre surface water body created by prior soil excavation
activities (See Figure 3-02). The shallow surface water elevation of the pond was observed to be
less than five (5) feet below ground surface and thus connected to the shallow unconfined surficial
aquifer based upon historical data collected for the subject site. However, the water level recorded
in this offsite domestic well was observed to be approximately ±30 feet lower than the depth
measured in the onsite piezometer wells P-01 through P-12 (See August 19, 2016 Field Notes in
Appendix I). The noticeably lower elevation recorded in this well approximately ±630 feet west
of the proposed site means there are confining units beneath the water table zone of the surficial
aquifer and the intake elevation of this domestic well.
See Figure 3-01 for the schematic cross-sectional diagram showing the relationship of the
groundwater aquifers for the general area of where the proposed site is located. Figure 3-01 is
excerpted from a paper by USGS Hydrologist John S. Clarke entitled "The surficial and Brunswick
Aquifer Systems-Alternative Ground-Water Resources for Coastal Georgia" dated April 2003.
As previously discussed in Sections 2.5 and 2.6, the vadose zone and uppermost aquifer for the
proposed site is within the water-table zone of the Satilla Formation. As depicted in Figure 3-01,
various confining units within the surficial aquifer system itself and also below, isolate the watertable zone from the underlying Brunswick and Floridan aquifer systems. Drillers Well Logs from
the public water system wells installed in the vicinity of the proposed site confirm the existence of
these confining units (See Appendix L).
Since the site's vadose zone is relatively negligible and the surficial groundwater table is very
shallow (within ±1 to ±4 feet below existing ground surface), design recommendations for the
landfill include an underdrain or capillary break system and soil fill placed over the existing ground
surface to maintain the required separation under a liner and leachate collection system (See
Section 4.0). By installing an underdrain or capillary break system and vertical soil buffer beneath
the proposed landfill liner and leachate collection system, this system and buffer can control
seasonal and yearly fluctuations in the water table and recharge mechanisms, including leackage
from overlying and underlying strata, pinchouts or lenses of permeable and impermeable materials,
variation of hydraulic conductivity with depth and variations of flow velocity and flow direction
from the surfical aquifer.
3.2

Calculated Ground-Water Flow Velocities

For most Coastal Plain soil sites where the uppermost aquifer is a porous media, the calculation
for horizontal groundwater flow velocities should be based on the Darcy Equation:
V

=

where:
V
K
n

=
=
=

linear velocity (feet/day)
hydraulic conductivity (feet/day)
effective porosity (%)

K Δh
n Δl
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hydraulic gradient (based on the potentiometric map of the uppermost
aquifer)

To calculate effective porosity, n, the following equation is used:
n

=

1-

SGBULK DENSITY
SGSOIL PARTICLE

where:
n
SGBULK DENSITY
SGSOIL PARTICLE

=
=
=

effective porosity (%)
specific gravity of bulk density of soil sample
specific gravity of soil particle = 2.66

Conservatively, the largest bulk density measured in the laboratory was used for this calculation.
According to the laboratory analysis in Appendix G, the undisturbed sample from boring P-11 was
measured to have a bulk density of 122.8 pcf, or a specific gravity of 1.97 (122.8 pcf ÷ 62.4 pcf
H2O). Using the equation above, the effective porosity, n, is calculated to be 0.26 or 26%.
The maximum and average horizontal hydraulic conductivities calculated earlier in this report (See
Section 2.3.2) are 5.22 x 10-3 cm/sec and 3.11 x 10-3 cm/sec, respectively. This is equal to 8.81
and 14.79 feet/day, respectively.
The maximum and average hydraulic gradients (Δh/Δl) measured from the potentiometric map in
Figure 2-01 are 0.010 ft/ft and 0.005 ft/ft, respectively.
Therefore, using Darcy's Law equation above, the maximum and average linear velocities are
calculated to be 0.57 and 0.17 feet/day.
3.3

Groundwater Pollution Potential

This section is to address groundwater pollution potential of sites in their natural state. Pollutants
in groundwater generally tend to be removed or reduced in concentration with time and with
distance traveled. Mechanisms such as attenuation include: filtration, soprtion, chemical
processes, microbiological decomposition and dilution. Sorptive capacity (cation exchange
capacity) was measured in 20 undisturbed samples collected at varying depths from 14 of the 24
borings (P-08, P-11, P-12, P-13, P-14, P-15, P-16, P-17, P-18, P-19, P-20, P-21, P-22, P-23) at
concentrations ranging between 1.1 and 40 meq/100g, as Table 4 in Section 2.4 and Appendix G
indicate.
The Hydrological Atlas Number 20, of the Georgia Geological Survey, was utilized to determine
the nearest proximity of groundwater pollution susceptibility areas to the site. The atlas shows the
site within an average susceptibility area however also within proximity to a higher susceptibility
area with a DRASTIC rating greater than 181, as shown on Figure 3-03. The DRASTIC rating is
based upon several factors, such as depth to water, sorption above the water table, aquifer
permeability, water table gradient, horizontal distance, thickness of unconsolidated media at two-
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media sites, recharge, aquifer media, impact of vadose zone, hydraulic conductivity, soil media,
and topography.
Again, the DRASTIC pollution susceptibility methodology only considers sites in their natural
state and does not take into account engineered sites having liner and leachate collection systems.
As previously addressed in Section 3.1 and again in Section 4.0, design of an underdrain or
capillary break system and installation of a vertical soil buffer beneath the landfill liner and
leachate collection system is not only recommended but required by Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.07(1)-(d) to control groundwater separation from the liner system and mitigate the pollution
susceptibility and containment pathway.
3.3.1. LeGrand’s Method
The overall pollution potential for the landfill was estimated using the LeGrand concept for loose
granular materials extending 100 feet or more below the ground surface (typical Coastal Plain
sites) as described in Circular 14 (Rating Chart excerpt shown on Figure 3-04). The following
values are for the flow most typical of the site and were calculated to develop a total LeGrand
score, as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Depth to groundwater beneath landfill – 5-foot average to create required separation
from seasonal high water table (0.7 point)
Soil sorption – maximum sorption for composite liner with leachate collection
system (6 points)
Aquifer permeability – “clayey sand” permeability rating for composite liner with
leachate collection system (3 points)
Gradient – maximum of 2 percent with favorable flow direction (4 points)
Distance to receptor – Approximately 550 feet from the favorable area for
landfilling (8 points)

The total score for the LeGrand calculation for the nearest drinking water receptor is 21.7 points,
which is considered “possible, but not likely” pollution potential. As discussed in Sections 3.4 &
3.5 of the 2016 SAR, the residential wells are withdrawing water from a confined unit
approximately 260 feet below ground surface and not withdrawing from the shallow, unconfined
aquifer, which makes the groundwater pollution potential even less likely.
3.4

Description of the Inter-Relationship Between Groundwater Flow Directions and
Potential Receptors

Horizontal directions of groundwater flow are shown on both Figure 2-01 and Figure 3-02. The
groundwater flow directions generally follow the natural topography; that is, flowing
predominantly in the southeasterly direction and towards the perimeter of the site to the east and
west. Potential receptors are located immediately down-gradient of the proposed site to the south,
whose properties border the site. Locations of these receptors are shown in Figure 3-02.
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Of the 33 domestic (private) drinking water wells located within 0.5 mile of the proposed site’s
boundary, 11 are down-gradient. Four (4) of the down-gradient wells are located less than 500
feet southwest or south of the proposed site's boundary, however neither of these four (4) domestic
(private) wells are located within 500 feet of the favorable area for solid waste disposal (potential
waste disposal boundary). A number of other domestic wells are located within 0.5 miles of the
site; however, based on the groundwater potentiometric maps (Figure 2-01 and Figure 3-02) these
other domestic wells are located hydraulically up-gradient or lateral gradient of the site. These
domestic wells are identified in Table 3 (Section 1.7.3) and on Figure 1-05 and Figure 3-02.
The approximate horizontal distances between the private groundwater wells and the proposed site
property line are indicated on Table 3 in Section 1.7.3. The distance between the private wells and
areas favorable for solid waste disposal (See Figure 3-02 and Figure 4-01) are also on Table 3
because a significant portion of the southern part of the site is not viable for waste unit development
due to wetlands and horizontal limitations which preclude cost effective waste unit development.
As mentioned earlier in Section 2.6 and documented in Appendix L, the public water wells within
2.0 miles of the proposed site are unscreened wells installed ±720-730 feet below ground surface
and the domestic water wells in the vicinity are also unscreened but installed into a confining unit
approximately ±260 feet below ground surface. Based on the hydraulic conductivity testing
(laboratory vertical and pumping test horizontal), the horizontal direction of groundwater flow
through the unconfined aquifer is greater than the potential for vertical migration through the
uppermost aquifer and through the lower confining units, making it less likely the deeper drinking
water wells within proximity to the proposed site will be affected by potential pathways in
groundwater flow.
3.5

Estimated Travel Time for Leachate to Reach Potential Receptors

As shown in Section 3.2, the maximum and average linear groundwater flow velocities are
calculated from Darcy's Law to be 0.57 and 0.17 feet/day. The nearest hydraulically downgradient receptor is approximately ±550 feet from a favorable area for waste disposal (See Table
3 in Section 1.7.3 and also Figure 3-02). Using the conservative, maximum flow velocity, the
estimated travel time for groundwater to flow horizontally from the favorable area (potential waste
disposal boundary) to this well location is approximately 2.6 years. This estimate is not an
adequate measure of travel time to potential receptors and should not be used for mitigation
because of the following actual limitations to this estimate:
1.

The actual travel time is expected to be longer than this estimate because of the
vertical and diagonal pathway to the actual well intake elevation of unscreened
casing bottom, estimated to be ±260 feet below ground surface into a confining
unit; the travel time vertically by gravity alone through each underlying strata or
confining unit cannot be calculated although it is understood this vertical pathway
takes far more time than the horizontal pathway through the surficial unconfined
aquifer; each subsequent vertical strata with varying densities further filters the
groundwater before it reaches this deeper elevation;
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2.

Surface water and natural depressions or drainage ways can intercept discharged
groundwater between future waste limits and property boundary;

3.

The actual travel time is expected to be longer than this estimate because of the
anticipated longer horizontal travel distance. This distance is anticipated to be
longer due to the actual limits of the waste disposal boundary and also actual
horizontal groundwater flow direction, which is not linear;

4.

The actual pathway of the theoretical contaminant may not ever reach the potential
receptor because of the likely considerable dilution and natural attenuation
processes and the intrinsic chemical properties that would retard transport under
actual conditions; and

5.

The actual travel time is expected to be longer than this estimate because the waste
disposal unit is required to have a liner and leachate collection system.

In conclusion, in the unlikely occurrence of a failure in the required liner and leachate collection
system, the estimated travel time of a theoretical contaminant is anticipated to be much greater
than 2.6 years.
3.6

Mitigation of Geologic and/or Natural Hazards

Based on the information presented in Section 2.7, there are no geologic and/or natural hazards in
the site area which would warrant special mitigation or design criteria.
4.0

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DESIGN

4.1

Favorable Areas

Areas favorable for landfill operations include all of the areas outside the unfavorable areas for
waste disposal (see Section 4.2). Favorable areas for solid waste disposal are indicated on Figure
4-01. Based upon this figure, approximately ±227 acres of the ±463 acres are favorable. As it
states on Note 1, favorable areas indicated on this figure do not represent the actual waste disposal
boundary. As defined in Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.07-(1)-(b), the waste disposal boundary is defined
as “the limit of all waste disposal areas, appurtenances, and ancillary activities (including but not
limited to internal access roads and drainage control devices).” The actual horizontal limits of
waste disposal boundary will be determined during the design and permitting process and will be
less than the favorable areas shown on this figure as areas impractical for disposal unit
development are omitted.
4.2

Unfavorable Areas

Areas unfavorable for landfill operations include jurisdictional wetlands with setbacks, property
line buffers and areas that are difficult or impractical to access. Unfavorable areas for solid waste
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disposal are indicated on Figure 4-01. Based upon this figure, approximately ±236 acres of the
±463 acres are unfavorable. Note 2 states that jurisdictional wetlands (and their 50 ft buffer)
outside the property line buffer may become favorable areas for solid waste disposal only if proper
permitting is obtained as required by the U.S .Army Corps of Engineers. Note 3 states that
unfavorable areas indicated beyond the 200 ft property line buffer and within the 500 ft property
line buffer may become favorable areas for solid waste disposal as actual locations of the private
(domestic) wells adjacent to the property line are confirmed.
4.3

Liner/Leachate Collection Systems

As required by Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.07-(1)-(d), a liner and leachate collection system shall be
designed for the solid waste disposal area.
The liner and leachate collection system must ensure that the concentration values listed in Table
1 in Rule 391-4-1-.07-(1)-(d) shall not be exceeded in the uppermost aquifer at the relevant point
of compliance as defined by 391-4-1-.07-(1)-(d)-2. The liner and leachate collection system must
be designed and installed with construction review by a professional engineer registered to practice
in Georgia who shall certify the installation.
Since the proposed site is located in an area of higher pollution susceptibility (See Section 3.3),
the liner and leachate system must, at a minimum, be designed with:
a.

b.

a composite liner, as defined in Georgia Rule 391-4-1-.07-(1)-(d)-1-c and a leachate
collection system that is designed and constructed to maintain less than a 30-cm
depth of leachate over the liner.
at least a five foot separation between the synthetic liner and the seasonal high
ground water elevation.

The liner and leachate collection system should be underlain with an underdrain or capillary break
system and an adequate vertical soil buffer to maintain and control the separation from
groundwater.
4.4

Cell Depths (including relationship to water table)

Because of the shallow groundwater table, the bottom of cells will most likely require some fill
rather than extensive excavation below the existing ground surface. As previously mentioned, an
adequate vertical soil buffer and an underdrain or capillary break system are recommended beneath
the required liner and leachate collection system to control the required separation from
groundwater. Based on Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.07-(d)-1-b, at least five (5) foot separation is
required between the synthetic liner and the seasonal high ground water elevation. See Figure 201 for potentiometric surface of seasonal high groundwater table and Figure 2-02 showing crosssections of recommended maximum cell depths (which equal the minimum bottom of clay liner
elevations). Lastly, Figure 4-02 illustrates the recommended location of an underdrain or capillary
break system.
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Site Drainage and Erosion Control

Site drainage will be maintained by down-drains, berms perimeter ditches and culverts. Currently
surface water drains through the wetlands to the south, east and west perimeter of the proposed
site. Excavation of a surface water pond (for borrow soils and also for added buffer) in the lower
portions of the site in the south may also be necessary to achieve required storm water control and
sediment storage over the life of the facility.
Design of a surface water drainage and management system including an erosion and
sedimentation plan for controlling run-on and run-off at developed portions of the site should take
the storm water run-off, groundwater discharge and wetlands areas into consideration.
4.6

Buffer Zones

As required by Georgia Rule 391-3-4-.07-(1)-(b), the proposed solid waste facility:
must provide a minimum 200 foot buffer between the waste disposal boundary and the
property line and a minimum 500 foot buffer between the waste disposal boundary and any
occupied dwelling and the dwelling's operational private, domestic water supply well in
existence of the date of permit application. The 500-foot buffer may be reduced if the
current owner of the dwelling provides a written waiver consenting to the waste disposal
boundary being closer than 500 feet. The waste disposal boundary is defined as the limit
of all waste disposal areas, appurtenances, and ancillary activities (including but not limited
to internal access roads and drainage control devices). No land disturbing activities are to
take place in these buffers, except for construction of groundwater monitoring wells and
access roads for direct ingress or egress, unless otherwise specified in a facility design and
operation plan or corrective action plan approved by the Division.
Actual site buffers will be greater in unfavorable areas due to site conditions (i.e, southern portion
of the site). A required 50 foot buffer should be maintained between the waste disposal cells and
any jurisdictional wetlands. A minimum vertical 5 foot soil buffer should be maintained between
the seasonal high groundwater elevation and the synthetic liner. The seasonal high groundwater
table is indicated in Figure 2-01, Figure 2-02 and Figure 4-02. The minimum bottom of clay liner
elevations (maximum cell depths) are also shown on the cross sections presented in Figure 2-02,
Figure 2-02a and Figure 4-02.
4.7

Monitoring

Groundwater and Methane gas monitoring should be designed as required by the Rules for Solid
Waste Management and guidance from U.S. EPA Region 4 and Georgia EPD. A groundwater and
methane monitoring plan will be required as part of the D&O Plans for the new landfill. This plan
will include the location of all future monitoring wells, a schedule of abandonment and installation,
monitoring well design recommendations and required monitoring schedule.
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The location of several piezometer wells were strategically placed for purposes of converting them
into the monitoring network. The piezometers were installed consistent with groundwater
monitoring well completions, excluding well development, the metal lock box and concrete pad,
which can be implemented later for those wells which can be converted to groundwater monitoring
wells.
The site will also require storm water monitoring for the storm water management system
including retention pond(s) required by the permit.
4.8

Disposition of Borings/Piezometers

Piezometers installed within a future footprint of the proposed landfill cell will be abandoned in
accordance with the rules and EPD guidance. The remainder of the piezometers will continue to
provide water level data and can be converted into a permanent monitoring well as part of the
monitoring network. As mentioned earlier, these piezometers will need to be developed and
completed with lock boxes and pads and re-surveyed for continued use.
4.9

Other Recommendations

Based upon field observations and review of historical site aerial imagery, several surface water
ponds were observed to be created as a result of previous owners excavating soils for an unknown
use. The subgrade soils of these previously excavated areas outside jurisdictional wetlands are
recommended for further geotechnical evaluation prior to backfilling with suitable structural fill.
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EX F - 1

Required applicant actions relating to landfill siting. Applicants should always check with DNR
DNR.
and the local planning jurisdiction to verify procedures for siting solid waste management facilities
that include but are not limited to the following:
(I) Facility siting decision: DNR Rule 391-4-05-(1)(b)
391-4-05 -(1 )(b) requires that whenever any applicant
begins a process to select a site for a solid waste management facility, documentation
demonstrating compliance with O.C.G.A. §12-8-26(a) be submitted to EPD; further,
whenever any applicant takes action resulting in a siting decision for a publicly or privately
owned solid waste management facility, documentation compliance with O.C.G.A. §12-826(b) be submitted to Georgia EPD
(II) Once a site has been selected. the applicant must conduct a Hydrological Assessment
in accordance with the provisions of DNR Rule 391-4-0S(l)(k).
391-4-05(1)(k). Preparation of the land
limitation element of a solid waste management plan should comply with Georgia's Solid
Waste Management Rules (Chapter 391-3-4) relating to historic sites, airports,
jurisdictional boundaries, access etc. These rules, in addition to the Plan requirements cited
above, should be consulted for specifics on land limitations and siting of solid waste
management facilities.
(III) If an applicant undertakes the Facilities Issues Negotiation Process pursuant to a
facility siting decision, the process will be undertaken in accordance with O.C.G.A. 12-832 and any guidelines issued by the Department pursuant to State Law.

Plan Consistency
Suitable Site Location. The overall goal of the County and Cities is to ensure that proposed solid
waste management facilities are in areas which are suitable for such developments, are compatible
with surrounding uses, do not impose negative/nuisance impacts on neighboring residents, such as
increased traffic, noise, odors, and litter, and are not considered for locations in areas which have
7
7 For details on Special Exception procedures, see §§ 11-6.2,
ll-6.2, 12-23,
12-2.7, and 12-2.8 of the Land Use Ordinance for Brantley County,
Georgia.

EX F - 2

been identified by the community or region as having environmental or other development or land
use limitations. Therefore, no proposed facility or facility expansion will be sited in the planning
area without a letter from the Governing entities (County and City) stating that the facility is
consistent with the Solid Waste Management Plan.
To maintain consistency with the Plan, the entity, which proposes to site a solid waste management
facility in the County, including within the City limits of Hoboken and Nahunta, must (1) pay an
application fee of $5000 and (2) must provide to the local govemment(s)
government(s) at least 60 days prior to
filing for a solid waste permit, or notifying EPD in the case of a solid waste management facility
that is permitted by rule, submit to the local governing entities (County and City) a Written
Statement of Consistency documenting the following:
•o

A method of notifying and involving the public in the process of consistency review; The
applicant pursuing a permit for siting a solid waste management facility shall call a public
meeting. Placing an ad in the general circulation serving the municipality or county at least
two weeks preceding the meeting, the ad shall state the time, place, and purpose of the
meeting, provide written notice of the permit application to the governing bodies of each
local government, request that the public notice be displayed prominently in the courthouse
of the county and city halls of the municipalities.
eo A description of the anticipated impact the proposed facility will have upon the community;
vehicle traffic and public safety around the proposed facility and throughout the planning
area; financial impact to the financial viability of the existing solid waste management
system within the planning area: impact to individual and business solid waste management
rates; impact to other natural or cultural resources within the planning area and; impact to
the current solid waste management infrastructure within the planning area, both public
and private.
•o A detailed report documenting and demonstrating how the proposed solid waste
management facility is consistent with each limitation of Section VI Land Limitation
Element.
•o An identification of the anticipated impact the proposed facility will have upon adequate
collection and disposal capability within the planning area.
• The effect the facility will have upon waste generated within the state achieving per capita
waste disposal goal.
•o How the owner/operator of the proposed facility will satisfy the financial assurance
provisions ofthe
of the solid waste plan.
o• The Governing entities reserve the right to also require a Performance Bond for potential
environmental liability.
oo -T-he
—The Governing entities require any entity whether public or private wishing to site a solid
•-waste
waste management facility within the jurisdictional borders of Brantley County be
--constructed
constructed so as to only serve the disposal needs of said County.
•o The Governing entities reserve the right to impose impact or gate/tipping fees on the
operation of any landfill located within their jurisdictional borders.

EX F - 3

The Governing entities (County and City) shall review the Written Statement of Consistency and
shall determine if the proposed solid waste management facility or facility expansion is consistent
with the Solid Waste Management Plan by a unanimous vote of the Brantley County Board of
Commissioners. Prior to making such determination, or to taking any official act to approve such
facility or facility expansion (including but not limited to annexation, rezoning, special or
conditional use approval, land disturbance or building permit issuance, etc.) the County or City
receiving the Written Statement of Consistency shall conduct two public hearings, one during
business hours and one during evening hours, and shall notify the other jurisdictions of the County
in writing, shall announce the receipt of the request at a public meeting, shall publish a notice of
receipt of the request in a section other than the legal section of in the official County legal organ,
and shall cause certified letters to be sent to all property owners and residents within one mile of
the proposed site (addressed to the address shown on the records of
ofthe
the tax assessor)
assessor).. Such notices
and letters shall include the date, time and place of the public hearings. The purpose of the hearing
shall be to discuss the waste management needs of the City and/or County, the siting process to be
followed, and shall also identify the proposed use by location, owner, applicant, and intended
activity. The Written Statement of Consistency and related applications shall be shall be available
for public review at the office of the clerk of the jurisdiction, and shall be included with the letters
to the other jurisdictions and the property owners within one mile. The notice shall be published
in the legal organ once a week in the two weeks prior to the first public hearing, and the letters
shall be mailed at least 15 days before the first public hearing. Signs measuring at least 3 feet by
3 feet and containing the same information as the published notice shall be posted on the subject
property along all public right-of-ways at least 15 days prior to the first public hearing. Within
30 days of making their determination, the Board shall notify the developer whether or not the
proposed facility or facility expansion is consistent with the Plan. A copy of the Board's
notification shall be retained by the clerk and made available to the public upon request. If the
proposed facility is not consistent with the Plan, the developer may address ·the
the inconsistencies and
resubmit their request for another review.

In public hearings and public meetings, the citizens of Brantley County have overwhelmingly
stated that the Satilla River must be protected, restored and preserved.
Our citizens are concerned that any solid waste management facility has the potential to hann
harm the
river and its environs. Brantley County is also concerned that a solid waste management facility
will result in value diminution to surrounding properties, accordingly site selection should evaluate
property value impacts.
Our goal is to mandate that any future solid waste management facilities will be held to the highest
federal, state and local standards and done in the public eye, so that we may participate in the
permitting process and exercise our constitutional rights of stewardship.
See site suitability maps for Brantley County—Figure
County-Figure 22-24.
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SECTION VII: EDUCATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
INVOLVEl\1ENT ELEMENT
Introduction
A primary goal of this plan is to help the residents of Brantley County, Hoboken, and Nahunta
achieve an awareness and understanding of the social and environmental issues, problems,
concerns, and needs associated with solid waste and other waste management, especially in terms
of littering, waste (source) reduction, recycling, composting, proper disposal of household
of
hazardous wastes, processing, and to increase support for effective and safe waste management.
Inventory of Public Education and Involvement

Proposed/Projected Local Government Programs. There are currently only informal programs on
solid waste management and related issues in the cities and in the county for public education and
involvement. However, classroom-recycling materials are distributed in the elementary schools.
Projected local programs, to be used throughout Brantley County, Hoboken, and Nahunta for waste
reduction education, will rely heavily on "word of mouth" and on the various forms of the media
because of the low-to-free cost of utilizing the press. Educational material on reducing, reusing
and recycling waste can be published in the Brantley Enterprise, the Brantley Express, the Brantley
Beacon, the Brunswick News, and the Waycross Journal-Herald newspapers, and possibly be
distributed along with water, gas, and electric utility bills.
Public service announcements would be geared to highlight the three r's -reduce,
— reduce, reuse, and
recycle- in addition to methods of disposal and ·the costs associated with each. The Georgia
Municipal Association and the Association of County Commissioners in Georgia have public
service announcement programs that can be utilized by the local governments. News articles and
interviews about the progress of waste reduction to date, any Solid Waste Advisory Committee
meetings, annual costs of waste management, new equipment purchases, new collection sites,
advances in waste management and new collection opportunities for recyclables can be used
periodically for general education.
Proposed Recycling Programs

•

Collection of Christmas trees for chipping or other methods of disposal. With donated
seedlings exchanged for each tree brought to the collection center;
•• Recycling contests within the school system to see which school can collect the greatest
amount of
of recyclable and marketable items, with a yearly recycling award to the school
with the highest collection rate;
•• Exhibits and display boards in schools, public facilities, churches and businesses
throughout Brantley County, Hoboken and Nahunta -— constructed by students and/or 4H Club members, highlighting source reduction, resource reuse. and recycling;
•o Information booths, to be manned by volunteers or a Solid Waste Advisory Committee, at
the Christmas parades, the county fair in Waycross, and periodically at the recycling
centers.
o Earth Day/Earth Week activities. Churches, schools, civic clubs, and all residents will be
o
encouraged to take part in special activities on environmental issues and recycling. The
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•o

Cities and County will coordinate activities and the local newspaper will be asked to give
special promotional emphasis on Earth Day/Week activities.
Awards Day. The County, in conjunction with the Cities and civic groups, can use awards
to encourage and promote waste reduction activities. A "waste reducer of the year" award
can be presented to the business, school, or church that reduces the most to promote
recycling and source reduction. Newspaper and radio coverage of such awards and its
winners will be instrumental in setting examples of what can be done and will act as a
stimulus to others throughout the county.

The Brantley County Library can provide a section of its space for materials on recycling,
composting, and waste reduction. Videos and printed brochures can be collected and made
available at the library.

Solid Waste Advisory Committee. The original Solid Waste Advisory Committee was appointed
by the local governments and had several volunteer members. The Committee acted, as an advisory
committee to the Board of Commissioners and was responsible for developing and preparing the
1993 Multijurisdictional Solid Waste Management Plan for the County. Reactivating this
committee would benefit Brantley County and its citizens in a number of ways. A Solid Waste
Advisory Committee can coordinate volunteer-oriented programs like litter pickup and control,
develop brochures for new businesses and residents on the waste management programs of the
County, coordinate media announcements, civic and school programs, and local government
programs. The Committee would act, as an advisory committee to the Board of Commissioners,
and would assist the county and cities with developing future updates and amendments to the
county's solid waste plan. Any costs of the Committee will be offset by donation of supplies or
materials as needed, or as funding allows, the local governments may fund expenses. The two
municipalities and the County should appoint members to this Committee. The appointed members
should actively seek volunteers. The participating governments should evaluate the number and
composition of the group and other pertinent details.
Moreover, it is envisioned that this Committee could provide oversight and guidance to solid waste
management facility siting selection process.
Proper site selection is a critical and complicated component of the solid waste management
facility design process. USEPA characterizes this component as,

Site suitability depends on numerous technical, environmental, economic, social,
and political criteria. When selecting a site, a balance needs to be achieved among
the multiple criteria that might have competing objectives."
(USEPA June 2002). Additionally, USEPA cautions against potential Environmental Justice
Issues,
issues,
During the site selection process, steps should be taken to ensure that siting
decisions are not imposing a disproportionate burden upon low-income or
minority communities. Overburdening a community with negatfve
negative impact
facilities can create health, environmental, and quality of Jiving
living concerns. It can
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also have a negative economic impact by lowering property values and hindering
community revitalization plans.
(USEPA
(USEPA June 2002).
To this end, USEPA
USEPA has developed a siting process designed to maintain continuous public
participation. The process involves public involvement for the pwposes
purposes of gaining trust and
consensus with the general public. Specific to this topic, USEPA has developed several
supplementary guidance documents, including "Sites for Our Solid Waste: A Guidebook for
530-SW-90-0 19) and "RCRA Public Participation Manual"
Effective Public Involvement" (EPA 530-SW-90-019)
(EPA 530-R- 96-007). Both provide further information and examples of
of how to integrate public
A has developed some basic
participation into the siting process. Within this guidance, USEP
USEPA
guidelines for developing and implementing a siting process with public input. The first step is the
creation of a "Siting Committee" which is given the responsibility of developing criteria to identify
(USEPA, 2002).
and evaluate potential sites for solid waste management facilities. (USEPA,
Ideally, USEPA recommends that the committee consist of key individuals who represent various
stakeholder interests. Potential stakeholders may include:

•
eo

•o
©•
•©
o•
O•

Community and neighborhood groups,
Industry and business representatives,
Civic and public interest groups,
Environmental organizations,
Local- and state-elected officials,
Public officials, such as public works employees and solid waste professionals, and
Academic institutions.

USEPA
USEP
A does caution that committee members should be selected to ensure broad geographical
representation, gender balance and racial diversity.
It is envisioned that the Brantley Solid Waste Advisory Council would serve as the "Siting
Committee" described by the USEPA.
USEPA.

2.

Figure 22 is amended by deleting it in its entirety and replaced with the following:

EX F - 7

Exhibit G

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

April Lipscomb
April Lipscomb
FW: Fwd: FW: Open Records Request
Wednesday, September 7, 2022 3:38:38 PM

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Jesse Mobley <jessemobley.bc@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 3:34 PM
Subject: Re: Fwd: FW: Open Records Request
To: <riverkeeper@satillariverkeeper.org>

Ashby,
As I understood it through open discussions we had at that meeting to clarify exactly what we
were voting on, we were only giving authority to issue those letters once the County Manager
had compared their waste management and land use plan to ours and determined they were in
compliance or not and it was basically to compare documents and say yes, the language of
your documents is in line with ours or no it is not. The intended businesses they mainly spoke
of at the meeting were dry storage warehouse facilities and tech businesses such as call
centers. I'm still waiting for them to inform us of what their exact intentions are. Once that
occurs, I will research and travel to similar businesses in order to make an educated decision
on where I stand.
I do try to educate myself on the pros and cons of all issues and the positions of all interested
parties. As this issue moves forward and we get a clearer understanding of what their
intentions are, please do not hesitate to make me aware of your concerns. I will listen and
weigh all sides and options.
Jesse Mobley
Commissioner Post 5, Brantley County, GA
President Better Brantley
On Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 2:00 PM, Satilla Riverkeeper <riverkeeper@satillariverkeeper.org> wrote:

Dear Mr. Mobley,
In reading through the approved minutes from the February Commission
meeting (see attached), I noticed that the commission has approved two
letters stating that the Brantley County Development Partners activities
are consistent with the Brantley County Solid Waste Management Plan
and the Brantley County Land Use Plan. I was curious how this can be
assured if the county commissioners are not aware of the company's
specific plans for industry and development?
Any information or light you may be able to shed on this would be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Ashby Nix
On 2015-03-03 16:15, Jesse Mobley wrote:
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: "Dale Halligan" <bcbc@btconline.net>
Date: Mar 3, 2015 3:46 PM
Subject: FW: Open Records Request
To: <BrianHendrix@ccbcu.com>, "C Deen Strickland"
<cdsatty@accessatc.net>, "Carl Rowland" <bccm@btconline.net>,
"Charles Summerlin" <charlessummerlin@att.net>, "James Spradley"
<spradleyjames23@gmail.com>, "Jesse Mobley"
<jessemobley.bc@gmail.com>, "Mike Edgy"
<timberjk@btconline.net>
This is an open request from Ashby Nix with Satilla River Keepers, requesting any written
information, including emails and other electronic devices, between the County and
Brantley Development Partners, LLL. If you have this information, please respond to Mrs.
Nix within 3 days of the date of this letter. Thanks. Dale
From: Satilla Riverkeeper [mailto:riverkeeper@satillariverkeeper.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2015 11:00 AM
To: Bcbc
Subject: Fwd: Open Records Request

Hi Dale,
Please see email from last week below. My request is any county
documents (including Commissioner and Administrator emails)
which include the company "Brantley County Development
Partners LLC.
Thanks!
Ashby Nix
-------- Original Message -------Subject:Open Records Request
Date:2015-02-26 12:54
From:Satilla Riverkeeper <riverkeeper@satillariverkeeper.org>
To:Bcbc <bcbc@btconline.net>
Reply-To:riverkeeper@satillariverkeeper.org

Hi Ms. Halligan,
I'd like to submit an open records request for any documents with
the name "Brantley County Development Partners".
Thank you and please let me know if you need additional
information from me.
Sincerely,
Ashby Nix

--

E. Ashby Nix
Satilla Riverkeeper
P.O. Box 697
Woodbine, GA 31569
912-510-9500
http://www.satillariverkeeper.org
Help us protect, restore and educate about the Satilla River. Become
a member of Satilla Riverkeeper TODAY!
JOIN US

