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Q O R E

PROPERTY SCIENCES

January 29, 2002

Canaan Valley
P.O. Box 11
Suches, Georgia 30572

Afttention: Mr. John Pace

Subject: Hydrogeological Assessment
Thimbleberry Farm Springs
Thimbleberry Farm Road
Suches, Georgia
Job No. 70524, Report No. 209569

Gentlemen:

QORE, Inc. has completed the authorized work at the referenced site and presents its findings
and conclusions in this report.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 Purpose

The purpose of this assessment is to provide a professional opinion, based on obvious evidence,
regarding the hydrogeological characteristics of the springs on-site, the potential for any
contaminant threats, review of existing water quality data, and the potential for development of
water collection mechanisms and access for potential water storage and loadout facilities. Our
scope of services did not include assessments of radon, wetlands mapping, or
archaeological/historical/cultural resources, or endangered/threatened species.

It is extremely important that the reader of this report recognize the limitations of the report and
the scope of services that form the basis for it. These limitations are described herein. QORE
accepts no responsibility for conclusions drawn by any party who claims a lack of familiarity with
these limitations.

1.2 Limitations and Exceptions of Assessment

This report is an instrument of service of QORE. It was prepared for and intended for the
exclusive use of Mr. John Pace and his designees. The report's contents may not be relied upon
by any party other than Mr. John Pace, without the express written permission of QORE.

In performing this site assessment, QORE has endeavored to observe that degree of care and
skill generally exercised by other consultants undertaking a similar scope of services at the same
time, under similar circumstances and conditions, and in the same geographical area. No other
warranty is expressed or implied.

1589 Fulenwider Rd. Gainesville, Georgia 30507 (770) 532-8348 fax (770) 532-8380
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In reading this report you will note that some of the information contained in it is provided by
others. We assume this information to be correct and reliable. QORE assumes no responsibility
for information provided by others, whether they are under contract with QORE or not.

Be aware that QORE cannot state that the site contains no hazardous or toxic materials, or other
latent conditions, beyond those noted by its personnel during performance of this assessment and
disclosed within this report. We also point out that our findings apply only to the time during which

the individual components of this assessment were performed. Subsequent changes in land use
or other activities on or near the site could invalidate those findings.

13 Methodology
The following tasks undertaken during this project include the following:
1. A review of available site maps and topographic maps or other geological information.

2. A review of current U.S. EPA and Georgia EPD-maintained lists of known hazardous or
toxic substance sites in accordance with the prescribed ASTM radii of the subject site.

3. Avisual reconnaissance of the site and adjoining properties.

4. Interviews with past property owners, if feasible, to provide historical information about the
springs and past site use.

5. Issue written report documenting our findings and conclusions.

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

2.1 Site Location

Thimbleberry Farms encompasses 184.965-acres and is located approximately 2-miles
northwest of Suches, Georgia. While the tract does not front Georgia Highway 60 there is a
deeded easement to the highway. Contained in Appendix A (Plate 1) is a site location map.

2.2 Site and Vicinity Characteristics

Mr. A. Glenn Motes lll, Project Geologist performed a field reconnaissance on January 15,
2002. The site is characterized as a “gentlemen’s farm” containing a mixture of undeveloped
woodlands and open grassed areas containing three homes/cottages, a barn and other
outbuildings. In the open grassed area is a private par-3 nine-hole golf course. Presently livestock
is limited to one to two horses and we understand that a landscape company maintains the

grounds. Attached are several photographs that provide an overview of the current land use
(Appendix B).

Five or more springs and four manmade ponds are present at the site. Groundwater flow from
at least three of the springs has in some way been captured and is being used as a water
source for two of the residences on-site and/or used to fill the on-site ponds. The largest of the
visible springs, which is the focus for further development, is reported to have flow rates that
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may reach 140 gallons per minute. An approximate location of this spring is attached (Plate 2,
Appendix A).

Topographically, the site is characterized by an approximate 700-foot wide northwesterly
trending low area that includes both the floodplain of Suches Creek and open grassed areas,
surrounded on three sides by topographic high areas representing Cedar Mountain and Little
Cedar Mountain. Topographic relief across the site is estimated at 450 feet or more. Suches
Creek enters the site to the north and follows an “horseshoe” alignment through the site and out
the western site boundary. Suches Creek is fed as it flows through the site by several spring
fed creeks that either originate on-site or within the Chattahoochee National Forest that borders
the site. General surface drainage appears to be to the northwest towards the Toccoa River.

The property characteristics within the immediate site vicinity include the undeveloped
woodlands comprising the Chattahoochee National Forest to the north, east and south, and
residential/farmland to the west.

2.3 Structures, Roads, and Other On-Site Improvements

Presently, the site is accessed by a graveled drive (Thimbleberry Farm Road) that enters the
site to the northwest and meanders across the site to provide access to the residential
structures and outbuildings. We understand that the access drive from Georgia Highway 60 is
part of a dedicated easement. While the present condition of the road is good, it is currently a
single lane drive.

The onsite structures and other improvements include three wood-frame homes/cottages, a
barn and two other outbuildings, four manmade ponds, and a nine-hole par 3 “golf course”. A
fourth residential structure was recently razed and the associated swimming pool filled. Water
service for two of the residences is from onsite springs. The third residence located in the
northwest quarter of the tract utilizes a drilled well. All the homes utilize septic systems.
Additionally, the largest visible spring has been preliminarily developed using a concrete pipe riser
floored in gravel. Flow from the riser is currently being piped to fill a small pond to the west.

2.4 Surrounding Land Use

Land use on the immediate site vicinity and within a “-mile radius of the subject site includes
residential, farmland and undeveloped woodlands.

2.5 Past Uses of the Site and Adjoining Properties

To evaluate past land use on or near the site, we reviewed an aerial photograph dated 1975 as
part of the USCS soil Survey of Fannin and Union Counties, the USGS topographic map for the
Suches, Georgia quadrangle dated 1988, and an interview of Mr. Tim Helton who is the
grandson of the gentlemen whom homesteaded the subject site.

The aerial photograph dated 1975 shows open grassed areas as distributed today and at least
one of the residential structures. None of the ponds are visible at the time this photograph was
taken. However, the access drive is shown.
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The USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle for the Suches, Georgia quadrangle dated 1988
shows the access drive, two of the residential structures and the barn. However, the map does
not show any of the ponds.

Mr. Tim Helton whose family homesteaded the subject site indicated that the lowland area of
the site was used as cropland up until the middle 1900’s. After that time the property has
changed hands several times but has largely been used since the 1950’s as a “gentlemen’s
farm”. We understand that the ponds and “golf course” were built by the owner over the course
of the last 20 years.

3.0 RECORDS REVIEW

3.1 Record Sources, Federal and State

Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) was retained by QORE to provide information
regarding the following regulatory databases:

1. The CERCLIS list for the State of Georgia dated July 12, 2001.

2. The ERNS list for the State of Georgia dated August 8, 2000.

3. The National Priority List (NPL Superfund Site Inventory) dated October 22,
2001.

4. The RCRIS list for the State of Georgia dated June 21, 2000.

5. The LUST list for the State of Georgia dated November 1, 2001.

6. The SHWS (Georgia Hazardous Sites Inventory) list dated July 1, 2000.

7. The SWEFI/LS list of permitted landfills for the State of Georgia dated July 1,
2001.

8. The UST list for the State of Georgia dated April 11, 2001.

9. The CORRACTS list for the State of Georgia, dated November 14, 2001.

The site is not designated by name on any of these lists. Moreover, no sites within the area
surveyed are listed. A more detailed listing and discussion is provided with the attached EDR
report (Appendix C). With respect to orphan sites, no evidence was provided to suggest that they
are located within close proximity of the subject site.

4.0 INFORMATION FROM SITE RECONNAISSANCE AND INTERVIEWS

41 Interview With Past Property Owner

An interview was held with Mr. Tim Helton whose family homesteaded the subject site. Mr.
Helton indicated that according to his grandfather the springs have always flowed very strongly
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despite seasonal and yearly variations and that to his knowledge there have been no
environmental incidents associated with the site or immediate area. Approximately 20 years
ago the southernmost of the two largest ponds located northeast of the largest/main spring was
constructed. The second of the larger ponds was constructed about two years ago. Both of
these ponds are connected and are fed by direct spring flow and a spring fed creek that
originates on national forest service land. At about the same time as the second of the two
larger ponds was constructed the largest of the visible springs on-site was preliminarily
developed using a concrete riser pipe floored/bedded in crushed stone.

4.2 Site Reconnaissance

On January 15, 2002, Mr. A. Glenn Motes lll, Project Geologist, performed a walkover of the
site and areas upstream of the spring that act as the “watershed”. The watershed for the on-site
springs includes the subject site and undeveloped woodlands that are part of the
Chattachoochee National Forest. The approximate boundary of the watershed for the site is
provided on Plate 1, Appendix A. Given the limited development of the site and surrounding
national forest there appears to be limited potential for impact to the watershed.

Rock exposure across the site is limited to isolated rock float and/or boulders at the surface and
several road cut exposures. Rock types associated with the site include biotite gneiss and
amphibolite. The biotite gneiss is the predominant rock type and appears to be strongly
migmatized and ranges in composition and texture from gneiss to biotite schist. The
“amphibolite appears to be isolated and likely associated with dikes. No exposures were located
where jointing and/or bedding geometry could be accurately measured.

Based upon the geology and morphologic features present on the site it is our opinion that the
spring is being fed by groundwater that is present in both bedrock fractures and the overlying
saprolite. Such fractures are likely associated with both jointing and exfoliation of the bedrock.
We note that an intrusive evaluation using backhoe excavations, borings and/or temporary
wells will be required to better delineate the relationships present for any individual spring and
to estimate groundwater storage capacity.

An above ground fuel tank is present adjacent to the barn. We estimate the tank to be at least
700 northeast of the main spring. No leaks or evidence of spills was observed around this tank.

4.3 Published Geologic Mapping

While there does not appear to be any published geologic mapping of the subject area, we were
able to talk with Dr. John Costello with the Georgia Geological Survey. Dr. Costello confirmed that
indeed little published or detailed geologic mapping has been done in the subject area; however, it
is likely, based upon the rock types observed, that the site lies within rocks grouped within the
Richard Russell Formation or as also referred to as the Hayesville Formation.  Structurally, this
formation is part of a suite of rocks comprising the Hayesville Thrust Sheet.

4.4 Water Quality

We understand that water samples were collected from the main or largest of the visible springs
on October 29, 2001 and were analyzed by National Testing Laboratories LTD., and the
University of Georgia, for comparison to national drinking water standards. A copy of the

laboratory analysis is attached (Appendix D). It would appear that the results meet or exceed the
drinking water standards.
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45 Spring Development Potential

Further development of the main spring will require that a larger collector or “spring box” be
installed. Given the presence of “wet” areas in the immediate area of the current concrete riser
overlying the spring the potential for expansion is good. Additionally, the layout of the current
grounds is such that water storage and loadout facilities could be constructed in the grassed
area of the grounds. Also, there is the potential for constructing a storage and loadout facility
nearer to Georgia Highway 60. However, additional easement acquisition will likely be needed
and/or further development of the existing access drive required.

5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the work scope performed we assess the potential to be good for further
development of the springs at the site. As previously indicated we understand that flow from
the main spring has been estimated by Lon Dillard with Byers Well Drilling to approach 140
gallons per minute. While we cannot confirm these flow rates without further quantitative
analysis, it is our opinion that the potential for substantial output is present. This output could
be supplemented by further development of the other springs on-site as well.

With regards to potential influence of surface waters on the spring, we note that the two largest
ponds are located within 100 feet of the main spring. We understand from Mr. Tim Helton that
the flow rate from the main spring did not visibly change after construction of the ponds.
Nevertheless given the proximity of the ponds to the main spring there is likely some hydrologic
connection. Such a connection could help saturate the soils downgradient to the ponds and in
addition act as a potential source for groundwater contamination. While no apparent
environmental impact exists based upon the water quality test results provided for our review,
any further development of the main spring will require that the potential be incorporated in the
maintenance plan for both the grounds and ponds. This will include such things as a defined

use of the ponds, the use of pesticides and herbicides, and the location of future homes and
associated septic systems.

With regards to the potential impact of development on wetland areas, we note that some
wetland areas appear to be present outside the bed and bank of Suches Creek downstream
and west of the main spring. In addition, there are bed and bank wetlands and possibly isolated
pods of wetlands associated with the spring fed streams upgradient to the main on-site spring.
While it would appear that the potential for impact to any on-site wetlands would be low for a
passive withdrawal system, further study would be required if active pumping of the aquifer
were to occur.

As indicated, the availability for development of water storage and loadout facilities is present in
the immediate area of the main spring. In addition, it is possible that such facilities could be
constructed nearer to Georgia Highway 60. However, there will be increased development
costs and likely operational costs associated with this option. Also, we expect that

improvements to the access road will be necessary to accommodate the increased traffic that
would result from spring development.
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Last, we note that statewide development buffers exist for development adjacent to waters o
the state. These restrictions are even greater for “trout waters”. These restrictions not only
include development but also withdrawal rates of groundwater. For example, withdrawal of
more than 100,000 gallons per 24-hour day will require a water withdrawal permit from the
Georgia EPD. Such restrictions will have to be incorporated into any development plan.

6.0 ACKNOWLEDGMENT

QORE, Inc. appreciates the opportunity to provide this service. Please contact us if you have any
questions.

Respectfully submitted,

QORE, INC.

A. Glenn Motes lll, P.E., P.G.

Senior Geotechnical Engineer/Geologist
Reg. Nos. Ga. 23774, 920

59 Qg

L. T. Gregg, P.Gi.
Principal Geologist
Reg. Ga. 610

AGM/LTG/ar



APPENDIX A

SITE LOCATION PLAN (PLATE 1)

BOULINDARY SLIRVEY & MAIN SPRING | OCATION (Pl ATE 2)
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APPENDIX I

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS



Looking east toward main spring and dam embankment for ponds.
PVC pipe in photo is feeder line for pond to the west of this photo.

Looking northeast, main spring shown with arrow. Embankment for
ponds directly behind concrete riser.



Looking north toward two large ponds and outbuildings.
Main spring is to the left of this photo.

Looking west from edge of grassed area. Main spring location shown with arrow.
One of the small ponds fed by main spring shown in the distance.



Looking east from golf course toward one of the residences.

Looking north from floodplain Suches Creek.
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Important Information Atout Your

Geoenvironmental studies are commissioned to gain information
about environmental conditions on and beneath the surface of a site.
The more comprehensive the study, the more reliable the assessment
is likely to be. But remember: Any such assessment is to a greater or
lesser extent based on professional opinions about conditions that
cannot be seen or tested. Accordingly, no matter how many data are
developed, risks created by unanticipated conditions will always
remain. Have realistic expectations. Work with your geoenvironmental
consultant to manage known and unknown risks. Part of that process
should already have been accomplished, through the risk allocation
provisions you and your geoenvironmental professional discussed
and included in your contract's general terms and conditions. This
document is intended to explain some of the concepts that may be
included in your agreement, and to pass along information and sug-
gestions {o help you manage your risk.

Beware of Change; Keep Your Geoeaviroumental

Professional Advised

The design of a geoenvironmental study considers a variety of factors

that are subject to change. Changes can undermine the applicability

of a report’s findings, conclusions, and recommendations. Advise

your geoenvironmental professional about any changes you become

aware of. Geoenvironmental professionats cannot accept responsibili-

ty or liability for problems that occur because a report fails to consid-

er conditions thal did not exist when the study was designed. Ask

your geoenvironmental professional about the types of changes you

should be particularly alert to. Some of the most common include:

¢ modification of the proposed development or ownership group,

« sale or ofher property transfer,

e replacement of or additions to the financing entity,

o amendment of existing regulations or introduction of new ones,
or ’

= ghanges in the use or condition of adjacent property.

eoenvironmental Report B

Sheuld you become aware of any change, do nol rely on a geoenvi-
ronmental report. Advise your geoenvironmental professional imme-
diately; follow the professional’s advice.

Recognize the Impact of Time

A geoenvironmental professional's findings, recommendations, and
conclusions cannot remain valid indefinitely. The more time that
passes, the more likely it is that important latent changes will occur.
Do not rely on a geoenvironmental report if too much time has
elapsed since it was completed. Ask your environmental professional
to define “too much time.” In the case of Phase | Environmental Site
Assessments (ESAs), for example, more than 180 days after submis-
sion is generally considered “too much.”

Prepare To Deal wilh Unanticipated Conditions

The findings, recommendations, and conclusions of a Phase | ESA
report typically are based on a review of historical information, inter-
views, a site “walkover,” and other forms of noninvasive research,
When site subsurface conditions are not sampled in any way, the risk
of unanticipated conditions is higher than it would otherwise be.

While borings, installation of monitoring wells, and similar invasive
test methods can help reduce the risk of unanticipated conditions, do
not avervalue the effectiveness of testing. Testing provides informa-
tion about actual conditions only at the precise locations where sam-
ples are taken, and only when they are taken. Your geoenvironmental
professional has applied that specific information to develop a gener-
al opinion about environmental conditions. Actual conditions in areas
not sampled may differ (sometimes sharply) from those predicted in a
report. For example, a site may contain an unregistered underground
storage tank that shows na surface trace of its existence. Even condi-
tions in areas that were tested can change, sometimes suddenly, due
to any number of events, not the least of which include occurrences at

y




adjacent sites. Recognize, too, that even some conditions in tested
areas may go undiscovered, because the tests or analytical methods
used were designed to detect only those conditions assumed to exist.

Manage your risks by retaining your geoenvironmental professional
to work with you as the project proceeds. Establish a contingency
fund- or other means to enable your geoenvironmental professional to
respond rapidly, in order to limit the impact of unforeseen conditions.
And to help prevent any misunderstanding, identify those empowered
to authorize changes and the administrative procedures that should
be followed.

fis Not Permit Any Bther Party To Rely on the Report
Geoenvironmental professionals design their studies and prepare
their reports to meet the specific needs of the clients who retain them,
in light of the risk management methods that the client and geoenvi-
ronmental professional agree to, and the statutory, regulatory, or other
requirements that apply. The study designed for a developer may dif-
fer sharply from one designed for a lender, insurer, public agency...or
even another developer. Unless the report specifically states other-
wise, it was developed for you and only you. Do not unilaterally per-
mit any other party to rely on it. The report and the study underlying it
may not be adequate for another party’s needs, and you could be held
liable for shortcomings your geoenvironmental professional was pow-
erless to prevent or anticipate. Inform your geoenvironmental profes-
sional when you know or expect that someone else—a third-party—
will want to use or rely on the report. Do not permit third-party use or
reliance until you first confer with the geoenvironmental professional
who prepared the report. Additional testing, analysis, or study may be
required and, in any event, appropriate terms and conditions should
be agreed to so both you and your geoenvironmental professional are
protected from third-party risks. Any party who relies on a geoenvi-
ronmental report without the express written permission of the pro-
fessional who prepared it and the client for whom it was prepared
may be solely liable for any problems that arise.

Avoid Misinterpretation of the Report

Design professionals and other parties may want to rely on the repaort
in developing plans and specifications. They need to be advised, in
writing, that their needs may not have been considered when the
study’s scope was developed, and, even if their needs were consid-
ered, they might misinterpret geoenvironmental findings, conclu-
sions, and recommendations. Commission your geoenvironmental
professional to explain pertinent elements of the report to others who
are permitted fo rely on it, and to review any plans, specifications or
other instruments of professional service that incorporate any of the
reports findings, conclusions, or recommendations. Your geoenviron-
mental professional has the best understanding of the issues
involved, including the fundamental assumptions that underpinned
the study's scope.

Give Contractars Access 1o the Report

Reduce the risk of delays, claims, and disputes by giving contractors
access to the full report, providing that it is accompanied by a letter
of transmittal that can protect you by making it unquestionably clear
that: 1) the study was not conducted and the report was not prepared
for purposes of bid development, and 2) the findings, conclusions,
and recommendations included in the report are based on a variety of
opinions, inferences, and assumptions and are subject to interpreta-
tion. Use the letter to also advise contractors to consult with your
geoenvironmenial professional to obtain clarifications, interpretations,
and guidance (a fee may be required for this service), and that~—in
any event—they should conduct additional studies to obtain the spe-
cific type and extent of information each prefers for preparing a bid or
cost estimate. Providing access to the full report, with the appropri-
ate caveats, helps prevent formation of adversarial attitudes and
claims of concealed or differing conditions. If a contractor elects to
ignore the warnings and advice in the letter of transmittal, it would do
50 at its own risk. Your geoenvironmental professionat should be able
to help you prepare an effective letter.

Do Not Separate Documentation from the Report
Geoenvironmental reports often include supplemental documentation,
such as maps and copies of regulatory files, permits, registrations,
citations, and correspondence with regulatory agencies. If subsurface
explorations were performed, the report may contain final boring logs
and copies of laboratory data. If remediation activities occurred on
site, the report may include: copies of daily field reports; waste mani-
fests; and information about the disturbance of subsurface materials,
the type and thickness of any fif placed on site, and fill placement
practices, among other types of documentation. Do not separate sup-
plemental documentation from the report. Do not, and do not permit
any other party to redraw or modily any of the supplemental docu-
menlation for incorporation into other professionals’ instruments of
service.

Understand the Role of Standards

Unless they are incorporated into statutes or regulations, standard
practices and standard guides developed by the American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM) and other recognized standards-devel-
oping organizations (SDQOs) are little more than aspirational methods
agreed to by a consensus of a committee. The committees that devel-
op standards may not comprise those best-qualified to establish
methods and, no matter what, no standard method can possibly con-
sider the infinite client- and project-specific variables that fly in the
face of the theoretical “standard conditions™ to which standard prac-
tices and standard guides apply. In fact, these variables can be so
pronounced that geoenvironmental professionals who comply with
every directive of an ASTM or other standard procedure could run
afoul of local custom and practice, thus violating the standard of care.




Accordingly, when geoenvironmental professionals indicate in their
reports that they have performed a service “in general compliance”
with one standard or another, it means they have applied professional
judgement in creating and implementing a scope of service designed
for the specific client and project involved, and which follows some of
the general precepts faid out in the referenced standard. To the extent
that a report indicates “general compliance” with a standard, you may
wish to speak with your gecenvironmental professional to learn more
about what was and was not done. Do not assume a given standard
was followed to the letfer. Research indicates that that seldom is the
case.

Realize that Recommendations May Not Be Final

The technical recommendations included in a geoenvironmental
report are based on assumptions about actual conditions, and so are
preliminary or tentative. Final recommendations can be prepared only
by observing actual conditions as they are exposed. For that reason,
you should retain the geoenvironmental professional of record to
observe construction and/or remediation activities on site, to permit
rapid response to unanticipated conditions. The gecenvironmental
professional who prepared the report cannot assume responsibility or
liability for the report’s recommendations if that professional is not
retained to observe relevant site operations.

Understand That Gestechuical Issues Have Not Been Addressed
Unless geotechnical engineering was specifically included in the
scope of professional service, a report is not likely to relate any find-
ings, conclusions, or recommendations about the suitability of sub-
surface materials for construction purposes, especially when site
remediation has been accomplished through the removal, replace-
ment, encapsulation, or chemical treatment of on-site soils. The

~

equipment, techniques, and testing used by geotachnical engineers
differ markedly from those used by geoenvironmental professionals;
their education, training, and experience are also significantly differ-
ent. If you plan to build on the subject site, but have not yet had a
geotechnical engineering study conducted, your geoenvironmental
professional should be able to provide guidance about the next steps
you should take. The same firm may provide the services you need.

Read Responsihility Provisions Closely

Geoenvironmental studies cannot be exact; they are based on profes-
sional judgement and opinion. Nonetheless, some clients, contrac-
tors, and others assume geoenvironmental reports are or certainly
shoutd be unerringly precise. Such assumptions have created unreal-
istic expectations that have led to wholly unwarranted claims and dis-
putes. To help prevent such problems, geoenvironmental profession-
als have developed a number of report provisions and contract terms
that explain who is responsible for what, and how risks are to be allo-
cated. Some people mistake these for “exculpatory clauses,” that is,
provisions whose purpose is to transter one party’s rightful responsi-
bilities and liabilities to someone else. Read the responsibility provi-
sions included in a report and in the contract you and your geoenvi-
ronmentai professional agreed to. Responsibility provisions are not
‘boilerplate.” They are important.

Rely on Your Gesenvirsnmental Professional for

Additional Assistance

Membership in ASFE exposes geoenvironmental professionals to a
wide array of risk management techriques that can be of genuine
benefit for everyone involved with a geoenvironmental project. Confer
with your ASFE-member geoenvironmental professional for more
information.

ASFE

8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: 301/565-2733
g-mail: info@asfe.org

Facsimile: 301/589-2017
www.asfe.org

Copyright 2000 by ASFE, Inc. Duplication, reproduction, or capying of this document, in whole or in part, by any means whatsoever, is Strictly prohibited, except with ASFEs
specific wrilten permission. Excerpting, quoting, or otherwise extracting wording from this document is permitted only with the express written permission of ASFE, and only for purposes of scholarly
research or book review. Because use of this document may imply membership in ASFE, any firm, individual, or other enlity that uses this document without being an ASFE Member Firm may be found
liable for negligent or intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation.
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