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ATTENDEES:
Bill Hendrickson
Lonnie Mills
Mel Coonrod
Todd Welty

\ Randy Harden
Paul Baker
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DATE:
TIME:
LOCATION:

July 14, 1994
10:00 - 12:30
Sowbelly Canyon
Castle Gate Coal Mine
Carbon County, Utah

EarthFax
Engineering Inc.

Engineers/Scientists
732450. Union ParkAve.

Suite 100
Midvale. utah 84047

Telephone 801-561-1555
EarthFax Engineering, Inc. Fax80!-561-1861

Cyprus Plateau Mining Corporation
Environmental Industrial Services (EIS)
Environmental Industrial Services (EIS)
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining

CURRENT ACTIVITIES:
EIS

- Reclamation grading in the vicinity of SBRD-4
• Riprap placement in SBRD-1C, and
- Excavation of Pond 017.

Blackhawk
- Not on site.

ISSUES:
1• EIS is proposing to install an access road through the reclaimed area for maintenance

purposes. It was suggested that the access road be left permanently. Lonnie asked
me to prepare a minor permit change for submission to DOGM. Justification for
leaVing the road is as follows:

Access for ranchers who will use Sowbelly Canyon for grazing. This
would support a postmining land use of grazing, although the only
posting land use currently specified in the permit is wildlife habitat.
Access for recreationalistsusing canyons above the mine site. There is
an existing four wheel drive road up each of the main tributary canyons
that are currently used by recreationalists (when the gate at the base of
the mine site is open).

Permit change must include a discussion that the road is designed and constructed to
meet AOC requirements, i.e it follows the reclamation contours.

2. The highwall and cut slope above one of the old portals were discussed. This area,
east of SBRD-1 and south of SBRD-2, is the primary area that still remains to be
backfilled. EIS first must move the riprap storage pile, which they will do as they
finish riprapping SBRD-1, before the grading of this slope can be finished. Mel
indicated that he did not think there is sufficient material available beneath the riprap
storage pile to backfill the cut slopeslhighwall entirely. Randy Harden and I mentioned
to Mel that the permit documents commit to backfilling all highwalls in Sowbelly
Canyon. Highwalls are defined in R645 as the face of exposed coal or overburden
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associated with entries to underground minIng activities. However, the permit
documents do not commit to backfilling cut slopes completely; cut slopes are faces of
exposed overburden !1Q1 associated with entries (portals) to underground mining
activities. Because of the proximity of the exposed overburden to the old mine entries,
it was decided to backfill the area to the extent possible. Several options were
considered for generating sufficient soil to use as backfill, including:

a. Removing material from the area east and northeast of the confluence
of SBRD-1 and SBRD·2 to form more of a concave slope instead of a
convex slope.

b. Minimizing the fill at the base of the large cut slopes that flank the
entrance to the SBRD-4 draw.

c. Adjusting the slope of the lower end of SBRO-4 to increase the amount
of cut material.

d. Adjusting the slope of the area in the vicinity of the lower 200 feet of
SBRD-4 to increase the cut, while still insuring that the area drains
properly.

Mel agreed to accomplish items 2a and 2b, and he will see how much material he
needs, if any, after that to determine if more material must be generated from the
SBRD-4 area.

3. Randy·requested that, as a minimum, the exposed overburden discussed in item 2 be
covered so that no cut slopes are left exposed in this area south of the north limit of
some woody vegetation along the edge of the undisturbed area.

4. In regard to item 2a, Randy and I agreed that the slope draining to SBRD-2 should not
be less than 2% to 3% to insure that the overland flow reaches.SBRO·2. Mel agreed.

5. Randy expressed concerns that SBRO-2 will look like it is pushed against the north side
of the drainage through the reclaimed area if the area immediately south of SBRO-2 is
graded as described in item 4. This will be reevaluated once that grading is completed.

6. The access road up on the hillside south of SBRD-2 was discussed. Mel said that he
had done the best he could to reclaim the cut slope on the uphill side of the road, but
there simply was not sufficient material to backfill the entire cut. Randy mentioned
that he would have preferred to see a concave slope instead of a convex slope. At the
conclusion of the discussion, all agreed that the cut slope would be left in its present
form, primarily because any nexcess materialn generated during the final grading
operations would be needed to fill the area near the old portal. Lonnie asked me to
formulate appropriate text that can be inserted into the permit text to justify why the
cut slope was not backfilled completely. Randy emphasized that this justification
should consider the amount of cut slope proposed to be left in the reclamation plan,
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and how much is actually left once reclamation is completed; this should be measured
by lineal feet of cut slope.

7. Since the July 6, 1994 site inspection, EIS has relocated the berm on the east side of
SSRD-1D so that it is now directly alongside the top outside edge of the channel.
Looks great!

8. An old access road along the east edge of the disturbed area, east of SBRD-1 0, was
evaluated. At the conclusion of a discussion, all agreed that the outside edge of this
road should be cut to remove the "linearity" of the road edge so that it would no
longer look like an old road. This will be done along the entire road north of the
narrow-leaf cottonwood. The ledge/road south of the cottonwood will not be
redisturbed. EIS will use a trackhoe to breakup the outside 4 to 5 feet of the road and
leave the surface rough.

9. SSRD-9 and SBRD·10 and adjacent grade were inspected. These diversions are
complete, except that several boulders are needed on the south side of the entrance
to SBRD-1 0 to divert the undisturbed drainage runoff into SBRD-1 o.

10. Lonnie asked me to evaluate permit text discussions of water monitoring, and what
needs to be done for NPDES permits for the two reclamation ponds. I agreed.

11 . An old access road high on the hillside east of SBRD-1 A was viewed from the base of
the canyon. This road is outside the disturbed area boundary and is not part of the
reclamation plan. I asked Randy if he knew when it was last used for mining. He said
that he did not believe it was used as part of the recent mine operations. He
mentioned that it should be delineated in the as-builts as "previously disturbed and not
reaffected." I agreed.

12. The transition between SSRD-1 A and SBRD-8 was evaluated. The riprap in SBRD-1 A
does not extend down to the change in grade of the "undisturbed" reach called SBRD
8. In addition, the larger riprap (060 of 12") ofSBRD-1A must extend a minimum of
15 feet into SBRD-8 since this is a transition zone, per permit commitments. Finally,
the permit specifies a Deo riprap of 9 inches in SBRD-8 placed in the existing
·undisturbed" channel. Mel said there may be bedrock along portions of SBRD-S. I
told him that if bedrock was exposed there is no need to place riprap on top of the
bedrock for erosion protection. Mel agreed to:

- Extend riprap down to the change (flattening) of grade where SBRD-1 A and
SBRD-S meet, and then an additional 15 feet downstream of that.
- Evaluate base of SBRD-S to determine existence of bedrock. If bedrock does
not underlie the entire reach, then riprap will be placed where there is no
bedrock. However, Mel said he wanted to review his contract documents to
determine if riprap for SBRD-S is included in his original contract.
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13. Mel and Lonnie requested that EarthFax design culverts to go under the new

maintenance access road where SBRD-3 and SBRD-4 cross the road. I agreed.
14. Lonnie requested that EarthFax start preparing the permit renewal documents. I

agreed. I will call Daron Haddock to get a copy of the latest DOGM guidance on
permit renewals.

•
These minutes constitute the proceedings of the aforementioned site visit to the best of my
recollection. Please contact the undersigned if the minutes do not appear to be complete or
accurate.

/J!~/~
William S. Hendrickson. P.E.
EarthFax Engineering, Inc.
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